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Evidence— Confession — ^Admissibility  of 28 

Indecent  assault — Consent  or  submission — Child  of 

tender  years 29 

Indictment — Amendment  —  Description    of    thing 

stolen— 14  4  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  1 30 

Extradition — Prisoner  convicted  in  France — Sur- 
render to  authorities  under  the  Extradition  Act 

1870 42 

Larceny — Indictment — Description  of  money    62 

Perjury — Before  a  depnty^^coroner — Jurisdiction — 

Inquisition   64 

Larceny — Goods  obtained  by  a  trick — Credit 66 

Bankruptcy — Indictment  for  conspiracy  to  remove 
goods  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy — ^Debtors' 

Act  1869,  8.  11    95 

Contempt — Speeches  at  public  meetings  pending 
the  trial  of  an  indictment — Collection  of  funds 
for  defence — Vituperation  of  the  judge  and  wit- 
nesses— Privilege  of  a  member  of  Parliament 9i> 

Certiorari — Bemoval  of  indictment  for  perjury  to 
the  Queen's  Bench — Trial  at  Bar — Offence  in  two 

countries  109 

Forfeiture — Felon — Colonial  conviction —  Preroga- 
tive of  Crown 140 

Forgery  of  letters  of  orders  to  a  clergyman    171 

Administration  of  a  noxious  thing  to  procure  mis- 
carriage— Evidence  of  being  an  accessory  174 

Arson — Is  a  stack  of  straw  within  24  &  25  Vict.  c. 

97,  s.  17? 176 

False  pretences — Divisibility  of  evidence 177 

Embezzlement — Beceipt  of  money  as  servant — 24  & 

25  Vict.  c.  96,s.  68 197 

Larceny — ^By  finding— As  bailee I9t 

Embezzlement — Whether  a  clerk  or  servant  200 

False  pretences — Larceny — Second  indictment  for 
the  same  offence — ^Distinction   betv^eu.  %  U^ak^ 
pretflnoeaada\Kra«uj\)3\xvc^ ^f!8^ 


Vlll 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


SUBJECTS  OF  CASES. 


Larceny — Parting  with  poasesmon  of  money  under 
a  miiitake — Animus  furandx page  217 

Extradition  Act  of  1870 — Fraudulent  bankruptcy — 
Acceflflories — Depositions — Bequirements  of  the 
treaty — Time  of  application  of  the  Act   .'. 229 

Extradition — Duty  of  police  magistrate — His  deci- 
sion not  receivable — Deposition  of  a  witness  ex- 
amined at  a  former  hearing  iMfore  a  different 
police  magistrate 257 

False  pretences — Indictment — Beoeiving  aider  by 
rerdict 259 

ETidenoe — Admissibility  in  evidence  of  depositions 
on  oath  of  a  prisoner — Criminating  questions — 
Ignorantia  juris — Caution  to  witness 265 

Larceny — Whether  servant  or  bailee  302 

Rape— Consent— Idiot  girl    308 

Larceny — By  a  bailee 305 

Larceny — By  a  bailee — Offence  punishable  sum- 
marily    306 

Larceny  or  receiving — Accessory  in  the  second 
degree  307 

Larceny — Indictment — Corpus  delicti 827 

Evidence — Admissibility  of  a  certified  copy  of  a 
register  of  births 827 

Fraudulent  conversion  of  money  by  an  agent — 
Direction  to  apply  to  a  given  purpose — 24  A  25 
Vict.  c.  96,  s.  75 344 

Prosecution — Payment  of  costs  of  out  of  money 
found  on  the  prisoner — Adjudicated  bankrupt 
before  conviction — ^Bight  of  trustee  to  money  so 
found— Abolition  of  Forfeiture  Act  1870,  s.  3    ...  848 

County  bridge — Damage  done  by  a  locomotive — 

Repairs— 24  A  25  Vict.  c.  70 381 

iCertiorari — Bemoval    of   indictment  by,    into  the 
Queen's  Bench 384 

Costs  of  prosecution — If  necessary  that  prosecutor 
should  be  a  "  party  grieved  *'  under  5  &  6  Will.  A 
M.  c.  11,  8.  3   384 

Debtors*  Act  1869,  s.  15,  sub-s.  5 — Fraudulent  re- 
moval of  property  by  debtor — Assignment  before 
liquidation— Bills  of  Sale  Act  407 

Evidence — What  sufficient  of  a  criminal  act  to  sup- 
port  a  civil  action — Difference  between  that  and 
a  criminal  prosecution    450 

Misdemeanor— 24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  ss.  95, 96— Ifis- 
appropriation  of  money  by  an  attorney   491 

Practice — Trial  at  bar  for  perjury — Motion  for  new 
trial,  or  in  arrest  of  judgment — Competency  of 
court  in  banco  to  re-hear  points  of  law — Venue 
upon  removal  from  Central  Criminal  Court  —Ad- 
journment of  trial — Sentence  out  of  term    497 

DEBTOBS'  ACT. 

S.  15 — Misdemeanor — Fraudulent  removal  of  pro- 
perty by  debtor   407 

(See  Criminal  Law.) 

DISTRESS. 

Colour  of  right — Bight  of  common  pur  catise  de 

vicinage — Surcharge  of  cattle    417 

(See  LandUyrd  and  Tenant.) 

DOCKS. 
Rating  of 809 

EASEMENT. 

Ancient  lights — Purposes  of  user — Interlocutory  ap- 
plication—  Mandatory  injunction 5 

Light  and   air — Derogation  from   grant — €hrant  of 

easement  by  prescription  6 

Eavesdrop — Change  in  the  mode  of  enjoyment — 

I'Wresposs  160 

Right   of    way— Cul-de-sao — Obstruction — ^Mutual 

rights    182 

Lij^htand  air — Injury  to  premises  not  taken  under 
the  oompulBorf  powers  otihe  Ednoation  Act  1870  208 


ECCLESLiSTICAL  LAW. 

Bight  of  perpetual  curate  to  nominate  one  church, 
warden — 89th  canon  P<^*     32 

New  pariKh — Contribution  of  inhabitants  to  burial 
ground — Bight  of  incumbent  to  burial  fees 1 20 

C^apelry  district — Sexton's  right  to  fees — Burial 
board 141 

Purchase  of  glebe  lands  by  a  railway — Be-invest- 
mcnt  of  purchase  money — Improvement  of  par- 
sonage house    289 

Commissioners  under  Church  Discipline  Act — 
Discretion  of  the  Bishop— 3  ft  4  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  3  325 

Payment  of  out  of  a  fund  in  court — Vicarage — Pur- 
chase of  "  lands  to  be  settied  to  like  uses  " — 42 
Geo.  3,  c.  116,  s.  100 344 

Church  Discipline  Act,  s.  3 — Issue  of  commission — 
Discretion  of  bishop — Fitness  of  promoter — Pro- 
hibition   383 

Division    of  parish  and    rectory — Bight   to    elect 

churchwardens     473 

(See  Burials — Church.) 

EDUCATION,  PUBLIC. 

Act  of  1870 — Injury  to  premises  not  taken  under 
the  compulsory  powers  in — Lands  Clauses  Act...  203 

Transfer  of  a  charity  school  to  the  school  board — 
Elementary  Education  Act  1870,  s.  28 — Appoint- 
ment of  additional  trustees  322 

Education  Act  1870 — Injury  to  premises  not  taken 
under  compulsory  powers — Bemedy  of  injured 
landowner — Compensation 411 

(See  Schools,  Public.) 

ELECJTION  LAW. 
Elxction  PlBTmON. 

Taunton — Belation  of  candidate  and  agent — What 
constitutes  agency — Association  of  candidate  with 
canvassers — Previous  election  petition,  then  pe- 
titioner  being  the  now  respondent — Evidence — 
Production  of  telegrrams  by  the  post  office  483 

Practice — Charge  at  previous  election  of  bribery 
by  the  same  persons  employed  at  this  election  439 

Ballot  Act  and  rules — ^Application  to  inspect  marked 
register,  rules,  and  rejected  ballot  papers — Sealing 
up  marked  register  with  oounterfoils — Order  to 
produce  marked  register  for  inspection  —  What 
insufficient  case  for  inspection — Meaning  of  rule 
40 482 

Time  within  which  petition  may  be  presented — 
When  is  return  made  to  the  Clerk  to  the  Crown 
— Date  from  which  the  twenty-one  days  begin  to 
run    487 


BBaiBTRATION. 


9 


Bight  of  a  Peer  of  Parliament  to  vote — Incapacity 

County  franchise — Freehold — "  Actual  possession" 
of  a  rentcharge — Statute  of  Uses 18 

Practice — Bespondent  not  appearing — Ten  days' 
notice  of  intention  to  prosecute  appeal — What 
is  a  reasonable  time — 6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  14 17 

County  franchise — Actual  possession  of  a  rent- 
charge— Statute  of  Uses    258 

Practice — Order  of  court  to  overrule  its  own  de- 
cisions    258 

Practice — Unauthorised  alteration  of  lists — Notice 
of  objection  directed  according  to  altered  list 849 

Bight  of  an  Irish  peer  to  vote  858 

Borough  franchise — ^Absence  without  intention  to 
return   855 

Borough  franchise — Besidenoe — Exchange  of  house 
— AnimvLs  revertendi  358 

Borough  franchise — Officer  in  the  army — Animus 
revertendi 859 

(See  MunieipaX  Law — Ballot.) 

ELECTION  PETITIONS. 
(See  SleeUon  Law — Mumieipdl  Law,) 


MAGISTRATES'   CASES. 


•iz 


SUBJECTS  OF  CASES. 


EMBEZZLEMENT. 

Bieceipt  of  money  aa  olerk  or  serrant — 24  &  25  Viot. 

0.96,8.68    pag9  197 

Whether  a  olerk  or  aerrant   200 

(See  CrinUnal  Lcbw.) 

ENDOWED  SCHOOLS  ACT. 

Jnrisdiotioii — Charitable  Trasts  Act — Bestriction 
on  right  of  appeal — Limit  of  amount  89 

EVIDENCE. 

Confession — Admissibilitj  of    28 

Of  acquittal  in  an  action  bj  defendant  against  the 

prosecutor  of  an  indictment  for  libel  56 

Of  larceny 60 

Of  user  in  a  claim  to  foreshore 68 

Of  being  an  accessory  to  the  administration  of  a 

noxious  thing  to  procure  miscarriage  174 

Of  fabe  pretences   177 

Of  knowledge  by  the  seUer  of  the  adulteration  of 

food  187 

Admissibility  in  evidence  of  depositions  on  oath  of 

a  prisoner — Criminatory    questions — IgnoroMtia 

jvri$ — Caution  to  witness 265 

Who  is  a  hand  fids  trayeller  ? — Burden  of  proof 

under  the  Licensing  Act  1872   290 

A  certified  copy  of  a  register  of  births  admissible  in 

a  criminal  case    327 

Production  of  telegrams  by  the  Post-office 433 

What  sufficient  of  a  criminal  act  to  support  a  oiyil 

action    450 

(See  Criminal  Lato.) 

EXCISE. 
(See  Tamei.) 

EXTRADITION. 

Prisoner  convicted  in  France — Surrender  to  authori- 
ties under  the  Extradition  Act  1870 42 

Act  of  1870 — Fraudulent  bankruptcy — Accessories 
— Depositions — Bequiroments  of  the  treaty — 
Time  of  application  of  the  Act ..  229 

Duty  of  police  magistrate — His  decision  not  re- 
ceivable— Deposition  of  a  witness  examined  at  a 
former  hearing  before  a  difFerent  police  magis- 
trate   257 

(See  Crimindl  Law.) 

FALSE    PRETENCES. 

Divisibility  of  the  false  pretence  evidence 177 

Diiference  between,  and  larceny  by  a  trick — Second 

indictment  for  the  same  offence   201 

Indictment — ^Receiver — Aider  by  verdict    259 

(See  Criminal  Law,) 

POOD,  ADULTERATION  OF. 
(See  Adulteration  of  Food,) 

FORESHORE. 

Right  of — ^Purchase — ^Right  of  lord  of  manor — Evi- 
dence of  user  68 

FORFEITURE. 

Felon's  goods — Colonial  conviction — Prerogative  of 
Crown  140 

FORGERY. 

Are  letters  of  order  to  a  clergymen  within  24  &  25 
Viot.  c.  98,  8. 20  P  171 

(See  Crimindl  Law.) 

FRAUD. 

Conyenion  of  mosMiy  by — ^Direotion  to  apply  it  to 
a  giwD  pnrpoM— 24  A  25  Yiot.  c  96,  s.  75  844 

(8m  OruiMtuU  Xmo.) 


FRIENDLY  SOCIETY. 

Right  of  lunatic  member  to  relief  for  sickness — 18 
&  19  Vict.  C.63,  8.  9  page  150 

GAME. 
Compensation  of  tenant  for  loss  by 285 

GAME  LAW. 

Agreement  for  compensation  for  injury  done  by 
hares  and  rabbits    375 

GLEBE. 
(See  Ecclesiastical  Law.) 

GUARDIANS  OF  THE  POOR. 

Action  against  for  an  act  done  under  the  authority 
of  a  statute — Negligence— Bona  fides — ^Necessity 
for  notice  of  action 116 

(See  Poor  Loav.)  • 

HEALTH,  PUBLIC. 

Building  of  a  party-wall  contrary  to  a  bye-law — If 
a  continuing  offence  192 

Right  to  fill  up  ditches  —Presumption 194 

In  an  action,  the  name  of  the  board  allowed  to  be 
substituted  for  that  of  the  clerk  301 

Public  Health  Act,  s.  69 — Local  Government  Act 
1858,  s.  53 — How  far  apportionment  conclusive — 
Failure  to  give  requisite  notice  of  intention  to 
dispute — ^Highway  or  no  highway    314 

(See  Local  Oovemment.) 

HIGHWAY. 

Limited  dedication — Right  of  owner  of  soil  to  plough 
up  footpath — ^Right  of  deviation  where  the  high- 
way is  founderous — Right  to  abate  nuisance 47 

Right  to  fill  up  ditches 194 

Contribution — Tolls  conditional  on  repairs — Ap- 
portionment—4  A  5  Vict.  c.  59,  s.  1    264 

Stopping-up — Notice  of  special  purpose  by  the 
vestry — Sufficiency jJ07 

Non-user — Local  Act — Provisions  of,  must  be  satis- 
fied      283 

If  highway  or  not — Public  Health  Act — Local 
Gk)vemment  Act 314 

Dedication  of  a  new  street  to  the  public 413 

Owner  of  soil — Trespass — Mandatory  injunction — 

Injury  completed  before  bill  filed 457 

(See  Bridge — Twnpike.) 

mCLOSURE  ACTS. 
(See  Commons  Inclosure.) 

INCOME  TAX. 

Liability  of  profits  of  a  municipal  corporation — 
What  deductions  to  be  allowed — Principles  of 
assessment  HO 

INDICTMENT. 

Defective  averment  cured  by  verdict — Conspiracy 
to  remove  goods  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy     95 

For  receiving  goods  obtained  by  false  pretences — 
Omission  to  set  out  false  pretence  in  the  indict- 
ment— ^Aider  by  verdict 259 

Removal  of,  by  certiorari — Costs  of  prosecution — 
U  prosecutor  should  be  a  "  party  grieved  "  under 

5&6Will.  AM.  c.  ll,s.  3   384 

(See  Criminal  Law.) 

INNKEEPER. 

Licensing  Act  1872,  ss.  45,  46 — Alehouse  licenoe — 
Annual  value — Lnprovement  of  the  premises — 
Illegal  condition  in  the  licenoe — Quashing ?...     45 

Lioeneing  Act  1872 — EfFeot  of  incorporation  of  pre- 
vious statutes 92 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


SUBJECTS  OP  CASBS. 


Licensing  Act  1872 — Conviction  during  onrrent 
licence — Bight  accmed page  155 

Forfeitnro  of  licence  by  misconduct  of  tenant — Im- 
plied covenant 196 

Licensing  Act  1872 — Licence  to  sell  beer  at  a  fair — 
Non-necessity  of  an  occasional  licence 211 

Licensing  Act  1872,  s.  19 — ^Boerhonse  licensed  on 
Ist  May  1869 — Befnsal  to  grant  a  certificate  after 
lapse  of  a  licence — Discretion  of  justices   243 

Licensing  Act  1872 — Sale  of  liquors  within  pro- 
hibited hours — Bond  fide  traveUers — Burden  of 
proof — Honest  though  mistaken  belief  of  person 
supplying — Liability 290 

Licensing  Act,  s.  16 — Supplying  liquor  to  a  con- 
stable on  duty — Master  liable  for  acts  of  his 
servants   388 

Licensing  Acts  (Scotland) — Meaning  of  term  "  par- 
ticular locality  within  any  county,  district,  or 
burgh ' '  — Hours  of  closing 493 

(See  Licensing  Act.) 

JURY. 

View  by — Trial  in  the  absence  of  the  viewers — 
Mistrial    196 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
Landlord  preventing    owner    from    removing    his 

goods — ^What  amounts  to  a  conversion    59 

Agricultural  lease — Surrender  and  operation  of  law    67 
Liability  of  landlord  for  negligence  in  repair  of  an 

opening  in  a  street  to  a  coal  vault 214 

Implied    warranty    against   injury   to  tenant    by 

noxious  shrubs — Compensation  for  loss  by  game  285 
Agreement  to  pay  compensation  for  damage  done 

by  hares  and  rabbits — Arbitration  clause — ^What 

is  "  fair  and  reasonable  "  compensation  375 

(See  Distreee,) 

lAnds  clauses  consolidation  act. 

Sect.  68 — Injury  to  land* — Compensation 121 

LARCENY. 

■bUctmcnt — Description  of  money  62 

Goods  obtained  by  a  trick — Credit  66 

By  finding — By  abailee 199 

Distinction  between  a  larceny  by  trick  and  false 

pretences — Second     indictment    for     the    same 

offence 201 

Parting  with  possession  of  money  under  a  mistake 

— Animue  furandi  217 

Whether  servant  or  bailee— 24  A  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  3  302 

By  a  bailee 305 

By  a  bailee — Offence  punished  summarily — 13  Geo. 

2,  s.  8— 24  ik  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  3  306 

ijT  receiving — Accessory  in  the  second  degree  307 

Indictment — Corpus  delicti  327 

(See  Criminal  Itaw.) 

LIBEL. 

Indictment  for — Acquittal — Action  by  defendant 
against  prosecutor  for  costs  —  Declaration — 
Plea — Jurisdiction — Evidence 56 

Recovery  of  costs  from  a  prosecutor  of  an  indict- 
ment for  58 

General  plea  of  justification — Criminal  charges 189 

LICENSING  ACT. 
Sect.  16 — Supplying  liquor  to  a  constable  on  duty 

— Master  liable  for  act  of  his  servant 38 

(See  Innkeeper.) 

LIGHT. 

Ancient  light — ^PurposeB  of  user — ^Mandatory  in- 
junction          5 

Light  and  air — Ghrant  of  eaaement  by  implioation — 
Derogation  from  grant  ..' 6 

(See  Easemmit,) 


UyCAL  BOARD. 
Returning    officer  a   candidate —Quo    warranto — 
Grievance     page    87 

LOCAL  (K)VERNMENT. 

Building  of  a  party-waU  contrary  to  a  bye-law — 
Continuing  offence — What  is 192 

Act  of  1858,  c.  63 — Apportionment  of  expenses — 
Notice  to  dispute    314 

20  A  21  Vict.  c.  98,  s.  34— What  is  a  "  new  build- 
ing  ?  '* — Bye-law  of  local  board — Re-erection  36 1 

(See  Health,  Public.) 

LOCAL  LAWS. 

Harwich  Improvement  Act   40 

Market  Harborough  and  Brampton  Turnpike    151 

West  Ham  LocaKSovemment  Act  1U4 

Bolton  Corporation  Act  1872 — Line  of  shops 397 

LONDON,  LAWS  OF 
(See  Metropolis,  Laws  of.) 

MARKET. 

Open  street — Stallage  for  cattle — Grant — Lord  of 
the  manor — ^Action  to  recover 8 

METROPOLIS,  LAWS  OF  THE. 

Metropolitan  Local  Management  —  Paving  new 
streets — Apportionment  of  expense  of  between 
owners — liability  of  present  and  future  owners — 
Power  of  board  to  sue  future  owners  18 

Metropolitan  Local  Management — Rating  of  a 
bridge  over  a  railway — Dedication  to  the  public 
— Lighting  35 

Bight  of  meeting  in  Hyde  Plark — ^Rules  of  park 52 

City  of  London — Liability  to  Income  Tax  on  profits 
— Principle  of  assessment — ^What  deductions  to 
beallowed   110 

Metropolitan  Gkts  Acts — Construction — Incorpora- 
tion of  inconsistent  provisions 120 

Metropolis  Board  of  Works — ^Injury  to  land — Lands 
Chiuses  Act,  s.  68  121 

Commissioners  of  Sewers — ^Interrogatories — Prac- 
tice      188 

Holbom  Valley — Improvement — Injury  to  trade  by 
works — Remote  damage — Compensation 1 89 

Metropolis  Local  Government  Act,  ss.  25,  107 — 
G^eral  line  of  buildings — Penalty  within  six 
months 213 

Metropolitan  Police  Act,  s.  44— Limitation  of  time 
for  taking  proceedings — ^Vaccination  Act — Im- 
plied repeal 241 

Metropolis  Local  (Government  Act  1855,  ss.  96, 102, 
o.  226 — Roof  of  cellar — Pavement  of  footway — 
Expense  of  repair   297 

Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts,  1855  and  1862 
— Expenses  of  paving  new  streets — Apportion- 
ment of  between  owners — Liability  of  future 
owners — Chargeonland    299 

Building  Acts — Payment  of  expenses  incurred  in 
respect  of  building  dangerous  struoturea — Sur- 
veyor's fees 332 

Metropolis  Poor  Act  1867,  s.  16 — ^Right  of  a  sala- 
ried solicitor  to  compensation  366 

Metropolitan  commons — 29  A  30  Vict.  o.  122 — 34  A 
85  Vict.  c.  Ivii — Right  to  renew  a  tavern  sign 
post 373 

Municipal  Elections  Amendment  Act  1867 — ^Right 
to  vote  at  ward  elections — Change  of  premises — 
Twelve  months' oooupation  392 

Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  1855,  s.  105 ;  Act 
of  1862,  s.  52 — ^Paving  and  sewering — Incidental 
costs  and  charges — Costs  of  collection,  survey, 
planand  notioes — ^Building owner 399 

Metropolitan  Local  Maaagement — ^New  stzeet — 
Highway— DediotttSon  to  publio  413 


MAGISTRATES'   OASES. 


XI 


SUBJECTS  OF  CASES. 


Metropolitan  Local  Management  1855  (as.  68,  69, 
72,  82.  125)— Duty  of  vestry  as  to  oleaning  of 
sewers — Damage  caused  by  an  unknown  sewer — 
Construction  of  statutes  imposing  duty  upon 
public  body page  479 

MINES,  EEGULATION  OF. 

Owner  not  responsible  for  negligence  of  servants — 
Penal  enactments    817 

MISDEMEANOR. 

Misappropriation  of  money  by  an  attorney — ^Indict- 
ment for  491 

(See  CrimincU  Law.) 

MUNICIPAL    COEPORATION. 

Election — Ballot  Act — Voting  papers — Counterfoils 
— Amendment  of  petition 81 

Income  Tax  on  proiits — Principle  of  assessment— 
What  deductions  to  bo  allowed 110 

Application  of  borough  funds  to  public  benefit  of 
inhabitants — Surplus 158 

Town  councillor  —  Disqualification  —  Composition 
with  creditors — Besignation  of  office — Eligibility 
for  re-election 162 

Parol,  contract  l»y — Mutuality — Authority  of  town 
clerk — Agent  appointed  under  seal 335 

Election — Corrupt  Practices  Act — Practice — Delivery 

of  lisi t  of  objections — Power  of  Court 365 

Municipal  election — Corrupt  Practices  Act  1872 — 
Practice  —  Jurisdiction  of  judge  in  chambers  to 
amend  petition — What  is  a  fresh  petition  P — 
Power  of  Superior  Court  under  sect.  21 404 

Election— Two  wards— First  vote— 5  ^  6  Will.  4, 
c.  76,s.  44    232 

Election — Presiding  officer — Breach  of  duty — Lia- 
bility to  action    276 

Election  petition — Limit  of  particulars — Time  for 
delivery  of   449 

(See  Election  Law — Quo  Warranto.) 

ICUSIC. 

House  kept  for — ^Lioenoe — Performance  only  one 
day  in  the  year — Meaning  of  term  "  house  kept 
for'*— Penalty 145 

NUISANCE. 

By  stables — Presumptive  right — ^Alteration  of  user 
— Annoyance  to  a  dwelling  house 133 

Entrance  In  a  street  to  a  coal  vault — Tenant  under 
covenant  to  repair — Injury  to  a  passenger — Liabi- 
lity of  owner   214 

Pollution  of  well  by  a  gas  company — Statute  of 
Limitation— Plweoription—"  Well "—"  Suffer  to 
beoonveyed" — ^Leave  and  Uoenoe  425 

PAWNBBOKEB. 

Loss  of  pawn  ticket — ^Notice  to  pawnbroker — 39  A 
40  Geo.  3,  0. 90,  88.  15,  16 84 

PEDLAB. 

Pedlars'  Act  1871 — Carrying  of  a  missionary  basket 
is  not  pursuing  the  trade  of  a  pedlar    183 

PEEJUEY. 

Before  a  deputy-coroner — Jurisdiction — ^Inquisition 
—6  A  7  Vict.  o.  83 64 

Removal  of  indictment  for  to  the  Queen's  Bench — 
Trial  at  Bar — Offence  in  two  oountries     109 

TrialatBMfor— Praotioe      497 

(See  Oriminal  La/w,) 


POOB  LAW. 

"  Valuable  security  "  belonging  to  a  pauper  receiv- 
ing relief — Judgment  in  an  action  for  damages — 
What  is  a  valuable  security — Liability  to  reim- 
burse guardians        ...         ..T         ...         ...  page     24 

Administration  of  relief  in  a  case  of  urgent  necessity 
— Befusal  of  relieving  officer — Consolidated  Or- 
ders, s.  215 — Conviction  under  s.  98  of  4  and  5 
Will.  4,  0.  76         25 

Action  against  guardians  for  an  act  done  under  au- 
thority of  a  statute — Measure  of  knowledge  equi- 
valent to  knowledge — Negligence — Bona  fides — 
Necessity  for  notice  of  action    116 

Order  of  removal — Irremovability — Proviso -Un- 
emancipated  child  295 

Appointment  of  a  servant  by  the  Board  of  Guardians 

not  under  seal — Inferior  servant — Poor-law  orders  363  ^ 

Persons  liable  to  support  relations  under  43  Eliz.  c. 
2,  s.  6 — Children— Grandfather  and  g^randcliild — 
Children  does  not  include  grandchildren 387 

(See  Poor  Rate,) 

POOB  BATE. 

Bridge  over  a  railway — Dedication  to  the  public — 
Lighting — Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts  ...     35 

Exemption — Workhouse — Meaning  of  term  "  used 
and  occupied  for  the  purposes  "  of  the  poor  of  a 
particular  parish — Poor  Law  Amendment  Act — 
Union  Chargeability  Act   76 

Telegraph  wires  and  posts — Telegraph  Acts  1868, 
1869 107 

Separate  assessment  of  premises  in  one  occupation 
— Enhanced  value  by  proximity  to  a  losing  pro- 
perty   248 

Bating  of  an  Industrial  Home — Discretion  of  the 
rating  authorities — Sunday  and  ragged  schools...  268 

Bating  of  a  cemetery — Fee  conveyed  to  purchaser  of 
a  grave — Occupation — ^Test  of  annual  value 271 

Dock  rates — ^Tenant's  profit — ^Interest  on  debt — 
Purchased  dues — Deterioration — Expenses  of  col- 
lection    3^ 

Tramways— Liability  to— Tramway  Act,  1870,  s.  78  32^ 

Bailway — Branch  line    394 

Occupiers  of  docks  and  sheds — Preferential  use — 
Possession  of  docks  board 41i) 

Hospital  for  the  sick — No  beneficial  occupation 43u 

(See  Poor  Law — Ecclesiastical  Law — Rating.) 

PRACTICE 

Trial  at  bar  for  misdemeanor — Motion  for  new  trial 
or  in  arrest  of  judgment — Competency  of  court  in 
banco  to  hear  points  of  law — Venue  upon  the 
removal  from  Central  Criminal  Court — Adjourn- 
ment of  trial — Sentence  out  of  term    ..  197 

(See  Criminal  Law — Appeal-^Quarter  Sessions.) 

PBOSECUTION 

Costs  of — Bemoval  by  certiorari — If  necessary  that 
the  prosecutor  should  be  a  "  party  grieved  " 384 

(See  Criminal  Law.) 

PUBLIC  HEALTH. 
(See  Health,  Public.) 

PUBLIC  MEETING. 

Bight  to  deliver  a  public  address  in  Hyde  Park — 
Parkrules    52 

QUABTEB  SESSIONS. 

Practice — ^Taxation  of  costs — Adoption  by  sessions  275 
Appeal  to — Power  of  justices  to  make  rules  regulat- 
ing practice — Beasonableness  of  rule  so  made — 
Bule  requiring  entry  of  appeal  three  days  before 


sessions 
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MAGISTEATES'  CASES. 


SUBJECTS  OF  CA8BS. 


» 
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'^raotice — ^Appeal — Entry  and  respite  subject  to  a 
case — Befusal  to  express  an  opinion page  391 

(See  Appeal — Practice.) 

QUO  WAERANTO. 

Wliat  is  a  grievance — Illegality  of  election 85 

Local  board — Betnming  officer  a  candidate — Oriev- 

ance 87 

User  of  office — Declaration  of  defendant's  own  elec- 

tion   106 

(See  Municipal  Corporation.) 

RAILWAY. 
Bating  of — Branch  line — Connection  with  compet- 
ing main  line  394 


RAPE. 

Consent— Idiot  girl 303 

(See  Criminal  Law.) 

RATING. 

Of  a  bridge  over  a  railway — Dedication  to  the  public    35 

Of  a  workhonse — ^Exemption 76 

Of  telegraph  posts  and  wires 107 

Of  Industrial  Homes — Of  Sunday  and  ragged  schools  268 

Ofacemetery — Owners  of  graves    271 

Dock  rates — Tenants  profits — Deductions 809 

Of  tramways    329 

Of  railways — Branch  line — Connection  with  compet- 
ing main  lines 394 

Occupiers  of  docks  and  sheds — Preferential  use — 

Possession  of  docks  board 419 

Of  a  hospital  for  the  sick — ^No  beneficial  occupation  430 

(See  Poor  fiate,) 

RECEIVER. 

Indictment  for  receiving  goods  obtained  by  false 
pretences — Omission  to  set  out  false  pretence — 

^^  Aider  by  verdict 260 

^Beceiving  or  larceny — Accessory  in  second  degree...  307 

(See  Criminal  Law.) 

SCHOOLS,  PUBLIC 

Act  of  1838,  s.  13 — Power  of  governing  body  to  dis- 
miss head  master  491 

SETTLEMENT 
(See  Poor  Law.) 

SEXTON. 
(See  EeclesiasticaX  Law.) 

SOLiaTOR. 

Salaried,  right  of  to  compensation  under  the  Metro- 
polis Poor  Act,  1867,  s.  76 366 

SPECIAL  CONSTABLES. 
(See  Constables.) 


STATUTES. 

Construction  of — Incorporation  of  inoonsistent  pro- 
visions   page  120 

Construction  of  when  imposing  a  duty  on  a  public 
body 479 

TAXES,  ASSESSED. 

Carriage  licence — ^What  is  a  carriage  used  solely  for 
conveyance  of  any  goods  or  burden  in  the  course 
of  trade  or  husbandry 300 

TELEGRAPH. 
Rating  of  posts  and  wires — Telegraph  Acts  1868, 


1869 


107 


THEATRE. 

Stage  play  in  a  portable  booth — ^necessity  of  licence 
for 289 

TITHES. 

Modus — Conversion  into  tillage — Orchard 319 

(See  Criminal  Law.) 

TOLLS. 
(See  Highway — Turnpike.) 

TRAMWAYS. 

Liability  to  be  rated  32i> 

(See  Rating.) 


TURNPIKE. 

Application  of  tolls — 4  A  5  Vict.  c.  59  ;  4  &  5  Vict 

c.  35 151 

Person  driving  over  his  own  land  round  the  gate 
— If  an  evasion  of  liability — 3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  s.  41  385 

(See  Highway.) 

VACCINATION. 

Act  of  1871 — ^Implied  repeal  of  time — Limitation  of 
time  for  taking  proceedings — Metropolitan  Police 
Act,  s.  44 341 

WATER. 

Power  of  water  company  to  charge  rates  according 
to  amount  of  rent — ^Rate  paid  by  owner — Moaning 
ofthe  word  "rent"    168 

(See  Easement.) 

WAY,  RIGHT  OF. 

Cul-de-sac — Obstruction — Mutual  rights — Injunc- 
tion     182 

(See  Easemient.) 

WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES. 

Balances  "  light  or  unjust " — ^Balance  unjust  against 
the  seller  himself — Liability 242 

Sale  of  bread  otherwise  than  by  weight — What  is 
French  or  fanpy  bread  251 
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Be  The  Planet  Benefit  Buildino  and  Investment  Society. 
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BOIiLS  COU&T. 

Reported  by  O.  Wklby  Kivo,  and  H.  Oodxfboi,  Esqrs., 

BarriBten-at-Law. 


July  29  and  30, 1872. 

Re  The  Planet  Benepit  Buildino  and  Investment 

Society. 

Benefit  building  society  —  Petition  to  wind-up  — 
Withdrawing  member — Discretion  of  the  court. 

By  the  rules  of  a  benefit  building  society  it  was  prO' 
vided  that  any  member  holding  investment  shares 
who  should  be  desirous  of  withdrawing  his  invest' 
ment  should  be  allowed  to  do  so  upon  giving  a 
month^s  notice  in  vrriting,  and  that  if  several 
members  should  give  notice  at  one  time  they  should 
be  paid  in  rotation  according  to  priority  of  notice. 
Provisions  were  also  made  for  the  reference  of 
disputes  to  arbiiration, 

A.,  the  holder  of  five  investment  shares  reoresenting 
2501.,  gave  the  notice  of  withdrawal.  The  society 
had  previously  received  notices  from  a  large 
number  of  members  of  their  desire  to  withdraw 
their  investment  shares  to  the  amount  of  about 
350,0001.,  which  sum  tJten  remained  to  be  paid. 

Subsequently,  aUeralions  were  made  in  the  rules, 
and  it  was  provided  that  payment  to  withdrawing 
members  of  their  shares  should  be  made  by  in- 
stalments. 

A,,  not  having  been  paid,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
m^mth  gave  the  statutory  rwtice  under  the  199ih 
section  of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  and  subsc' 
quently  presented  a  petition  for  wir^ing-up  the 
society. 

It  appeared  thai  the  society  was  perfectly  solvent,  but 
that  time  was  required  to  realise  the  assets: 

Held,  that  the  petitioner  as  a  withdrawing  member 
was  in  a  different  position  to  ait  outside  creditor, 
and  was  not  entitled  ex  debito  justitioe  to  an  order 
for  winding-up  the  society;  and  the  court,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  discretion,  dismissed  the  petition 
ufith  costs. 

This  was  a  petition  bj  Maij  Emerson,  alleging 

hoaelf  to  he  B  creditor  and  contributory  of  the 

Mka.  Oja—Vql,  Vm. 


Planet  Benefit  Building  and  Investment  Society, 
praving  for  an  order  for  the  winding-up  thereof. 

The  society  was  established  in  1848,  and  was 
duly  enrolled  under  the  provisions  of  the  Benefit 
Societies  Act  (6  A  7  Will.  4,  c.  32).  The  petitioner 
was  the  holder  of  five  fully  paid-up  shares  of  501. 
each,  which  she  had  acquired  at  various  times 
previouslv  to  the  year  1860. 

The  rules  of  the  society,  prior  to  the  alterations 
hereinafter  stated,  so  far  as  material  to  the  ca^, 
were  as  follows :  9" 

XII.  Investment  shares. — Investment  shares  sliaU  be  of 
two  classes,  viz.,  paid-up  or  part  paid-up  shares  and 
snbsoription  shares.  Any  member  may,  with  the  consent 
of  the  directors,  have  allotted  to  him  one  paid-up  share 
for  every  sum  of  50^.  paid  by  him,  with  entrance  fee,  and 
shall  receive  scrips  for  the  same  signed  by  two  of  the 
directors  and  the  secretaiy.  Any  member  may,  with  the 
consent  of  the  directors,  have  allotted  to  him  one  part 
paid-up  share  bv  payment  of  101.  or  more,  with  entranoe 
fee,  to  which  additions  may  be  made  of  not  less  than  51. 
from  time  to  time  until  it  shall  become  of  the  value  of 
50{.,  when  it  shall  be  a  paid-up  share.  All  in  vestments 
afterwards  made  by  such  member  shall  be  first  applied 
towards  making  his  share  a  completed  or  paid-up  share, 
and  no  member  shall  hereafter  be  re^stered  as  the  pro- 
proprietor  of  more  than  one  part  paid-up  share,  except 
such  as  have  been  already  issued.  As  to  tne  latter  class, 
every  member  shall  pay  on  each  subscription  share  the 
sum  of  bs.  per  month  until  such  share,  with  interest  and 
profits,  shali  be  of  the  value  of  501.,  when  it  shall  become 
a  paid-up  share,  and  the  member's  book  may  be  exchanged 
for  scrip  accordingly. 

XIII.  Withdrawals, — Any  member  desirous  of  with- 
dnbwing  his  investment  shall  be  allowed  to  do  so  on 
giving  one  month's  notice  thereof  in  writing  to  the  secre- 
tary. Any  member  desirous  of  discontinuing  his  sub- 
scriptions altogether  without  withdrawing  his  investments 
shall  be  permitted  to  do  so,  provided  the  same  amount 
to  at  least  j610,  on  giving  one  month's  notice  thereof  in 
writing  to  the  secretary,  the  investments  previously  paid, 
if  amounting  to  j650  and  upwards,  being  allowed  to 
remain  as  a  paid-up  share,  or  as  many  paid-up  shares  as 
shall  be  equivalent,  or,  it  under  j650,  as  a  single  part 
paid-up  share  of  equivalent  value,  and  scrip  given  in 
exchange  for  the  subscription  book  accordingly,  subie|0t 
nevertheless  to  the  proviaioixA  ol  x^<^Vt«j^Vk\tv^\fiA^> 
up  sharea.  It  aevetaY  Tnftm\>ct%  ^WiX  ^-^^  TiC3»\Ks»  \»  ''re- 
draw at  one  time,  t\i*v  a\»>\\ift  v«j^^^3CLTO^»^toll^%«we{^fi^^ 
to  the  priority  ot  iioVaQ©,^oV\^«^«X^wJS%N:D»^»>3aA^^^^ 
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and  nhildren  of  d«OMB»d  membiri  iIiaII  h&re  pnoedenoe, 
&nd  ftttot  tium  the  holdsra  of  paid-np  Bfaarea.  All  fines 
monrred  prsTioasly  to  tba  Dotioe  at  withdraml  glwU  be 
dedncted  from  the  smoniit  whioh  the  membet  nukj  be 
autitled  to  reoeire. 

XIT.  InUrmt  and  profit.— Inb-nat  at  the  nte  of  XS 
per  oant.  per  umum  shall  be  ftdded  to  tXl  eabioription 
■harw  of  tiretre  months'  standing,  and  to  all  paid-ap  and 
part  paid-np  Hharea  of  three  months'  atandinv.  ShareH 
withdrawn  within  the  above  periode  shall  cot  be  entitled 
to  anj  interest.  All  shares  of  fire  iraare'  Btandiog 
(exoept  M  next  hereinafter  mentioned)  aball  be  entitled 
(o  ao  eqoable  proportion  of  nine-tenths  of  the  profits, 
whioh,  as  to  sQbeaription  shares,  shall  be  annoally  added 
to  tieir  Talae ;  bat  no  profita  shall  ^  allowed  on  an; 
fractional  part  of  a  year.  The  remaining  tenth  stiall  be 
oarried  to  the  credit  of  a  fund  to  be  called  the  "  Beeerre 
^Fimd,"  whioh  shall  aocnmnlale  and  be  appropriated  as 
^hedireoton  may  from  time  to  time  detwmine,  eabjeat 
Dararthelea   to  the  ^ptoral  of   the   eneniDg   «"""«■' 

No  profit  shall  be  allowed  to  any  paid-np  or  part  paid- 
np  eharflholder  in  respect  of  moeey  whioh  has  not  been 
inreated  in  the  society  tor  at  least  tweire  months. 

XVI.  TKt  directiyri  may  bmrovi  «umey.—Aa  often  aa  it 
bIuUI  be  deemad  adTieabla  to  allot  an^  baildicf;  share  or 
■harea,  when  there  shall  not  be  sntScient  moneys  in  the 
hands  of  the  bankers  to  the  credit  of  the  society,  it  shall 
be  lawful  tor  the  board  to  obtain  from  the  bankers  or  any 
other  person  or  persons  saoh  snm  or  snms  of  money  aa 
shall  he  necessary  to  provide  for  saoh  share  or  shares,  or 
ttaolioaal  parts  of  shares,  and  they  shall  make  ench 
spr^oatiDn  aocordiDKly. 

ZXtV.  Baiioting  for  ihares.  Paying  of  borrowed 
MMwv.— Whenever  there  stioU  be  no  application  for 
'   "    "i  tlio  first  place, 

..     _  -    -  ,  p  shares   or  fractional 

paita  of  paid.np  shares  granted  for  borrowed  money,  and 
then  the  board  shall  determine  upon  a  ballot  takinir 
place  of  all  the  inTeatment  shares  ;  and  the  board  ehall 
p^  to  inch  person  or  penons  whom  tbe  ballot  shall 
tttermine  liable  to  receive  the  shore,  or  shares  so  to  be 
balloted  for,  the  fnll  valne  of  sncb  share  or  sharsa, 
aoootding  to  mis  11,  and  the  member  shiU  reaeiTS  aoch 
valoe  aooordinplyi  bat  in  no  oase  shall  any  person  be 
Mnpelled  to  take  at  one  ballot  more  tbaa  one  qaorter 
of  a  share  for  each  share  that  he  may  bold.  The  ballot 
to  be  taken  on  the  number  of  the  share,  acd  not  on  the 
name  of  the  member.  Any  person  having  taken  the  one- 
loorth  part  of  a  share,  in  porsaanoe  of  the  l>aUot,  shall 
not  be  liable  to  the  ballot  for  or  id  respect  of  snoh  share, 
until  every  share  liable  aa  aforesaid  shall  hare  been 
balloted  for.  Previons  to  snsh  ballot  a  notice  thereof 
shall  be  given  at  the  meeting  next  preoeiliiig  the  monthly 
meeting  at  whioh  it  shall  l^ve  bean  raaolred  that  snoh 
ballot  shall  take  place. 

XXVI.  Smu  raltf,  and  atterationi  o/™£«». — No  mis 
herein  contained,  nor  any  role  hereafter  to  be  made,  shall 
be  altered, rescinded,  or  repealed,  unless  at  a  general  meet- 
ing of  the  society  convened  by  oimalar  sent  to  eaoh  mem- 
ber, signed  bj  the  secretary,  stating  the  object  of  the 
meeting,  and  in  pnrsoanoe  of  a  requisition  addressed  to 
the  directors  by  seven  or  more  of  the  members  of  the 
■odety,  whioh  said  reqoisitionandnotios  shall  be  peblioly 
read  at  the  two  nsaal  meetings  of  the  eociety  to  be  held 
next  before  snch  general  meeting  tor  the  porpose  ot  snoh 
alteration  or  repeal ;  and  unless  suoh  altwotion  or  repeal 
shall  be  made  with  the  aonaarrenoe  of  three^fourths  of 
the  members  of  the  society  then  and  there  present,  no 
BDoh  proposed  alterations  shall  be  made. 

XXIX.  Reference  of  ditputti  to  arbitration,  ~  The 
board  for  the  time  beini;,  or  the  major  part  of  them, 
•ball  determine  ali  dispntes  which  may  arise  respecting 


laws,  additions,  alterations,  or  amendments,  which  shall 
or  may  hereafter  arise  between  the  trustees,  officers,  or 
otinr  members  of  the  society ;  and  the  dedaion  of  the 
board,  if  satisfactory,  shall  be  ocnalusive ;  but  if  not 
ntisfaotory,  references  shall  be  mode  to  arbitration  pur- 
■nant  to  the  10  Oeo.  4,  o.  M,  a.  37,  and  at  the  first  meet- 
ing of  the  society  after  the  enrolment  of  these  rules  five 
^rhitimtara  sbai]  be  elected,  none  of  the  said  arbitrators 
^™-  tyaaaaimll^  inUreated,  direotlf  or  Inditwitly,  in  tbe 


"Mtaet  aj"  tba  ^r^] 


ylir.    Aa 


»baa  bewritlaa 


ot  dispate  tbe 


paper  and  placed  in  a  box,  and  the  three  whose  names 
are  first  drawn  by  the  complaiuing  part;  or  some  one 
appointed  by  him  shall  be  arbitrators  to  decide  the 
matters  in  differanee.  whose  decision  shall  be  final  and 
binding  on  all  parties ;  and  eaoh  ot  the  three  arbitra- 
tors so  drawn  and  attending  shall  receive  5s,  remunera- 
tion. The  costs  of  the  reference  shall  be  paid  by  suoh 
party  as  the  arbitrators  shall  direct. 

The  Bociety  carried  on  a  very  extensive  businesB. 
On  the  12th  Jaly  1872  there  wore  4028  inveating 
roemberB,  irkaso  investments  ainoanted  to  832,000(! 

Thobalance-BhoettortheyearendingtheSIstADg, 
1871  showed  asBetHftinountiDgtaI,ail,744i.  6s.  ll£, 
and  liabilities,  including  the  value  of  the  inveat- 
ment  shaieH,  amounting  to  l,04O,501i.  13s.  7d., 
leaving  &  balance  nf  12i2l.  13s,  id.  in  favour  of  the 
society.  After  the  publication  of  thia  balance- 
sheet,  doubts  arose  as  t3  the  solvency  oE  the  society, 
and  on  the  26th  April  1372  the  petitioner  gave  tae 
society  notice  of  withdrawal  of  her  investments, 
and  on  the  27th  April  her  aolicitors  wrote  to  the 
society  threatening  legal  proceedings  in  default  of 
payment.  Previously  to  the  26th  April  1872  notices 
of  withdrawal  were  given  by  holders  of  shores  to 
the  amount  of  upwards  of  3m),000{.  At  a  meeting 
held  on  the  2nd  May,  which  hod  been  convened 
pursuant  to  Rule  26,  &  committee  was  appointed 
to  make  alterations  in  the  rules,  and  certain  altera- 
tions were  accordingly  made  and  certified  on  the 
28th  Mbv.  They  provided  that  no  investment 
shares  sDould  therealler  be  issued,  and  that 
Rules  13,  14,  and  24  should  bo  repealed,  and  the 
following  rules  substituted  : 

XIII.  Adj  member  holding:  aj  investment  share  or 
shares  may  give  one  month's  notice  in  writing  to  tbe 
eeoretary  of  his  desire  to  withdraw  from  the  sDoiety,  and 
on  the  eipiralion  of  suoh  notioe  he  shall  oeaie  to  be  a 
member  thereof,  but  he  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  divi- 
dends in  respeot  ot  his  inveatmeat  shares,  pursuant  to 
Bnle  14,  acd  to  be  paid  tbo  balance  of  the  principal  of 
his  investment  shares  or  shares,  when  the  f  undfl  of  the 
society  will  admit  of  it,  in  suoh  instalments  as  the 
directors  may  determine. 

XIT.  UutU  the  income  of  the  aooiety  shall  be  evaiLable 
for  the  purpose,  no  payment  shall  hereafter  be  made  on 
account  ot  interests  or  profits,  but  in  the  mean  time  the 
holders  of  tuvostment  shares  shall  receive  such  dividends. 
Bcoording  to  the  amoont  of  their  respective  investments, 
and  in  part  payment  thereof,  as  the  directors  eball  from 
time  to  time  declare  ;the  first  of  such  dividends  to  be  de- 
clared on  the  first  Wednesday  in  Angost  1872 :  the  second 
on  the  first  Wednesday  in  Ootober  1872 ;  and  thereafter 
half-yearly  on  the  first  Wednesday  in  April  and  Ootoberre- 
speotiTely.  At  least  one-half  of  the  annnal  ooeh  r^oeipta 
of  the  society  (otter  deducting  all  expenses)  shall  be 
applied  to  tbe  payment  of  suoh  dividends. 

XXIV.  It  any  member  shall  porchasa  from  the  society 
any  property  in  mortgage  to  the  society,  the  directors 
shall,  it  roqnired  by  him,  accept  the  surrender  of  his  in- 
vestment shares  or  any  part  thereof  in  satisfootian  or 
discharge,  or  in  part  satisfaction  or  discharge  of  his  por- 


aaid  from  tbe  SIst  Aug,  1S71,  If  a  member  shall  r«leem 
any  property  in  mortgage  to  the  society,  the  directors 
may  in  thsir  discretiou  accept  the  surrender  of  his  in. 
veatment  shares  or  any  part  thereof  in  satisfoctiou  or 
discharge,  or  in  port  satisfaction  or  discharge,  ot  his 
mortgage  money. 

On  the  30th  May  1872,  the  petitioner  caused  a 
demand  in  writing,  under  her  hand,  to  be  served 
on  the  society,  pursuant  to  the  199th  section  of  tbo 
Companies  Act  1862.  which  demand  was  not  com- 
plied with ;  and  on  the  24th  June  1872  this  petition 
was  presented,  which  alleged  that  the  eociety  had 
practically  ceased  to  carry  on  its  business,  or  was 
onlv  carrying  it  on  for  the  puipose  of  winding-up, 
ana  that  it  was  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay  its 
debte,  SJid  pTft^ei  tot  «•  cniivfn^ajar^  'Wm^D4'°V' 
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There  was  a  considerable  mass  of  conflicting 
eridence  as  to  whether  the  society  was  solvent  or 
insolyent. 

It  appeared  that  a  large  number  of  the  members 
who  had  fnyen  notices  to  withdraw  their  invest- 
ments haa  cancelled  or  withdrawn  such  notices ;  on 
behalf  of  the  societj[  it  was  alleged  that  only  about 
one-third  of  the  notices  originally  given  had  been 
withdrawn,  whilst  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner  it 
was  alleged  that  less  than  twenty  who  had  priority 
to  her  insisted  on  withdrawmg,  and  that  the 
society  had  assets  available  for  the  immediate  pay- 
ment^  her  claim.  *^' 

It  appeared,  from  the  cross-examination  of  the 
persons  who  had  made  affidavits  on  behalf  of  the 
society,  that  the  society  had  received  large  sums 
on  deposit  from  the  public,  which  the  petitioner 
aUegCNl  that  the  directors  had  no  authority  to  do, 
and  that  about  120,0002.  of  the  available  assets  of 
the  society  had  been  applied  in  paying  off  the 
depositors  before  the  presentation  of  the  petition. 

The  society  did  not  owe  more  than  about  10002. 
to  outside  creditors,  exclusive  of  costs  due  to  their 
solicitors ;  and  those  debts  were  for  salaries  and 
the  current  expenses  of  carrying  on  the  business  of 
the  society. 

The  SolicUor-Generca  (Sir  0,  Jessel),  Fry,  Q.C., 
and  Whitehome,  for  the  petitioner. — The  petitioner 
is  a  creditor  of  the  society,  which  is  unable  to  pay 
its  debts.  She  is  not  bound  by  the  rules  made 
since  the  notice  of  withdrawal  was  given :  Armi" 
tage  v.  Walker  (2  K.  &  J.  211).  The  society  is 
insolvent,  as  it  is  unable  to  pay  all  the  withdrawing 
members,  and  that  has  arisen  in  consequence  of 
the  directors  applying  120,0002.  of  the  assets  of 
the  society  in  payment  to  persons  who  had  lent 
moneys  on  deposit,  for  which  the  directors  were 
personally  liable,  but  for  which  the  society  was 
not  liable :  (Richao'dsimy,  WiUiamson  L.  Bep.  6  Q.B. 
276 ;  Davie*8  Case,  L.  Bep.  12  Eq.  616 ;  25  L.  T. 
Bep.  K.S.  83).  When  the  petitioner  gave  the  notice 
of  withdrawal  the  society  had  sufficient  funds  to 
satiAfy  her  demand.  It  is  Eaid  that  withdrawing 
members  are  only  entitled  to  be  paid  in  rotation, 
aooording  to  priority  of  notice;  but  that  only 
applies  where  several  persons  give  notice  at  the 
same  time.  Besides,  when  the  societj'  stopped 
making  payments  to  withdrawing  members  they 
had  more  than  20,0002.  stock  available.  It  is  also 
said  that  the  question  between  the  petitioner  and  the 
sodety  ought  to  have  been  referred  to  arbitration 
under  Bule  29 ;  but  such  a  rule  does  not  oust  the 
mriBdiction  of  this  court:  {Smith  v.  Lloyd,  26 
oeKv,  507.)  The  petitioner  is  a  creditor,  and  the 
Bociety  is  unable  to  pay  its  debts,  which  is  'the 
only  criterion  of  insolvency,  as  is  shown  by  the 
society  not  complying  with  the  statutory  demand: 
(Be  Qu^een's  Benefit  Building  Society,  L.  Bep.  6  Ch. 
815 ;  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  346.)  The  petitioner  is 
entitled  to  a  winding-up  order  ex  debito  mstiticB, 

Higgins,  Q.C.  Waddy  (of  the  Common  Law  Bar) 
aod  Ingle  Joyce  (Sir  jj.  Palmer,  Q.O.  with  them), 
for  the  society. — ^The  society  is  perfectly  solvent, 
and  will  pay  twenty  shillings  in  the  pound  if  its 
assets  be  judiciously  realised;  but  not  if  the 
society  is  wound-up,  and  its  assets  realised  under 
tha  direction  of  the  court.  The  petitioner,  who  is 
in  a  hnmble  position  in  life,  has  received  1682.  in 
bonuses  on  toe  2502.  which  she  has  subscribed,  as 
wdl  as  interest  thereon  at  five  per  cent.  The  peti- 
lioDer  is  not  a  creditor,  and  baa  no  right  to  give  the 
atMtiitotjrjootJce;  abe  is  not  entitled  to  he  treated 


otherwise  than  as  a  withdrawing  member ;  her  only 
right  is  to  have  the  matter  referred  to  arbitration. 
The  27th  section  of  the  Friendly  Societies  Act  (10 
Geo.4,  c.  56)  is  incorporated  in  the  Benefit  Building 
Societies  Act  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32),  an(^ requires  tha^ 
the  rules  of  every  society  shall  provide  that  every 
matter  in  dispute  between  any  society  and  any 
individual  member  shall  be  referred  to  arbitration, 
and  the  29th  rule  of  this  society  was  framed  in 
accordance  with  this  enactment.  The  courts  of 
law  and  equity  have  held  that  the  question 
whether  a  rule  applies,  or  how  a  rule  is  U>  be  con- 
strued, is  to  be  aealt  with  by  arbitration,  and  not 
dragged  into  courts  of  law  : 

Armitage  v.  Walker ^  2  K.  &  J.  211 :  a 

Wright  v.  Deeley,  4  H.  A  C.  209 ;  ^ 

Swarhrick  v.  Williams,  Weekly  Notes,  1866,  p.  70; 

Tmtt  V.  Hughes,  16  L.  T.  O.  S.  260. 
[Lord  BoMiLLY  referred  to  The  Midland  Countiee 
Benefit  Building  Society  (33  L.  J.  739,  Oh.] 
That  case  only  decided  that  a  creditor  who  is 
not  a  member  of  the  society  may  give  the 
statutory  notice  and  wind-up  the  company.  In 
Armitage  v.  Walker  (sup.),  Wood,  V.C.  said  that 
a  withdrawing  member  is  pro  tanto  a  member  for 
the  purpose  of  having  his  claim  allowed,  and  he 
is  therefore  bound  by  the  rules  as  to  arbitration. 
Even  supposing  thepetitioner  were  a  creditor,  the 
court  would  not,  in  the  face  of  the  enormous 
opposition,  and  having  regard  to  the  smallness  of 
the  claim,  make  a  winding-up  order. 

London  and  Suburban  Bank,  L.  Bep.  6  Ch.  641 ;  25 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  23  ; 

Re  The  Queen* s  Benefit  Building  Society  (su^.) 
The  26th  section  of  the  Friendly  Societies  Act 
provides  that  the  society  is  not  to  be  dissolved 
without  the  consent  of  five-sixths  of  its  members. 
There  being  a  bond  fide  dispute  as  to  whether  the 
petitioner  is  entitled  to  be  paid,  the  court  will  not 
make  a  winding-up  order,  and  thus  allow  itself 
to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  extorting  that  to 
which  the  petitioner  is  not  entitled. 

The  London  Wharfing  and  Warehousing  Compam^ 
35  Beav.  37 ; 

The  Catholic  Publishing  Company,  2  De  G.  J.  A  8. 116 ; 

The  Brighton  ClvA  and  Hotel  Company,  1 W.  N.  162 ; 

The  Brighton  Hotel  Company,  L.  Bep.  6  Eq.  S39 ;  • 
The  great  majority  of  the  members  oeing  adverse, 
the  court  will  not  direct  the  windingj-up  of  the 
society,  but  will  dismiss  this  petition  with  costs. 

Oriental  and  Commercial  Bank,  1  W.  N.  283 ; 

Imperial  Mercantile  Association,  1  W.  N.  257. 

Boxburgh,  Q.  C.  and  Wellington  Cooper,  for  3576 
holders  of  investment  shares,  on  which  809,1872. 
had  been  paid,  opposed  the  petition. 

E.  B,  Cooper,  for  367  members  of  the  society 
holding  builaing  shares,  also  opposed  the  petition. 

Fry,  Q.C.  in  reply. — The  cases  of  KdsaU  v.  Tyler 
(11  Ex.  513)  and  FUming  v.  Self  (Kay  518 ;  3  De  G. 
M.  &  G.  997)  show  that  arbitration  is  only  to  be 
resorted  to  where  it  is  a  simple  question  of 
construction  of  the  rules,  and  when  full  justice  can 
be  done  between  the  parties.  There  is  here  no 
dispute  as  to  the  construction  of  a  rule ;  the  relief 
asked  for  is  that  which  arbitrators  could  not  give. 
There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  debt  being  due,  and 
the  argument  that  the  machinery  of  the  court  is 
not  to  be  used  to  enforce  a  disputed  claim  has 
no  bearing  on  this  case.  All  that  the  societjr  say  ii^ 
that  they  are  entitled  to  take  their  own  time  to 
pay  it,  and  the  comtVi  "^ViV  licA.  t^I\x^^  Na  ^x^^t  >^^ 
winding-up  on  swc\i  ai  ffco\r[\^. 

Kino's  Cross  IndustTViX  Ih»e\X\tv9%  Cw«ftw*>^**««^ 
11  Eq.  14B ',  2ai*.Tl.^*k^.^-^«^5»- 
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Roxburgh,  Q.  C.  in  reply  as  to  KeUaU  v.  Tyler. 

Lord  Bomilly. — This  is  a  petition  presented  by 
a  member  of  a  benefit  building  society  praying  the 
benefit  of  the  13th  rule  of  the  society,  which 
entitles  any  person  who  retires  to  be  repaid  what 
he  has  paid  towards  the  society  in  a  certain  rota- 
tion. The  application  is  made  under  a  sub-section 
of  the  199th  section  of  the  Companies'  Act  1862. 
In  considering  that  Act,  I  make  a  great  distinc- 
tion between  what  I  call  an  outside  creditor  and  a 
creditor  who  is  a  shareholder  in  the  company; 
and  I  do  not  think  that  the  199th  section  of  the 
Act,  when  it  gave  a  power  to  a  creditor  to  call  upon 
a  company  to  pay  him,  or  if  not,  to  admit  that  tney 
Arere  insolvent,  was  intended  to  apply  to  any  case 
where  one  member  of  the  company  called  upon  the 
directors  to  pay  him  in  respect  of  some  rule  of  the 
society  itseli.  Such  a  demand  necessarily  involves 
the  functions  not  only  of  directors,  but  of  all  the 
officers  of  the  company,  and,  in  point  of  fact,  opens 
all  the  management  and  the  rules  of  the  com- 
pany ;  and  those  are  the  very  things  which  let  in 
the  operation  of  the  arbitration  cUuses.  If  this 
application  had  been  made  by  an  outside  creditor 
of  the  company — if  the  company,  for  instance,  had 
applied  to  A.  B.,  a  cabinet  maker,  holding  no 
snares  in  the  company,  to  make  a  certain  number 
of  tables  and  chairs  for  the  company,  and  had 
refused  to  pay  him — then  unquestionably,  in  my 
opinion,  he  might  come  under  the  199th  clause, 
and  serve  the  company  with  a  notice  to  pay  him 
the  amount  they  owed  him,  and  that  if  they  did 
not  pay  it  he  should  present  a  petition  against 
them.  But  I  do  not  think  this  applies  to  the  case 
of  a  person  who  is  a  shareholder  of  the  company, 
and  who  therefore  applies  under  the  13th  section, 
which  onl^  enables  those  persons  to  be  paid  who 
have  applied,  and  to  be  paid  in  rotation.  I  think, 
also,  it  IS  very  important  in  dealing  with  this  case 
to  consider  what  the  effect  of  a  winding-up  order 
would  be;  for  there  is  no  right  which  I  con- 
sider more  clear  than  that  which  the  court 
has  of  exercising  its  discretion  and  judgment 
with  respect  to  the  effect  of  winding-up  a  com- 
pany. It  it  had  been  a  question  solely  about 
the  arbitration  clause — if  it  had  been  a  question 
solely  about  the  shareholder  being  a  creditor  or 
not — ^I  probably  should  have  required  some  little 
more  time  to  consider  it ;  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  facts  are  unfavourable  to  the  petitioner's 
claim  upon  this  occasion,  and  that  the  court,  upon 
the  evidence  before  it,  ought  not  to  make  the  order 
which  is  prayed  for.  I  will  state  a  little  more  fully 
why  I  have  come  to  that  conclusion.  In  the  first 
place,  it  was  strongly  urged  that,  though  there 
were  many  persons  who  were  prior  to  the  peti- 
tioner, yet  that  those  persons  had  all  withdrawn, 
and  that  by  so  doing  they  had  put  the  petitioner 
in  the  situation  of  oeing  one  of  twenty  persons 
only  who  sought  to  retire,  and  that  the  company 
bad  ample  assets  to  meet  their  claims.  I  think 
that  it  is  not  reasonable  or  fair  to  say  that 
these  persons,  who  had  withdrawn  their  notices 
upon  the  footing  of  an  arrangement,  were  to 
be  bound  by  that  arrangement,  though  the 
terms  of  it  were  that  the  company  should  be 
carried  on  amongst  them  in  a  manner  approved 
of  by  the  directors,  which  was  totally  incon- 
sistent with  the  winding-up  of  the  company.  If 
fo,  it  would  be  di£Scuh  to  aav  that  the  petitioner 
M  eDtltled  to  be  paid  in  priority  to  all  those  mem- 
-«en?  who  had  only  retired  in  consequence  of  an 


arrangement  which  they  believed  would  be  bind- 
ing upon  everybody,  but  which  was  not  entered 
into  with  the  petitioner  herself.  But  the  thing 
which  has  struck  me  most  is,  that  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  company  is  perfectly  solvent.  About  that 
I  entertain  no  doubt  whatever,  and  I  believe  the 
statements  made  in  the  affidavits  of  the  solicitor 
and  the  chairman  alike,  that  if  time  is  given  to 
the  company  to  realise  its  assets,  it  will  be  found 
that  the  assets  of  the  company  amount  to  a 
million,  or  something  like  that.  But  the  assets 
of  the  company  consist  of  property  which  is  of  a 
nature  almost  necessarily  belonging  to  a  building 
society,  that  is  to  say,  unfinished  houses,  and 
bouse  property  more  or  less  finished,  mort^ged 
to  the  building  society.  It  is,  no  doubt,  justly 
observed  that  a  person  cannot  say  to  a  creditor,  "I 
shall  be  perfectly  solvent  if  you  give  me  time  to 
realise  all  the  assets,  but  I  cannot  pay  you  now.'' 
That  is  a  just  observation  if  it  is  applied  to  an 
outside  creditor — if  I  may  use  that  expression  with 
respect  to  a  person  not  oeing  a  shareholder,  but  a 
simple  creditor  of  the  company — because  you 
ought  not  to  have  embarked  in  such  speculations 
or  entered  into  such  contracts  unless  you  can  pay 
the  person  with  whom  you  dealt.  But  that  is  not 
this  case.  This  is  the  case  of  one  of  the  share- 
holders of  the  company  who  tries  to  convert  her- 
self into  a  creditor  by  giving  notice  of  withdrawal, 
and,  in  fact,  does  by  that  means  attempt  to  gain  a 
priority  over  a  great  many  other  persons  who  had 

freviously  given  notice  to  retire  from  the  company, 
doubt  very  much  whether  it  is  a  reasonable  or 
fair  thing  to  use  the  power  of  this  court  for 
the  purpo.-e  of  carrying  such  a  project 
into  execution.  Then  it  is  stated  that  the 
petitioner  did  not  forcibly  bring  this  matter  before 
the  court  until  she  had  given  the  society  notice  by 
her  solicitors,  that  if  they  could  come  to  some 
amicable  arrangement  there  was  no  need  of  bring- 
ing  it  forward,  and  if  not  a  petition  would  be 
presented.  That  is  true,  but  that  suggestion 
simply  amounts  to  this :  *'  If  you  choose  to  pay 
me  my  claim,  the  petition  will  be  dropped."  But 
the  court  ought  not  to  be  made  the  instrument  of 
one  of  the  shareholders  of  a  company,  whether  a 
benefit  building  society  or  any  other,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  gaining  a  priority  over  the  other  share- 
nolders,  by  means  of  putting  in  force  certain  rules 
of  the  Companies  Act  or  the  rules  of  the  society 
intended  for  a  different  purpose;  and  the  court 
will  then  consider  what  it  can  do  which  will  pro- 
duce the  greatest  fairness  and  equity  to  the  whole. 
One  of  the  leading  principles  of  equity  is  equality, 
to  treat  all  persons  alike,  and  that  they  should 
all,  as  nearly  as  possible,  be  put  in  the  same 
situation.  But  wnat  would  be  the  effect  if 
I  made  this  winding-up  order?  I  suppose 
the  effect  would  be  that  the  respondents 
would  go  to  the  petitioner  and  say,  "Here  is 
your  money — withdraw  the  whole  matter;  it  will 
be  much  better  for  us  to  pay  your  claim  and 
the  costs  of  the  petition  than  allow  the  winding-up 
order  to  go."  I  feel  satisfied  of  this  without  con- 
sidering the  circumstance,  which  is  a  very  preg- 
nant one,  that  there  are  upwards  of  3000  members 
of  the  society,  with  about  800,000i.  of  capital,  who 
appear  and  resist  any  order  being  made  upon  the 
petition  ;  and  though  it  is  quite  clear  that  this 
matter  has  been  made  very  public,  and  is  very 
weW  known  to  aill  the  world  who  have  an  interest 
in  the  aoovet^,  t2bsc«  \ft  not  oxko  ^V<(^  v^^«ax%  \a 
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support  the   petition.      It  happens  very  rarely 
inaeed  that  the  petitioner  is  not  able  to  get  some 
persons  to  support  his  view  of  the  case ;  bat  there 
IS  not  one  shareholder — nay,  more,  there  is  not  a 
single  creditor  of  the  company — who  comes  for- 
ward to  support  this  petition,  though  it  appears 
from  the  affidavits  that  they  owe  about  1,000,0001. 
I  am  not  at  all  pleased  with  this  view  of  the  case. 
I  am  satisfied  that  the  petition  is  only  presented 
by  this  lady  in  order  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
what  in  fact  is  due  to  her,  and  which  she  desires  to 
have  paid  to  her  at  once,  contrary  to  the  rules, 
under  which  she  would  not  be  paid  for  some  time. 
I  do  not  think  the  rules  are  illegal.    That  being 
the  case,  if  she  adopted  the  coarse  I  supposed  I 
must  look  at  what  the  consequence  would  be  of 
winding-up  this  company.     If  1  made  the  order, 
the  wisest  thing,  as  I  have  already  said,  would  be 
to  buy  her  oft*,  and  to  pay  whatever  would  be 
necessary  for  that  purpose ;  but  it  would  be  a  very 
unwise  thing  for  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  allow 
itself  to  be  made,  to  use  a  vulgar  expression,  a 
species  of  cat's-paw  for  persons  to  use  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  sometning  that  they  are  not 
fiurly  entitled  to.    Unfortunately,  my  experience 
of  wmding-up  companies  is  very  great,  and  I  find 
that  in  many  of  these  companies,  after  they  have 
got  into  chambers,  it  has  been  said :  "  Well,  the 
assets  are  nothing,  or  so  small  that  the  official 
liquidator  and  the  solicitor  cannot  be  paid  in  full ; 
80  they  had  better  divide  what  property  there  is 
between  them,  and  put  an  end  to  tne  whole  matter." 
That  is  anexoeedingly  unsatisfactory  state  of  things, 
and  it  is  very  unwillingly  that  this  court  would 
lend    itself  to  such   a   result,    even    though    it 
might  be  done  perfectly  fairly  and  honestly.    That 
would  not  be  the  result  here,  for  we  have  got,  as  I 
think,  property  of  very  nearly  the  value   of  a 
million,  which  would  have  to  be  realised.    Bat  in 
such  cases  the  litigation  and  costs  are  enormous. 
In  the  first  place,  I  should  have  to  appoint  a  lioui- 
dator.    Then  I  should  have  at  least  two,  probcu)lv 
three  or  more,  suggested  as  official  liquidators.    A 
prize  of  this  magnitude  would  not  be  allowed  to 

f  uncontested ;  and  after  that  had  been  settled, 
should  have  to  get  a  list  of  all  this  property, 
which  would  have  to  be  gradually  realised.  And 
in  the  meantime  all  the  persons  who  are  share- 
holders in  this  societv — all  the  persons  who  have 
been  receiving  dividends — all  the  persons  who 
have  been  receiving  bonuses — all  those  persons  to 
whom  they  now  propose  to  pay  an  instalment  upon 
their  shares  from  timo  to  time  —  would  not 
get  a  single  penny;  and  probably  there  would 
be  a  large  balance  or  dividend  to  be  paid  to 
them  after  five  or  six  years  of  winding-up  at 
an  enormous  expense.  The  Lords  Justices  have 
said  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  in  these  cases  to 
consider  what  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  large  classes 
of  persons  with  whom  we  have  to  deal  in  matters 
of  this  description.  I  feel  it  is  incumbent  upon  me 
to  do  so,  and  I  feel  a  strong  repugnance  to  these 
cases  where  I  am  obliged  to  allow  an  enormous 
distribution  of  costs  out  of  property  which  ought 
to  be  divided  between  the  shareholders  or 
creditors.  I  think  the  petition  is  ill-advised,  and 
was  presented  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an 
ondae  advantage,  and  I  thmk  it  my  duty  to  dis- 
miss it  with  costs. 

Sdidtors,  LewUf   iHunns,   and   Longden,    for 
OUwtr  aod  Baiferell,  SanderlAnd;   Ingle,  Cooper, 


V.C.   MAIilirS'   COUBT. 

Reported  by  Q.  I.  F.  Cookb,  T.  H.  Cabsoit,  and  F.  Oould, 
Esqra.,  Barriflters-at-Law. 


Friday,  Nov.  22,  1872. 

YOUNGB  V.   SUAPER. 

Ancient    lights — Pmyoees    of    ua&r — Interlooutm'y 

application — Mandatory  injunction. 
The  right  conferred  or  recognised  by  2  ^  'S  WiU.  4, 

c.    71,  is  an  absolute  indefeasible  rigJU    to   the 

enjoyment  of  tlie  light  without  reference   to   the 

purpose  for  which  it  is  used. 
Mandatory  inju7iction  granted  on  an  interlocutory 

application,  the  defendant  against  whom  it  was 

sought  failing  to  show  tliat  the  buildings  he  was 

erecting  would  not  materially  interfere  with  the 

plaintiffs  ancient  lights. 
Yates  V.  Jack  (L.  Bep.   1  Ch.  295 ;  14  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.  8.  151)  followed.  » 

The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  three  messuages 
on  the  west  side  of  Water-lane,  in  Sheffield,  the 
first  of  such  messuages  having  its  larger  frontage 
in  Water-lane,  the  second  and  third  having  their 
only  frontages  in  Water- lane.  In  each  messuage 
were  one  or  more  ancient  lights.  The  defendant 
was  the  owner  of  property  on  the  other  side  of 
Water-lane,  immediately  opposite  to  that  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  width  of  Water-lane  in  this  part 
was  13  or  14  feet.  The  defendant*s  property  con- 
sisted of  a  house  and  shop,  and  (adjoining  the 
rear  of  the  house  and  shop  lower  down  Water- 
lane)  two  low  buildings.  The  height  of  the  house 
and  shop  on  the  Water-lane  frontage  was  from 
40  to  45  feet,  and  the  height  of  the  adjoining  low 
buildings  reckoning  to  the  eaves  was  from  19  to 
24  feet. 

Towards  the  close  of  the  year  1871  the  de- 
fendant pulled  down  the  house;  shop,  and  low 
buildings,  and  early  in  the  year  1872  began  to 
erect  a  new  building  on  the  site,  which  was  in- 
tended to  be  a  large  hotel.  The  plaintiff  dis- 
covered that  the  new  building  which  would  be 
immediately  opposite  his  premises  would  be  of  a 
height  varvin^  from  76  to  65  feet,  and  would 
seriously  aiminish  the  light  and  air  which  he 
had  formerly  en  jo  ved;  and  accordingly,  on  the  14th 
Oct.  1872,  filed  a  bill  against  the  defendant  pray- 
ing that  he  might  be  restrained  from  erecting  or 
suffering  to  remain  erected  upon  his  land  any  wall, 
erection,  or  building  of  greater  height  than  the 
former  building.  At  the  time  of  filing  the  bill 
the  defendant  nad  already  erected  a  wall  which 
was  in  some  parts  several  feet  higher  than  the  old 
buildings  had  been. 

An  interim  injunction  having  been  already 
granted,  the  plaintiff  now  moved  to  continue  it. 

It  was  evident  from  the  model  produced  that 
there  would  be  a  material  diminution  of  light  if  the 
defendant's  proposed  buildings  were  erected,  but 
evidence  was  produced  on  the  defendant's  part  to 
show  that  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  plaintiff 
was  using  his  property  no  great  an  amount  of 
light  was  required. 

Olasse,  Q.C.  and  Ince  for  the  motion,  as  to  the 
question  of  light,  referred  to  Yates  v.  Ja^k  (L. 
Kep.  1  Ch.  295;  14  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  151),  and,  as 
to  granting  a  msindatory  injunction  to  JDurell  v. 
Priichard  (L.  Rep.  1  Ch.  244;  13  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  545.) 

[Hiogins,  Q.C.,  amiciM  cu,tvj&,  m«r^I\w!L^  B<i«.iVA 
V.  Porrv  ill.  ^p-  ^  ^^-  ^^  ^  ^^  Yk.'Y.^eje^.^^  ^ 
345).] 
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BoBiNsoN  V.  Grave. 
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Cotton,  Q.C.  and  W,  8.  Owen  for  tbe  defendant, 
Bubmitted  that,  altboagh  the  plaintiff's  light  would 
be  to  some  extent  interfered  with,  there  was  still 
li^bt  enough  for  tbe  use  to  which  he  put  tbe  pre- 
mises, and  that  it  was  not  a  case  for  injunction,  but 
for  damages.  They  also  submitted  that  a  manda- 
toiT  injunction  would  not  be  granted  upon  tbe  in- 
terlocutory application. 

The  Yicb-Chancsllor,  without  calling  for  a 
reply,  said:  My  opinion  is  that  tbe  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  injunction  which  be  asks.  Lord 
Cranworth,  in  bis  judgment  in  Totes  y.  Jack,  says, 
"  I  desire,  however,  not  to  be  understood  as  saying 
that  the  plaintiffs  would  have  no  right  to  an  in- 
junction unless  tbe  obstruction  of  light  were  such 
as  to  bo  injurious  to  them  in  tbe  trade  in  which 
they  are  now  engaged."  This  is  applicable  to  tbe 
argument  I  have  heard  to-day,  because  it  is  said 
9  tbe  plaintiff  is  using  bis  ancient  lights  for  pur- 
poses not  very  important  at  present,  and  therefore 
tbe  defendant  has  a  right  to  darken  them.  Then 
Lord  Cranworth  continues :'  *'  Tbe  right  conferred 
or  recognised  by  the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71, 
ia  an  absolute  indefeasible  right  to  tbe  enjoyment 
of  tbe  light,  without  reference  to  the  purpose  for 
which  it  has  been  used.  Therefore,  even  if  the 
evidence  satisfied  me,  which  it  does  not,  that  for 
the  purpose  of  this  present  business  a  strong  light 
18  not  necessary,  ana  that  tbe  plaintiff  would  still 
have  sufficient  light  remaining,  I  should  not  think 
the  defendant  established  his  defence  unless  he 
had  shown  there  would  be  no  material  interference 
with  it."  His  Honour  then  continued :  His  lights 
are  indisputably  ancient  lights ;  and,  although  it 
does  appear  tbjat  be  is  not  turning  tl\e  rooms  to 
much  account  at  present,  I  am  bound  to  assume 
that  be  has  a  right  to  use  those  rooms  at  any  time, 
and  that  his  right  is  not  limited  because  be  does 
not  use  them  for  any  particular  purpose  at 
present. 

His  Honour  then  granted  a  mandatory  injunc- 
tion. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  E.  H.  De  Bhe  Philipe, 
for  Wilson,  Tounge,  and  Nixon,  Sheffield. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendant,  Dobinson  and  (hare, 
for  W.  and  B.  Wake,  Sheffield. 


▼.C.  WICKEV8'  COU&T. 

Beportod  by  Edwaju)  Wivblow  and  HiniY  Oodetaoi,  Esqn 

Barristen<«t-Law. 


Dec.  17  a/nd  18, 1872. 

HOBINSON  V,  GbAVB. 

Lighi  and  air — Derogation  from  grant — Qrant  of 

easement  by  implication. 
A  general  grant  of  land,  with  an  intimation  by  the 
purchaser  of  an  intention  to  buUd,  creates  a  legal 
easement  of  light  and  air,  and  gives  the  right  to 
prevent  the  subseqt^ent  obstmction  of  light  by  siib' 
sequent  purchasers  of  neighbourin  g  land  of  the 
same  grantor. 
In  1854  a  conveyance  was  executed  of  land  contracted 
to  be  sold  in  1852;  between  those  dales  hotises 
were  erected  : 
Held^  that  the  conveyance  conferred  on  the  purchaser 
the  right  to  light  sufficient  for  the  windows  in  the 
houses  so  erected,  and  to  an  injunction  to  restrain 
interference  with  it  by  purchasers,  suhseqv.ent  to 
/Aa  coniract,  of  neighbouring  land. 
The  object  of  this  Bait  was  to  prevent  the  defendant 
rrom  obatracting,  by  the  erection  of  any  temporary 


means,  or  of  buildings  or  works,  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  darken,  injure,  or  obstruct  windows  in  a 
block  of  buildings  belonging  to  tbe  plaintiffs,  and 
from  interfering  with  tbe  free  access  of  light  and 
air  to  SQcb  windows  as  tbe  same  bad  been  enjoyed 
previously  to  tbe  purchase  b^  tbe  defendant  of  the 
land  on  which  be  had  so  mtended  to  make  the 
erections  complained  of. 

The  facts,  as  stated  by  the  bill,  were  as  follows  : 

Richard  Knubley  in  1850,  became  entitled  in 
fee  to  certain  hereditaments  situate  in  Portinscale, 
in  tbe  county  of  Cumberland,  consisting  of  a 
smithy,  a  cottage  attached  to  a  joiner*s  shop  and 
ware  rooms,  ana  another  cottage.  These  premises 
were  bounded  on  tbe  north  by  a  close  of  land,  then 
belonging  to  a  Mrs.  Turner,  called  "  Tbe  Parrock," 
on  tbe  south  by  the  tumpiko-road,  on  tbe  east  by 
a  road  or  path  leading  into  "  tbe  Parrock,"  and  on 
the  west  by  a  dwelling-house. 

Tbe  premises  so  conveyed  to  Knubley  were 
lighted  on  tbe  north  and  east  by  some  ancient 
wmdows  overlooking  the  "  Parrock  "  and  the  path 
leading  into  it. 

In  1852,  Knubley,  who  intended  to  build  some 
new  houses  and  to  pull  down  the  joiner's  shop  and 
ware  rooms  and  one  of  tbe  cottages,  was  rec^uested 
by  the  road  trustees  to  set  tbe  line  of  his  buildings 
some  feet  back  to  tbe  north  so  as  to  enable  them 
to  widen  tbe  road  to  that  extent.  Knubley  then 
for  this  purpose  entered  into  a  verbal  agreement 
with  Mrs.  Turner  for  the  purchase  for  221.  of  an 
additional  strip  of  land,  part  of  "  the  Parrock," 
running  along  <tbe  south  side  of  it,  and  thus  form- 
ing tbe  northern  boundary  to  the  whole  of  tbe 
premises  purchased  bv  Knubley  in  1850. 

In  1853  Knubley  had  erected  a  block  of  four 
bouses  in  a  row,  three  stories  high,  having  given 
up  a  piece  of  land  on  tbe  south  side  of  bis  pro- 
perty, of  the  depth  of  6ft.,  to  tbe  road  trustees. 
The  bouses  stand  upon  part  of  the  strip  of  land 
purchased  of  Mrs.  Turner  in  such  a  manner  that 
the  north  or  back  wall  stands  altogether  upon  it, 
and  the  eaves  on  the  north  side  project  beyond  it 
about  12in.,  extending  to  the  extreme  northern 
boundary  of  the  strip  of  land.  Tbe  northern 
windows,  eighteen  in  number,  thus  overlook  the 
"  Parrock."  The  eastern  windows,  five  in  number, 
overlook  the  pathway  leading  into  tbe  "  Parrock." 
These  windows  have  not  been  altered  since  1853, 
nor,  except  by  tbe  defendant,  has  the  enjoyment 
of  light  and  air  through  them  been  interrupted 
since  that  time. 

Tbe  bill  then  contained  an  allegation  that  Mrs. 
Turner  was  fully  aware  of  the  object  and  inten- 
tions of  Knubley  in  purchasing  tbe  strip  of  land, 
and  of  the  kind  and  forms  of  thebouses  to  be  erected 
upon  it,  as  well  as  of  the  windows  to  be  made  in 
them.  Her  son,  who  bad  been  brought  up  to  tbe 
legal  profession,  had  in  fact  watched  tbe  progress 
of  tbe  buildings  and  had  given  instructions  to  Mr. 
Ansell,  Mrs.  Turner's  solicitor,  for  the  preparation 
of  a  conveyance  of  the  strip  of  land.  This  convey- 
ance was  dated  tbe  20tb  April  1854. 

In  Oct.  1867  Knubley  mortgaged  tbe  premises 
(inter  alia)  to  one  Amos  Bobinson  for  1500L ; 
and  in  May  1869  the  mortgagee  entered  into 
possession. 

Amos  Bobinson  died  in  1870,  having  devised 

his  trust  and  mortgage  estates  to  the  plaintiffs,  the 

executors  of  his  will,  who  at  the  time  of  the  filing 

oi  tbe  bvYL  i?qto  in  ^^OBseasion  of  tbe  premises  as 

I  mortgag^^ea. 
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In  1867  the  defendant  Grave  purchased  from 
Mrs.  Turner  the  remainder  of  the  "  Farrock  "  in 
fee  simple. 

In  the  spring  of  1869  Grave  proceeded  to  build 
on  "  the  Farrock,"  and  finished  some  houses  on 
the  north  side  of  it,  which  did  not  interfere  with 
the  plaintiff's  light  and  air;  but  he  further  in- 
tended to  erect  some  houses  on  the  south  side  in 
such  close  proximity  with  the  plaintiff's  block  that 
the  back  walls  of  such  houses  would  stand  at  a 
distance  of  24in.  from  the  back  of  the  plaintiff^s 
houses ;  and  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  such  build- 
ings would  almost  entirely  block  out  the  light  and 
air  of  the  eighteen  north  windows,  and  render  the 
houses  uninhabitable. 

In  March  1869,  Grave  also  built  a  shed  so  near 
the  plaintiff's  north  wall  as  to  enclose  two  of  the 
winaows,  and  placed  heaps  of  stones,  which  inter- 
fered with  the  light  of  some  of  the  other  windows ; 
but  the  shed  and  the  stones  were  in  December  of 
the  same  year  removed  under  a  threat  of  proceed- 
ings. 

In  Oct.  1870,  Grave  began  to  make  a  flower 
border  against  the  plaintiff's  north  wall,  with  the 
soil  resting  against  the  wall,  and  he  laid  planks 
and  stone  slabs  across  the  five  basement  wmdows 
to  keep  the  soil  from  the  window  frames. 

At  the  end  of  the  year  1870,  Grave,  in  order  to 
try  the  right  as  to  the  obstructions,  completely 
blocked  out  the  light  from  all  the  eighteen  north 
windows  and  the  five  east  windows. 

The  present  suit  was  authorised  to  be  instituted 
by  an  order  in  a  suit  to  administer  the  estate  of 
iUmos  Bobinson.  The  plaintiffs  contended  that  Mrs. 
Turner  had  granted  either  expressly  or  by  implica- 
tion to  Knubley,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  ease- 
ment of  light  and  air  through  the  twenty  windows 
in  the  walls  erected  on  the  land  conveyed  to 
Knubley  by  the  deed  of  the  20th  Apnl  1854 ;  and 
that,  as  to  the  remaining  three  windows,  Mrs. 
Turner  and  every  one  claiming  the  "Farrock" 
through  her  had,  by  her  acquicsence  in  the  erec- 
tion of  the  buildings  and  ppening  of  the  windows 
entered  into  an  implied  covenant,  which  equity 
would  enforce,  not  to  interfere  with  the  passage  of 
light  and  air  through  such  windows. 

The  plaintiffs  further  prayed  for  damages  in  con- 
sequence of  the  loss  which  would  accrue  to  them 
by  the  act  of  the  defendant  in  making  the  houses 
unfit  for  the  use  of  tourists  who  occupied  them 
iHien  visiting  the  lake  district. 

Grave's  answer  stated  that  the  whole  extent  of  the 
strip  of  land  bought  of  Mrs.  Turner  was  110yds. ; 
that  Grave  had  married  Mrs.  Turner  in  1857,  she 
having  in  1852  conveyed  the  remainder  of  the 
"  Farrock  *'  to  a  trustee  for  a  term  of  ninety -nine 
^earsto'  secure  anannuityof  250Z.  for  the  daughter- 
m-law  of  Mrs.  Turner ;  that  the  owners  of  the  block 
of  houses  had  never  acc|uired  a  legal  right  to  light 
and  air  through  the  windows ;  tnat  Mrs.  Turner 
did  not  know  of  Knubley's  intention  to  build; 
that  the  conveyance  of  the  20th  April  1854  did  not 
confer  any  easement  of  light  and  air,  and  was 
limply  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  of  1852 
and  to  clothe  the  equitable  interest  under  that  con- 
tract with  the  legal  title;  and  the  defendant 
dakaed  to  obstruct  the  light  and  air  in  any  manner 
henleased. 

Qrtene^  Q.C.  and  Plummer  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
We  daun  the  right  to  enjoy  the  buildings  and 
wMements  now  to  the  aame  degree  as  when  we 
obtaineJ  ihe  grunt  from  Mrs,  Turner;  and  we 


contend  that  she  cannot  deroc^te  from  her  grant 
after  she  has  stood  by  and  allowed  us  to  build, 
though  the  act  is  by  subsequent  grantees  from  her 
of  neighbouring  land : 

Cro8$ley  v.  Lxghtowler,  L.  Bep.  2  Ch.  478 ; 

Pyer  v.  Carter,  1^  H.  A  N.  916. 
Here  the  case  is  stronger,  since  our  right  is  prior  to 
Grave's  acquired  title : 

Ewart  V.  Cochrane,  4  Maoq.  117 ; 

Canham  v.  Fisk,  2  C.  A  J.  126 ; 

8wanBhorough  v.  Coventry,  9  Biog.  305. 
But  even  where  purchases  are  made  at  the  same 
time  that  will  not  prevent  the  right  from  accruing : 

Coutts  V.  Qorham,  Moo.  9b  Malk.  396 ; 

Palmer  v.  Fletcher,  1  Levins,  122 ; 

Qlave  V.  Harding,  27  L.  J.  292,  Ex. ; 

Cfompton  V.  Bicharde,  1  Prioe,  27 ; 

HaU  V.  iMnA,  1  H.  A  C.  676; 

Cotching  v.  Bastett,  32  Beav.  101. 

[The  Vice-Ceancellor  referred  to  Tabling  v.  Jonet 
11  H.  L.  Gas.  296.]  We  also  rely,  as  to  the  right 
accruing  by  acquiescence,  upon  PovjelX  v.  Thomas 
(6  Hare  300),  but  that  was  an  interlocutory  appli- 
cation ;  and  on 

Daviee  v.  MarihaU,  10  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  697  ; 

Davie  v.  Sears,  L.  Bep.  7  £q.  427 ; 

Bankart  v.  Tennant,  L.  Bep.  10  £q.  141. 
The  annuity  deed  of  1852  does  not  affect  Mrs. 
Turner's  title,  since  it  is  voluntary  and  contingent, 
and  in  the  deed  itself  our  property  is  excepted. 
They  also  cited 

Qale  on  Easements,  p.  106  et  »eq ; 

Qoddard  on  Easements,  p.  76 ; 

WatU  V.  Keltey,  L.  Bep.  6  Ch.  166 ; 

Bamaden  v.  Dyson,  L.  Bep.  1 H.  L.  Cas.  129. 

Dickinson,  Q.C.  and  Fischer,  Q.C.  for  the  defen- 
dant Grave. — The  plaintiff's  claim  is  to  an  ease- 
ment over  the  defendant's  property,  and  all  we 
say  that  they  can  claim  is  a  right  to  ^t  lateral  and 
perpendicular  li^ht,  but  not  the  n^ht  of  aooess 
of  light  from  their  neighbour's  premises  : 

HaA'bidge  v.  Warwick,  3  Ex.  552  ; 

Blanshard  v.  Bridges,  4  A.  A  £.  176. 
Prima  facie  an  easement  must  be  by  grant,  unless 
there  is  a  clear  intention  to  create  one  by  agree- 
ment between  the  parties.  Even  if  Mrs.  Turner 
knew  that  Knubley  was  going  to  build,  she  was 
ignorant  that  he  intended  to  build  ri^ht  up  to  his 
boundary.  There  cannot  be  an  implied  intention 
to  create  a  dominant  tenement.  What  was  done 
could  not  be  prevented  by  Mrs.  Turner,  and 
Cotching  v.  Bassett  does  not  go  so  far  as  to  say 
in  such  a  case  the  right  may  arise.  The  convey- 
ance is  only  to  clothe  the  purchaser  with  the  le^l 
title.  [The  Vice-chancellor  asked  for  an  authority 
deciding  how  far  the  proximity  of  a  house  to  the 
boundary  affects  the  question  of  support.  His 
Honour  referred  to  Caledonian  Railuoay  Company 
V.  Sprot  (2  Macq.  449)].  That  was  not  a  case  of 
light  and  air.  An  easement  must  be  created  by 
express  grant  or  re-established  after  suspension  by 
unity  of  possession : 

Langley  v.  Hammond,  L.  Bep.  3  Ex.  168 ; 

Thompson  v.  Waterlow,  L.  Bep.  6  £q.  36 ; 

Elliott  V.  North-Eastem  Bailway  Company,  10  H.  of 
L.  Cas.  333. 

Arthtir  Dixon,  for  the  remaining  defendants,  the 
representatives  of  the  mortga^r,  Richard  Knubley, 
asked  for  their  costs,  but  His  Honour  refused  to 
make  any  order  as  to  such  costs. 

The   Yice-Ghancellor  (without  calling  for  a 
reply)  said,  it  seemed  to  him  that  on  ^WAv^JL^rrai- 
ciples  a  grant  mcyie  ex.\iT^«^^^  \Ai  «i  ^roiiXftft  ^X^s^ 
declares  hia  intentioiv  \iO  WiX^  «i  \io\xa»  ct^»^«»  ^ 
legal  eaBexnent,  or  a  xif^Vi  U>  «iiV>l  >iXi^^^^  Ti^«ft»r 
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sary  to  the  house.  Where  there  is  no  notice  of 
the  intention  an  equitahle  right  co-extensive  with 
the  leffal  right  woald  arise.  The  rights  were  in 
fact  the  same;  the  remedies  are  obtainable  in 
different  courts.  In  this  case  His  Honour  thought 
that  he  must  take  it  that  Mrs.  Turner  knew  that 
Knubley  was  going  to  build  six  feet  further  back 
than  the  original  northern  boundary.  It  seemed 
to  him  that  when  in  1852  Mrs.  Turner  contracted 
to  sell  to  Knubley  the  land  upon  which  he  was 
about  to  place  the  houses,  she  made  a  grant  of  as 
much  lignt  as  was  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of 
the  house,  i.e.,  in  their  new  position,  6ft.  north 
of  Knubley's  original  boundary.  This  affected 
Mrs.  Turner's  rignts  over  the  rest  of  the  "  Par- 
rock  "  retained,  over  which  a  servitude  was  thus 
created.  She  could  not,  therefore,  afterwards 
block  up  all  the  light  to  the  north.  Knubley 
then  having  built  much  further  to  the  north  than 
he  originally  intended,  but  without  any  warning 
from  Mrs.  Turner,  her  right  to  interfere  with  his 
lights  subsequently,  was  destroyed.  In  1854,  the 
conveyance  to  Knubley  was  executed,  and  it  has 
been  argued  that  no  easement  was  granted  by  it. 
But  His  Honour  could  not  doubt  that  if  there  had 
been  no  obligation  on  Mrs.  Turner  to  execute  that 
deed,  the  grant  of  the  land  would  have  con- 
ferred on  Knubley  the  right  to  light  sufficient  for 
the  existing  windows  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  lliis 
was  decided  in  Palmer  v.  Fletcher  (1  Levinz,  122), 
and  in  a  long  series  of  subsequent  cases.  In 
point  of  fact,  Mrs.  Turner  was  not  bound  to  exe- 
cute any  deed  that  conferred  anv  rights  she  had 
not  contracted  to  confer.  On  tne  &ce  of  it  the 
deed  of  1854  was  a  grant  for  value  of  the  land 
with  the  buildings  upon  it.  It  was  difficult  to  see 
why  the  deed  should  not  operate  in  the  way  in 
which  it  purported  to  do.  That  being  so,  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  decree  they  asked, 
and  His  Honour  gave  a  perpetual  injunction 
against  causing  any  obstruction  of  the  free  access 
of  light  and  air  to  the  plaintiff's  windows  as  the 
same  were  enjoyed  in  April  1852,  with  an  inquiry 
as  to  damages. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Thomas  Speechly,  for 
Hcnfion  and  Simpson,  Cockermouth. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Chester  and  UrqU' 
hart,  for  Watigh,  Cockermouth. 
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Tuesday,  Nov.  12,  1872. 

Swindon  Centrax  Market  Company  (Limited) 

V.  Panting. 

Market — Open   street — Stallage   for    cattle — Claim 

upon  vendor. 

Ovaries  I.  granted  by  letters  patent  to  the  loTfit 
of  tlie  manor  of  Swindon,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  fuU  a7id  absolute  licence  and  authority  to 
hold  a  market  within  the  town  of  Swindon,  with 
all  liberties  and  free  customs,  tolls,  stallage, 
pica^fe,  fines,  and  all  other  profits,  commodities, 
and  emoluments,  whatsoever  to  such  market  ap' 
pertaining.  In  1866  the  tlum  loi'd  of  the  manor 
of  Swindon,  being  seised  of  and  entitled  to  the 
rights  granted  by  Charles  I.,  demised  to  the  plain- 
tiffgjor  twenty-one  years  all  the  tolls,  rates,  dues, 
afid duties  arising  and  to  ffe  collected  and  received 

a/  /^  said  Swindon  market.     The  market  is  hdd 


in  the  public  street,  and  no  stalls  or  pens  have 

ever  been  erected  for  the  standing  or  separation  of 

the  cattle.     Up  to  the  time  thai  plaintiffs  acquired 

their  rights  in  1866  no  payment  was  ever  demanded 

except  upon  the  sale  of  cattle,  when  a  small  sum 

was  paid  per  head  either  by  the  buyer  or  tlie  seller. 

The  plaintiffs  made  a  charge  upon  the  vendors  for 

stalML^e  upon  all  cattle  brought  to  the  market  in 

lieu  of  the  tolls  charged  on  the  sale  thereof. 

Held,  in  an  action   against  a  vendor  of  cattle  to 

recover  this  stallage,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no 

right  to  make  such  charge. 

This  was  an  action    brought    by  the    plaintiffs 

against  the  defendant  to  recover  certain  sums  of 

money,  alleged  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  due  to  them 

as  farmers  and  proprietors  of  a  certain  market 

from  the  defendant  as  and  for  stallage  or  other 

market  tolls  in  respect  of  certain  cattle  brought  by 

the  defendant  into  and  exposed  by  him  for  sale  at 

the  said  market.     By  consent  of  the  parties,  and 

by  order,  there  had  been  stated  without  pleadings 

for  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  following  case : 

Eang  Charles  I.,  on  the  20th  July,  in  the  second 
year  of  his  reign,  by  his  letters  patent,  granted  to 
one,  Thos.  Goddard,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  full  and 
absolute  licence,  liberty,  power,  faculty,  and  autho- 
rity to  have,  hold,  and  keep  within  the  town  of 
Swindon,  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  and  the  liberties 
and  precincts  thereof,  a  market  on  the  Monday  in 
everv  week  for  ever,  and  also  two  fairs  or  feasts 
yearly  for  ever,  the  first  of  such  fairs  or  feasts  to 
be  held  on  the  second  Monday  in  May,  and  the 
second  on  the  second  Monday  in  Decemoer,  and  to 
continue  throughout  the  whole  of  such  two  days 
together,  with  a  court  of  pie-powder  there  to  be 
held  during  the  times  of  the  said  market  and  fairs 
or  feasts,  and  with  all  Uberties  and  free  customs, 
tolls,  stallage,  picage,  fines,  amerciaments,  and  all 
other  profits,  commodities,  and  emoluments  what- 
soever to  such  market  and  fairs  or  feasts  and  court 
of  pie-powder  appertaining,  arising,  happening, 
contingent  or  in  any  manner  belonging,  provided 
always  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  town  and 
parish  of  Swindon  should  be  for  ever  quit,  ac- 
quitted, and  discharged  from  all  stallage,  picage, 
and  tolls  whatsoever. 

On  the  7th  Aug.  1866,  Ambrose  Leatheridge 
Groddard  being  then  Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Swindon 
(within  which  the  town  of  Swindon,  its  liberties, 
and  precincts  lie),  and  seised  of  the  soil  on  which 
the  said  market  always  has  been  held,  and  possessed 
of  and  entitled  to  all  the  rights  granted  as  herein- 
before mentioned,  by  King  Charles  I.,  demised  to 
the  plaintiffs  for  twenty-one  years  all  the  tolls, 
rates,  dues,  and  duties  arising  and  to  be  collected 
and  received  at  the  said  Swindon  market. 

The  said  market  has  always,  within  the  memory 
of  living  witnesses,  been  and  still  is  held  in  and 
upon  the  public  street  of  the  town  of  Swindon, 
and  in  a  place  adjoining  thereto  known  as  the 
Square  or  Market-place,  and  during  the  same 
period  no  stalls,  pens,  or  other  erections  have  ever 
been  erected  or  provided  by  the  Lord  of  the  Manor 
or  his  lessees  for  the  standing,  securing,  or  sepa- 
ration from  each  other  of  the  cattle  brough  t  into  such 
market ;  but  the  same  stand  on  the  public  street  as 
they  are  driven  upon  it,  until  driven  away. 

It  may  be  assumed  that  the  market  has  been 
held  continuously  from  the  time  of  the  said  grant 
to  the  present  time,  and  that  prior  to  the  month  of 
September  1866,  within  the  memory  of  living 
witnid&seB,  no  V>U,  T«to,  rent,  due,  or  duty  has  ever 
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been  demanded  from  or  paid  by  any  person  bring- 
ing cattle  into  the  said  market  for  sale  or  selling 
the  same  there ;  bnt  upon  a  sale  of  such  cattle  in 
the  said  market,  and  not  otherwise,  a  certain  sum 

§er  head  of  snch  cattle  as  ma^  be  sold  has  been 
emanded  from  and  paid,  sometimes  by  the  vendor 
bat  generally  by  the  bayer  of  the  said  cattle,  to  the 
Lord  of  the  Market  or  his  lessees. 

In  the  month  of  September  1866,  the  directors 
d  the  market  company  determined  to  charge 
Btallaffe  in  lieu  of  the  tolls  charged  on  a  sale  thereof, 
and  they  posted  throughout  the  said  market  lists 
of  tolls  for  cattle  brought  to  or  exposed  for  sale  at 
the  said  fairs  and  markets.  No  one  objected  to 
pay  such  tolls  mentioned  in  such  lists  until  the 
defendant  refused  payment, 

On  Monday,  the  8th  April  1867,  the  defendant 
(not  being  an  inhabitant  of  the  said  town  or  parish) 
brought  into  and  exposed  for  sale  in  the  said 
market,  so  held  as  aforesaid,  nineteen  oxen,  cows, 
and  heifers,  one  bull,  and  six  calves,  whereupon 
the  plaintiffs  demanded,  as  and  for  stallage  or  tolls 
for  the  same,  according  to  the  said  printed  list,  2d. 
per  head  for  the  said  oxen,  cows,  heifers  and  bull,  and 
id,  per  h&ad  for  the  said  calves,  a  sum  in  the  whole 
amounting  to  3«.  lOd. ;  and  the  defendant  refused, 
and  still  refuses,  to  pay  the  said  sum,  or  any  part 
thereof.  On  the  same  day  the  defendant  sold  in 
the  said  market,  fourteen  of  the  said  oxen,  cows, 
and  heifers,  the  said  bull,  and  the  said  calves,  but 
neither  the  defendant  nor  the  buyers  of  any  of 
them  paid  any  tolls  in  respect  of  such  cattle  or 
the  sale  thereof;  and  the  defendant,  though 
repeatedly  applied  to  for  the  said  tolls,  alleged  to 
be  due  and  payable  in  respect  of  such  said  cattle, 
after  the  sale  thereof,  both  on  the  said  market  day 
and  on  a  subsequent  market  day,  refused  to  pay 
any  tolls  in  respect  of  such  cattle,  or  the  sale 
thereof;  nor  did  the  buyers  of  such  cattle  pay,  or 
offer  to  pay  to  the  said  collector,  any  tolls  in 
respect  of  such  cattle  sold  by  the  defendant ;  and 
the  collector,  beins  unable  to  ascertain  who  such 
buyers  were,  could  not  make  any  demand  on  them 
in  respect  of  such  tolls. 

On  Monday,  the  13th  May  1867,  the  defendant 
brought  into  and  exposed  for  sale  in  the  said 
market  so  held  as  aforesaid  twenty  cows  and 
heifers  and  four  qalves,  whereupon  the  plaintiffs 
demanded  as  and  for  tolls  for  the  same  according 
to  the  said  printed  list  2d,  per  head  for  the  said 
cows  and  heifers,  and  Id,  per  head  for  the  said 
calves,  a  sum  in  the  whole  amounting  to  3«.  8d., 
and  the  defendant  refused  and  still  refuses  to  pay 
the  said  sum  or  any  part  thereof.  On  the  same 
day  the  defendant  sold  the  said  cows  and  heifers 
and  odves  in  the  said  market,  but  neither  the 
defendant  nor  the  buyers,  or  any  of  them,  paid  any 
tolls  whatever  in  respect  of  such  cattle  or  the  sale 
thereof.  And  the  defendant,  though  applied  to  for 
the  tolls  claimed  to  be  due  and  payable  in  respect 
of  such  cattle  after  the  sale  thereof,  refused  to  pay 
any  tolls  in  respect  of  such  cattle  or  the  sale 
thereof. 

.  The  plaintiffs  contend  that  they  are  entitled  to 
claim  tne  said  stallage  or  tolls  from  the  defendant 
in  respect  of  and  upon  his  bringing  the  said  cattle 
into  tne  said  market,  or,  at  all  events,  in  respect  of 
foch  cattle  as  were  sold  by  the  defendant  in  the 
■aid  market;  the  defendant  contends  that  he  is 
not  liable  to  pay  any  sum  as  and  by  way  of  stallage 
ataU. 

The  qaeetiaa  far  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 


whether  the  plaintiffs  are  right  in  their  contention 
or  the  defendant  is  right  in  his  contention. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
tiffs are  right,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  7«.  6c2.,  or  such  other  sum  as  the 
court  mny  direct,  with  their  costs  of  suit ;  if  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is 
right,  then  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant  with  his  costs  of  defence.         ' 

Pollock,  Q.C.  (with  him  OHMts),  argued  for  the 

Elaintiff . — At  common  law,  tolls  are  payable  by  the 
uyer  (2  Co.'  Inst.  58),  so  the  question  here  is 
whether  the  plaintiffs  can  recover  for  stallaffe 
against  the  seller  of  cattle.  They  should  be 
entitled,  because  they  provide  a  place  for  defen- 
dant's cattle  to  stand  upon.  A  man  may  be 
entitled  to  have  toll  by  prescription  or  grant ;  and 
if  the  king  grants  a  fair  or  market,  he  may  also 
grant  to  the  grantee  to  take  a  reasonable  sum  for 
toll ;  and  the  grant  will  be  good,  though  the  charter 
does  not  express  the  sum  in  certain :  (Com.  Di^. 
tit.  "  Toll "  E.)  The  duties  usually  paid  at  a  fair 
or  market  are  toll,  stallage,  picage,  &c, ;  stallage 
being  a  duty  for  the  liberty  of  having  stalls  in  a 
fair  or  market,  or  for  removing  them  from  one 

Elace  to  another;  picage  being  a  duty  for  picking 
oles  in  the  lord*s  ground  for  the  posts  of  the 
stalls:    (Com.  Dig.  tit.    "Market"    F.  3.)      In 
Brooke's  Abridgment,  tit.  "  Toll"  pi.  2,  it  is  stated 
that  although  the  vendor  docs  not  pay  toll,  he  must 
pay  **  pur  son  lieu  et  son  standing."  [Blackbuen,  J. 
— That  is  for  a  special  place  for  his  own  standing. 
Here  there  appears  to  be  no  specific  place  for  any 
particular  person.]    There  is  a  marked  distinction 
Detween  tolls  and  stallage : 
Rex  V.  Bell,  5  M.  A  S.  221 ; 
Roberts  v.  Overseers  of  Aylesbury ,  1  E.  A  B.  423 ; 
Bosworth's  Anglo  Siucon  Diotionary,  "  Stall ;" 
Spelman'B  Glossary,  **  Stallangiator." 
[CocKBURN,    C.J.  —  The  case  of   The  Mayor    of 
Northampton  v.  Ward  (2  Stra.  1238)  is  against  you. 
There  the  court  were  all  of  opinion  that  tne  placing 
a  stall  in  a  market  was  a  right  to  be  acouired  by 
compensation,  but  that  every  person  had  of  com- 
mon right  a  liberty  of  coming  into  a  public  market 
for  the  purpose  of  buying  and  selling.] 

Lopes,  Q.C.  for  the  defendant  was  not  heard. 
The    Court    (Cockburn,    C.J.    Blackburn    and 
Quain,  J  J.) — We  have  no  doubt  this  is  not  stallage. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 
Attorney  for  plaintiff,  Jos.  Crowdy,  for  Tovmsend 
and  Ormond,  Swindon. 

Attorneys  for  defendant,  Few  and  Oo,,  for  Brad- 
ford and  Foote,  Swindon. 
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REGISTRATION   APPEALS. 

The  Marquis  op  Salisbury  (app.)  v.  Bontbms 
(resp.) ;  The  Same  (app.)  v.  The  Ovbrsbehs  of 
South  MiMs(resps.) ;  The  Saice  (app.)  v.  Bulwer 
(resp.). 

Earl  Beauchamp  (app.)  v.  The  Overseers  of 

Madresfield  ^resps.) 

Peer  of  the  realm — Incapa^^ity  to  vote, 

A  peer  of  the  realm  is,  in  respect  of  his  peerage, 
suhject  to  a  legal  incapocitij  (o  bft  veq\«i«t^  oa  «fw 
elector  to  vote  at  tKe  eUdiou  ot  iw»ii^«t%  oj  '^ost- 
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On  appeal  from  the  revising  barrister  for  the 
oouuty  of  Hertford,  the  following  case  was  stated  : 
At  a  court  for  the  revision  of  the  list  of  voters  for 
the  parish  of  Bishop's  Hatfield,  in  the  county  of 
Hertford,  holden,  <sc.,  before,  &c.,  appeared  the 
Most  Honourable  Robert  Arthur  Talbot  Gascoyne, 
Marquis  of  Salisbury,  by  attorney,  and  claimed  to 
be  inserted  in  the  register  of  persons  entitled  to 
vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or  knights  of  the 
shire  for  the  said  county  of  Hertford,  in  respect  of 
property  situate  within  the  said  parish  of  Bishop*? 
Hatfield. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  claim  sent  to 
the  overseers  of  the  said  parish  of  Bishop's  Hat- 
field by  the  said  Marquis  of  Salisbury :  "I  hereby 
give  you  notice  that  I  claim  to  be  inserted  on  the 
list  of  voters  for  the  county  of  Hertford,  and  that 
the  particulars  of  my  place  of  abode  and  qualifi- 
cation are  stated  in  the  columns  below.  DatCMl  17th 
July,  1872."  ^ 


Christian  n&me  and  ' 
somame  of  the  i 
flhtlmant  in  full 
Ittnifth. 


Plaoe 
of  abode. 


"Hie  Most  Honour- 
able Bobert  Ar> 
thnr  TUbot  Oai- 
ooyne.  Marquis 
oCSaliaborj. 


Hatfield 
Honse, 

Hatfield. 
Herts. 


Nature  of 
Qualifica- 
tion. 


Freehold 
honse  and 
park,  in  my 
own  occu- 
pation. 


Street,  lane,  or 
other  like  place. 
Ac.,  and  name  of 
the  property,  &0. 


Hatfield    House, 
Hatfield,  Herts. 


(Si^ed) 


Sausbvkt. 


Notice  of  objection  to  the  said  claim  was  duly 

S*  ven  to  the  overseers  of  the  said  parish  of  Bishop^ 
atfield  and  to  the  claimant.  At  the  hearing  it 
was  admitted  by  the  objector  that  the  name  of  the 
claimant  and  his  description,  his  place  of  abode,  the 
nature  of  his  property  qualification,  and  the  situa- 
tion of  the  qualifying  property  were  correctly  set 
forth  in  the  claim.  But  it  was  objected  that  the 
claimant  appearing  to  be  on  the  face  of  the  claim  a 
peer  of  the  realm  and  a  lord  of  Parliament,  was 
legally  incapacitated  for  being  a  voter  for  a  knight 
or  knights  of  the  shire  to  represent  the  commons 
of  the  county  of  Hertford  in  the  Commons  House 
of  Parliament,  and  was  therefore  not  entitled  to  be 
placed  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  said 
county. 

For  the  claimant  it  was  contended  that  he  was 
only  prohibited  from  votins  by  force  of  resolutions 
of  the  House  of  Commons,  which  had  not  the  force  of 
law,  and  that  he  was  not  therefore  under  any  le«d 
incapacity  to  be  registered  as  a  voter  for  uie 
county. 

After  hearing  the  arguments  for  and  against  the 
said  claim  I  decided  that  the  said  claimant,  being  a 
peer  of  the  realm  and  a  lord  of  Parliament,  was 
thereby  by  the  lex  parliamenti  the  subject  of  a  legal 
incapacity  to  vote  at  the  election  of  a  knight  or 
knights  of  the  shire  of  the  county  of  Hertford,  and 
therefore  was  not  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted 
in  the  register  of  voters  for  that  county,  and  accor- 
dingly I  rejected  the  claim,  and  refused  to  admit 
the  name  of  the  said  Marquis  of  Salisbury  upon 
the  said  list  of  voters.  The  question  for  the  court 
is  whether  I  was  right  in  the  above  decision. 
If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  I  was  right 
the  register  is  to  remain  as  it  is.  If  the  court 
should  DO  of  opinion  that  I  was  wrong  the  register 
is  to  be  altered  by  inserting  the  name  (H  the 
claimant  in  that  part  of  the  register  which  relates 
^  the  parish  of  Bjshop*8  Hatfiekl,  with  the  descrip- 


tion of  perpon,  abode,  and  property  qualification  as 
given  in  the  claim. 

The  other  appeals  (that  of  Earl  Beauchamp  being 
from  the  western  division  of  the  county  of  Wor- 
cester, and  the  other  two  of  Lord  Salisbury  being 
from  the  counties  of  Middlesex  and  Essex  re- 
spectively) were,  mutatis  mutandis,  to  the  same 
effect,  and  raised  precisely  the  same  question. 

All  the  appeals  were  taken  and  argued  together. 

WUU,  Q.C.,  for  Earl  Beauchamp.— I  feel 
bound  to  admit  that  the  House  of  Commons  has 
power  in  certain  cases  to  act  judicially  and  to 
declare  the  law,  and  I  am  further  bound  to  admit 
that  the  resolution  of  1699,  that  no  peer  hath  a 
right  to  vote  at  the  election  of  any  member  to 
serve  in  Parliament,  was  made  by  the  House  in  its 
judicial  capacity.  Further,  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  resolution  was  declaratoir  of  the  common  law. 
In  4  Co.  Inst.,  p.  28  it  is  laid  down  that  "the 
House  of  Commons  is  to  many  purposes  a  distinct 
court,"  and  at  page  50,  *'  all  the  justices  of  England 
and  barons  of  the  Exchequer  are  assistants  to  the 
lords  to  inform  them  of  the  common  law,  and 
thereunto  are  called  severally  by  writ.  Neither 
doth  it  belong  to  them  (as  hath  been  said)  to  judge 
of  any  lawe,  custome,  or  priviledge  of  Parliament. 
And,  to  say  the  truth,  the  uiwes,  customes, 
liberties  and  priviledges  of  Parliament  are  better  to 
be  learned  out  of  the  rolls  of  Parliament  and  other 
records,  and  by  presidents  and  continuoll  ex- 
perience than  can  be  expressed  by  any  one  man*s 
pen."  Chief  Baron  Comyn  also,  in  his  Digest 
(Com.  Dig.,  tit.  "Parliament,"  D.  10),  says :  "  No  peer 
hath  a  right  to  vote  at  elections,"  citing  the  resolu- 
tion of  1699.  This  resolution  has  been  renewed 
every  year  since.  In  a  debate  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  27th  June  1853,  it  was  laid  down 
that  peers  were  restrained  from  voting  by 
immemorial  usage,  irrespectively  of  these  reso- 
lutions :  (128  Hans.  Deb..  3rd  ser.,  791.)  Again, 
on  the  5th  July  1858,  Lord  Campbell  said:  "A 
peer  has  no  right  to  vote  by  the  common  law  of 
England  for  the  election  of  members  of  the  House 
of  Commons.  .  .  .  The  resolution  of  the  Commons 
only  declares  the  common  law.  .  .  .  Since  the 
Beform  Bill,  peers  had  frequently  sought  to  re- 
gister their  votes  for  the  election  of  members  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  but  the  revising  barristers 
had  invariably  and  most  properly  refused  to  allow 
them:"  (151  Han.  Deb.,  3rd  ser.,  926,  927.)  Lord 
Lyndhurst  spoke  on  that  occasion,  and  expressed  no 
dissent  from  Lord  Campbell's  judgment.  [Bovill 
C.J. — We  find,  too,  that  when  peers  have  voted, 
their  votes  on  a  scrutiny  have  always  been  struck 
off  by  the  court  whose  province  it  has  been  to 
declare  the  law  upon  the  subject.]  Yes ;  in  Hey- 
wood  on  Elections,  p.  316,  it  is  said :  "  When  the 
members  of  the  House  of  Peers  were  first  excluded 
from  voting  at  the  elections  of  members  of  Parlia- 
ment does  not  exactly  appear.  The  returns  pre- 
served by  Prynne  show  that  in  the  earlier  periods 
of  our  history  they  exercised  that  privilege,  and 
even  after  their  personal  attendance  at  the  County 
Court  had  fallen  into  disuse  we  find  instances  in 
which  their  attorneys  returned  the  knights  of  the 
shire.  On  the  14th  Dec.  1699,  however,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  Earl  of  Manchester  having  voted  at 
an  election  for  Maiden,  the  House  of  Commons 
resolved,  nem.  con.,  **  That  no  peer  of  this  kingdom 
hath  any  right  to  give  his  vote  at  the  election  for 
any  member  to  serve  in  Parliament ;"  and  this  re 
'solution  was  repeated  at  the  beginning  of  every 
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session  antil  tbe  anion  of  Great  Britain  with 
Ireland,  but  has  never  been  recognised  by  the 
Honse  of  Peers.  Since  the  union  with  Ireland, 
a  similar  resolution  adapted  to  the  altered  circum- 
stances of  the  case  has  been  repeated  every  ses- 
sion.'* [BoviLL,  C.J. — The  fact  mentioned  by 
Heywood,  of  the  names  of  several  peers  appear- 
ing on  the  old  returns,  does  not  strike  me  as 
of  much  importance.  It  is  now  well  settled  that 
women  are  incapable  of  being  registered.  Still, 
a  few  years  ago  a  revising  barrister  inserted  the 
names  of  all  women  housenolders  on  the  register 
and  no  appeal  was  made.  Supposing  a  man  a 
hundred  years  hence  were  looking  into  old  re- 
gisters and  found  this  one  with  the  names  of 
women  upon  it,  he  might  conclude,  though  erro- 
neously, that  women  had  at  one  time  possessed 
the  franchise.  The  passage  from  Bey  wood  carries 
the  matter  no  further.  Sbett,  J. — ^if  the  Bouse 
of  Commons  has,  acting  in  its  judicial  capacity, 
meant  to  strike  off  the  names  of  peers  who  have 
voted  at  elections,  because  by  the  common  law 
peers  have  no  right  to  vote,  such  decisions  are  of 
great  force ;  but  if  the  House  has  meant  to  say 
that  peers  have  no  right  to  vote  because  of  the 
resolution  of  1699,  that  is  a  very  different  thing. 
Ejlating,  J. — Can  you  find  any  authority  for 
saying  that  a  peer  can  vote  P]  None.  I  have  felt 
the  greatest  difficulty  and  embarrassment  in 
having  to  argue  this  case,  as  I  find  nothing  in  my 
favour  and  everything  against  me. 

Manisty,  Q.C.,  for  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury, 
confessed  to  feeling  himself  in  the  same  embar- 
rassing and  difficult  position,  especially  as  by  the 
26th  section  of  tbe  JParliamentary  Elections  Act 
1868  (31  &  '62  Vict.  c.  125),  the  election  judges  are 
bound  to  act  upon  the  "  principles,  practice  and 
rules  on  which  committees  of  the  House  of 
Commons  have  heretofore  acted  in  dealing  with 
election  petitions,"  so  far  as  the  new  rules  to  be 
made^  do  not  extend.  One  of  the  best  settled 
principles  on  which  committees  have  acted  in  such 
cases  18  that  peers  have  no  right  to  vote.  If  they 
have  no  right  to  vote,  they  have  no  right  to  be 
registered,  and  so  this  court  is  bound  under  sect. 
26  of  31  &  32  Yict.  c.  125  to  decide  against  the 
i^pellant.  [Brett,  J.— Do  you  think  that  if  it 
appeared  that  the  House  of  Commons  had  dis- 
allowed the  votes  of  peers  simply  because  of  their 
own  resolution,  this  court  would  be  bound  by  the 
26th  section  to  disallow  them  P]  I  think  so.  If 
peers  have  no  right  to  vote,  they  have  no  right  to 
oe  registered. 

Geo.  Broume  for  the  overseers  of  Madresfield 
was  not  called  upon. 

JJ.  James,  Q.C.,  for  the  other  respondents  was 
not  called  upon.  He  called  attention  to  the  lan- 
guage of  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7. 

Bovill,  C.  J. — From  the  course  which  the  case 
has  taken,  it  seems  scarcely  necessary  for  us  to 
give  anv  further  judgment.  The  court  might  act 
ap(m  the  statements  of  the  counsel  who  have 
^peared  for  the  appellants,  both  of  whom  think 
that  the  case  is  concluded  by  authority.  As,  how- 
ever, the  matter  has  been  brought  before  us,  I 
think  we  ought  to  express  an  opinion  upon  it.  The 
House  of  Commons,  sitting  as  a  court  and  acting 
JadksiaUy,  and  in  later  times  committees  of  the 
Hooae  acting  in  the  same  capacity,  have  expressed 
opinionB  from  time  to  time  as  to  the  validity  of 
eleotions.  That  power  has  by  a  recent  Act  been 
gi?eii  to  the  election  judges,  bat  until  that  Act 


passed  the  House  of  Commons  exercised  the  juris- 
oiction  itself.  In  1699,  when  the  House  exercised 
the  jurisdiction  itself,  the  Question  now  raised  came 
before  it  in  the  case  of  tne  Maiden  election,  and 
the  House  then  thought  ri^ht  to  pass  a  resolution 
on  the  subject.  The  resolution,  then,  that  has  been 
cited  was  then  passed,  that  no  peer  hath  a  right 
to  vote  at  an  election.  That  resolution,  therefore, 
was  one  which  not  merely  expressed  the  will  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  but  it  was  made  with 
respect  to  the  right  of  peers  to  vote  when  that 
question  came  judicially  before  the  House.  The 
resolution  has  been  re-affirmed  at  the  beginning  of 
every  session  since,  coupled  with  a  resolution  that 
it  is  a  high  infringement  of  the  privileges  of  the 
Commons  for  a  peer  to  take  any  part  in  a  parlia- 
mentary election.  It  is  not  now  necessary  to  say 
why  peers  are  thus  excluded.  Constitutional 
reasons  may  no  doubt  be  adduced  for  their  exclu- 
sion. But,  the  resolution  having  been  passed,  it 
was  passed  not  only  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
who  should  vote,  but  also  for  the  purpose  of 
declaring  the  law,  and  the  resolution  is  framed  in 
these  words,  that  a  peer  has  "no  right."  No 
doubt  the  House  of  Commons  has  no  power  with- 
out the  assent  of  the  sovereign  and  the  House  of 
Peers  to  make  any  alteration  m  the  constitution  of 
the  country ;  but  if  the  House  of  Commons  was  a 
court,  and  the  committees  were  a  court,  as  they 
were,  exercising  judicial  functions,  the  House  and 
the  committees  were  bound  to  declare  the  law. 
From  time  to  time  the  resolution  adverted  to  has 
been  acted  on  by  the  House  and  its  committees, 
and  case  after  case  has  been  decided  in  pursuance 
of  it.  A  uniform  course  of  authorities  shows  that 
peers  have  no  right  to  vote  at  Parliamentary 
elections.  In  effect,  these  resolutions  and  decisions 
of  the  House  of  Commons  amount  to  a  positive 
exclusion  of  the  peers.  Has  the  House  of  Lords 
submitted  to  the  exclusion?  For  170  years  no 
instance  can  be  found  in  which  the  votes  of  peers 
have  been  allowed  when  their  right  to  vote  has 
been  contested.  How  does  the  case  stand  on  the 
authorities  P  Every  text  book  clearly  lays  down 
the  law  that  "  no  peer  has  any  right  to  vote  at 
Parliamentary  elections."  There  has  been  an  uni- 
versal practice  for  170  years  for  peers  not  to  vote, 
or  to  strike  off  their  names  if  they  have  voted.  Is 
there  any  other  authority  on  the  subject?  We 
have  the  authority  of  Lord  Coke,  of  Comyn,  of 
Blackstone,  of  Lord  Campbell,  and  of  Lord 
Brougham.  Therefore,  in  whichever  way  we  re- 
gard tbe  question,  there  is  not  only  an  absence  of 
authority  in  favour  of  the  peers,  but  conclusive 
authority  against  them.  Moreover,  this  law  has 
been  acquiesced  in  and  acted  upon  for  170  years. 
Independently,  therefore,  of  the  26th  section  of  the 
Parliamentary  Elections  Act  1868, 1  have  no  hesi- 
tation in  saying  that  in  point  of  law  peers  have  no 
right  to  vote  at  Parliamentary  elections.  If  before 
that  Act  a  p>eer  voted  and  the  matter  came  before 
the  House  of  Commons,  and  the  vote  was  chal- 
lenged, the  House  would  have  struck  it  off.  The 
same  would  have  been  done  by  an  election  com- 
mittee. What  coul4  be  done  now  by  tJie  election 
judge  ?  With  all  the  authorities  against  him,  he 
would  have  no  resource  but  to  strike  off  such  a  vote. 
The  26th  section  of  the  Act  has  been  referred  to, 
and  if  there  were  any  doubt  in  thils  case  as  to  the 
right  or  as  to  the  practice,  it  might  be  said  that 
the  section  had  great  bearing  on  the  question.  L 
wiU,  however,  noX.  ^  mV>  XJIq^^tlov  ^  ^a\itf»  ^^xvas.- 
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tions  might  arise  on  the  peculiar  language  of  the 
section.  I  am,  however,  satisfied  independently 
of  anj  argument  founded  on  the  language  of  that 
section  that  the  vote  would  be  bad,  and,  indeed, 
that  a  peer  has  no  right  to  vote.  I  do  not  wish  to 
bo  understood  as  dissenting  from  the  view  taken 
by  Mr.  Manisty  as  to  the  effect  of  the  26th  section. 
I  am  only  desirous  that  my  language  should  not 
convey  any  impression  which  might  affect  the  con- 
struction to  be  put  upon  that  section  in  other  cases 
that  may  arise.  In  conclusion  I  think  that, 
though  the  House  of  Conmions  by  itself  could 
never  alter  the  law,  it  was  bound,  sitting  judicially, 
to  declare  it.    This  court  has  now  to  determine  the 

Suestion,  and  my  opinion  is  clear  that  the  right  of 
le  peers  to  vote  cannot  be  maintained.  The  deci- 
sions of  the  revishig  barristers  were  therefore 
rifl^t,  and  the  appeals  must  be  dismissed. 

Keating,  J. — ^1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There 
seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  authorities  are  all 
one  way.  We  have  the  authority  of  the  House  of 
Commons  dealing  with  the  law  upon  this  point,  as 
it  had  a  right  to  do.  No  one  has  suggested  that 
the  House  of  Commons  has  power  to  make  law. 
But,  looking  at  the  resolution  as  a  declaration 
of  what  the  law  then  was,  it  certainly  is  deserv- 
ing of  great  respect.  This  resolution  is  corro- 
borated by  the  state  of  things  that  existed 
before  it  was  passed,  and  which  has  since  existed. 
No  authority  prior  to  1699  has  been  adduced  in 
favour  of  the  right  of  the  peers.  On  the  other 
band,  we  were  referred  by  Mr.  James  to  an  authority 
against  it — the  statute  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  intituled, 
"What  sort  of  men  shall  be  choosers,  and  who  shall 
be  chosen  knights  of  the  Parliament."  That  Act 
clearly  contemplates  that  the  knights,  esquires, 
and  smaller  landholders  shall  be  the  choosers,  and 
as  clearly  as  possible  excludes  the  notion  of  the 
peers  haying  any  right  to  vote.  Prior  therefore 
to  the  passing  of  the  resolution  in  1699,  there  is 
abundance  of  authority,  including  that  of  Lord 
Coke,  to  justify  the  resolution,  apart  even  from  the 
weight  and  authority  which  the  resolution  would 
carry  with  it,  not  as  making  but  as  declaring  the 
law.  That  resolution  has  been  stamped  with  the 
authority  of  Chief  Baron  Comyn.  We  have  not 
onhr  Comyn,  but  Lords  Campbell  and  Brougham 
and  an  uninterrupted  course  of  authorities  on  the 
same  side.  The  whole  has  been  sealed  and  con- 
firmed by  the  strongest  authority,  viz.,  uninter- 
rupted user.  It  has  been  uninterrupted  for 
centuries,  and  as  far  as  the  researches  of  counsel 
have  extended,  no  authority  has  been  found  to  the 
contrary.  Hey  wood  in  truth  is  no  authority  at  all, 
as  the  isolated  instances  cited  by  him  in  which 
peers  have  voted  are  not  deserving  of  considera- 
tion. In  the  course  of  the  argument  I  threw  out 
a  reference  to  the  26th  section  of  the  Parliamentary 
Elections  Act  1868.  I  would  not,  however,  be  under- 
stood as  basing  my  judgment  on  that  section,  as 
though  the  word  "  principles  "  is  a  large  word, 
and  I  was  for  the  moment  under  the  impression 
that  the  court  had  given  an  extensive  mean- 
ing to  it,  yet  on  further  consideration  I  find 
it  nas  not  been  extended  to  the  case  of  a  question 
as  to  a  man*s  right  to  vote.  In  cases  that  have 
been  decided  on  the  point,  there  is  nothing  to  pre- 
clude us  from  saying  that  the  word  "  prmciples  " 
in  that  section  means  nothing  more  than  practice 
»tMd  procedure,  I  wish  to  state  this  particularly, 
Msu  might  be  thought  from  what  fell  from  me 
uf^o  ooaree  of  the  argument  that  I  thought  that 


\ 


the  word  **  principles  "  might  apply  to  a  case  like 
the  present.  I  do  not  wish  to  say  that,  or  to  say 
anything  upon  the  point  at  present;  if  ever  the 
question  should  arise,  I  should  hke  to  consider 
how  far  the  word  "  principles "  in  that  section 
might  be  said  to  apply  to  a  question  like  that 
raised  in  the  present  case.  I  think  the  revising 
barrister  was  quite  right.  I  wish  further  to  ex- 
press my  approval  of  the  course  that  has  been 
taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants.  I  have 
yet  to  learn  that  it  is  other  than  the  duty  of  counsel, 
when  they  discover  that  a  point  is  not  arguable,  to 
say  so  at  once,  or  that  any  duty  towards  their 
client  ought  to  interfere  with  their  doing  that, 
which  is  the  highest  function  of  the  Bar,  viz.,  to 
assist  the  court. 

Brett,  J. — I  am  very  reluctant  to  express  any 
judgment  in  this  case.  I  think  the  court  is  placed 
in  a  position  of  great  difficulty.  I  had  great 
doubts,  when  I  came  down  here  this  morning, 
whether  the  claim  could  be  supported.  In  the 
course  of  the  argument  I  did  wnat  I  conceive  to 
be  the  duty  of  a  judge,  viz.,  where  a  proposi- 
tion is  stated,  to  take  objections  to  it  for  the 
purpose  of  ventilating  it  as  far  as  possible,  and 
ascertaining  its  true  meaning.  The  court  is, 
however,  m  this  difficulty : — propositions  have 
been  stated  by  counsel  against  themselves,  and 
that  for  the  purpose  not  of  contesting,  but  of 
admitting  their  truth.  I  quite  agree  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  counsel,  when  they  know  that  there  is  no 
argument  to  be  used  in  their  own  favour,  to  say 
so.  But  I  think  it  would  be  better,  when  they 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  they  have  no 
case,  to  withdraw  from  it.  It  may  be  said  that 
counsel  have  no  authority  to  take  such  a  course. 
I  must  say,  however,  that  I  take  a  much  higher 
view  of  the  power  of  counsel.  I  think  a  counsel  is 
master  of  the  case,  and  that,  unless  he  has  precise 
instructions  to  the  contrary,  he  has  power  to  give 
it  up.  In  saying  this,  I  am  sure  no  one  knows 
better  than  the  counsel  who  have  appeared  for  the 
appellants,  that  I  do  not  mean  to  express  any 
disrespect  to  them.  Two  statements  have  been 
made  in  the  course  of  the  argument :  First,  that 
by  the  common  law,  as  shown  by  immemorial  user, 
the  peers  have  not  the  right  now  claimed;  and 
secondly,  that  though  it  may  be  shown  that  by  the 
common  law  peers  are  not  incapacitated  from  voting, 
yet  the  House  of  Commons  has  held  as  a  matter  of 
"  principle  "  that  peers  cannot  vote,  and  therefore 
this  court  is  prohibited  by  the  26th  section  of  the 
Parliamentary  Elections  Act  1868,  from  holding 
otherwise,  u  the  decision  of  this  case  depended 
on  the  last  contention,  I  should  feel  inchned  to 
refuse  to  deliver  any  judgment  on  the  case.  But 
I  doubt  if  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  26th  section. 
I  doubt  if  the  words  there  refer  to  anything  more 
than  rules  of  procedure.  The  26th  section  refers  to 
rules  to  be  made  by  the  judge>,  and  says  that  until 
such  rules  are  made,  and  so  far  as  they  do  not  extend, 
"  the  principles,  practice,  and  rules  on  which  com- 
mittees of  tne  House  of  Commons  have  heretofore 
acted  in  dealing  with  election  petitions  shall  be 
observed."  Thus  the  "  principles,  practice,  and 
rules  "  may  be  altered  by  the  rules  to  bo  made  by 
the  judges ;  and  if  the  word  **  principles  **  includes 
the  right  of  a  man  to  the  franchise,  the  judges 
may  aJFect  that  right  b^  rules  of  procedure.  But 
it  is  obvious  that  tbe  judges  have  no  such  power. 
I  need  not,  bowe^reT,  eay  more  on  this  point,  as  the 
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that  at  the  common  law  a  peer  has  no  right.  How 
is  it  sought  to  prove  that  proposition  P  By  imme- 
morial usage.  It  is  further  said  that  the  judicial 
decisions  of  the  House  of  Commons  are  strong 
evidence  of  the  state  of  the  law,  and  I  feel  bound 
to  assume  that  the  resolution  of  1699,  which  has 
been  referred  to,  must  be  regarded  as  a  judicial 
decision,  as,  so  far  from  its  having  been  argued  to 
the  contrary,  it  has  been  admitted  by  the  counsel 
for  the  appellants  that  it  is.  I  certainly  approach 
the  decision  of  the  House  of  Commons  with  the 
highest  respect,  and  as  almost  binding  on  us  in  the 
absence  of  other  authority.  There  is,  however, 
one  observation  to  be  made,  which  I  ventured  to 
make  in  the  course  of  the  argument.  That  is,  that 
the  resolution  might  have  been  intended  to  be  de- 
claratory of  the  common  law,  or  it  might  have  been 
intendea  as  a  mere  protest.  If  the  decision  in 
1699  and  the  subsequent  decisions  of  the^  House 
and  its  committees  were  made  to  depend* on  the 
resolution  of  1699,  I  should  protest  against  the 
idea  of  our  being  bound  by  it.  The  resolution  as 
a  resolution  is  not  binding.  It  seems  to  me  that 
there  is  some  colour  for  doubting  whether  we 
ought  to  regard  the  resolution  as  part  of  a  Judicial 
deosion,  because,  if  it  were  so,  it  seems  ^fficult  to 
see  why  it  should  have  been  repeated  every  session 
since.  If  the  House  of  Commons  had  come  to  a 
dear  judicial  conclusion  that  peers  have  no  right 
to  vote,  one  might  think  they  might  have  been 
content  with  that  expression  of  opinion.  But  we 
find  that  the  resolution  has  been  repeated  every 
session,  and  even  smce  1868,  when  tne  House  of 
Commons  gave  up  ih&t  part  of  its  judicial  power 
to  the  judges.  Tnat  circumstance  seems  to  afford 
us  strong  colour  for  saying  that  it  has  not  been 
intended  to  affirm  this  proposition  as  a  judicial 
declaration  of  the  common  law,  but  to  rest  it  on  an 
extra-judicial  resolution  as  a  resolution.  If  that 
were  clearly  the  case,  it  would  be  our  duty  to  say  that 
the  resolution  was  not  binding.  But  in  the  present 
instance  it  has  been  admitted  that  the  resolution  was 
judicial,  and  after  the  statement  of  counsel,  who 
nave  employed  sreat  research  on  the  question, 
that  they  can  find  no  authority  prior  to  the  resolu- 
tion in  tneir  favour,  I  think  that  that  want  of  autho- 
rity 18  strouff  evidence  of  the  immemorial  usage 
rehed  on,  and  therefore  I  am  prepared  to  say,  on 
the  argument  addressed  to  us,  tnat  irrespectively  of 
the  resolution,  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons was  right,  and  as  far  as  we  can  see,  that  it 
was  and  is  the  law,  independently  of  the  resolu- 
tbn,  both  before  and  since  1699,  that  peers  have 
no  right  to  vote.  For  that  reason  and  for  that 
only,  I  concur  in  the  judgment.  I  quite  agree 
with  Mr.  Manisty  in  thinking  that  if  they  have  no 
ri^t  to  vote,  they  have  no  right  to  be  registered. 
Gbove,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  abstain 
from  ^ing  into  the  reasons  for  my  decision,  as  I 
think  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  express  an  opinion 
on  a  question  when  only  one  side  of  it  has  been 
argued.  It  may  be,  no  doubt,  that  only  one  side 
is  arguable;  but  when  one  has  heard  both  sides  of  a 
queetion  argued, the  decision  is  comparatively  easy; 
when  one  has  heard  only  one,  one  runs  the  risk  of 
expressing  reasons  which  may  admit  of  an  answer. 
I  shonkl  nave  preferred  that  the  counsel  for  the 
respondent  shonld    begin,  as   they  might  have 

g'yen  ns  strong  reasons  for  our  decision  in  their 
¥oor.  Notonty  might  much  historical  matter  have 
been  bttra^t  forward  by  tbem,  but  coosti to tionai 
migh^  be  adduced.   I  si^etam  from  sMang 


what  strikes  me  as  grave  constitutional  reasons, 
as  they  might  admit  of  an  answer.  I  will  only 
say  that  I  think  there  may  be  strong  reasons, 
which  from  the  course  whicn  the  case  has  taken 
cannot  well  be  expressed. 

Decisions  affirmed. 

Attorneys  for  Earl  Beauchamp,  Young,  Maples, 
and  Co. 

Attorneys    for  the   Overseers  of    Madresfield, 
Young,  Maples,  and  Co. 

Attorneys  for  Marquis  Salisbury,  Nicholson  an 
Herbeii. 

Attoroeys  for  Overseers  of  South  Mims,  Bon- 
tems,  and  Bulwer,  Wyatt  aad  Hoskins. 


Tuesday,  Nov.  19, 1872. 

OvEBSEERs  OF  Ashton-under-Lyne  (apps.)  V. 
Webster  (resp.)  (Ori££*s  Case). 

Right  to  vote — "  Actu^  possession  "  of  rentcharge — 
2  WiU.  4,  c  45,  s.  26Statute  of  Uses  (27  Hen.  8, 
c.  10.) 

By  indenture  dated  the  ISth  Oct.  1871  A.  granted  to 
B.,  C,  and  D.  one  perpetual  yearly  rentcharae  of 
9L  to  hold  unto  the  said  B.,  C,  amdD.,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  the  said  B.,  C,  and  D., 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  as  tenants  in 
common  and  in  equal  shares. 

Held,  thai  this  was  a  conveyance  operating  at 
common  law,  and  not  under  the  Statute  of  Uses. 

HeeUs  v.  Blain  (11  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8.480;  34  L.  /. 
88  C.  P.)  commented  upon. 

Tins  was  an  appeal  from  the  revising  barrister  for 
the  South-Eastem  division  of  the  County  of 
Lancaster. 

Case. 

At  a  court  held  at  Ashton-under-Lyne  for  the 
purpose  of  revising  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
Ashton-under-Lyne  polling  district  before  me, 
John  Hargrave  Hodson,  Esquire,  the  barrister 
appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for  the 
South-Eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
Thomas  Webster  duly  objected  to  the  name  of 
Bobert  Byron  Orme  being  inserted  in  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  said  division  of  the  said  county. 

The  claim  of  the  said  Bobert  Byron  Orme  was 
as  follows : — 


Orme,  Bobert  Stamford-sDroet 


Byron. 


ABhton-onder' 
Lyne. 


One  third  share 
of  rentcharge 
issuing  from 
freehold  Und 
and  bnildings. 


Fleet-street, 
William  Orm« 
owner. 


The  following  facts  were  established   by  the 
evidence. 

By  an  indenture  made  and  dated  the  13th  Oct. 
1871,  and  made  between  the  said  William  Orme 
of  the  one  part  and  the  said  Bobert  Byron  Orme, 
Enoch  Lawton,  and  James  Kerfoot  of  the  other 
part,  the  said  William  Orme  being  seised  in  fee 
simple  in  possession  of  certain  lands,  messuages, 
and  hereditaments  in  Ashton-under-Lyne  afore- 
said, granted  unto  the  said  Bobert  Byron  Orme, 
Enoch  Lawvon,  and  James  Kerfoot,  one  perpetual 
yearly  rentcharge  of  92.  to  be  payable  clear  of  all 
aeductions  (except  property  or  income  tax)  by 
equal  half-yearly  payments  on  the  5th  A^t\V  «sA 
the  5th  Oct.  in  eacVi  -jew,  aiA  \Jtv^  ^t%\»  ^wtoki^^* 
to  be  due  on  the  bVi^  AptW  \X3kftiv  \«xX»^wsA\»^«^ 
iBSuing  from  and  out  ot,  cjid.  f:^uax%^  %sA  ^£b&x^r 
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able  upon,  the  said  lands,  messuages,  and  here- 
ditaments  to  hold  the  said  rentoharge  unto  the 
said  Robert  Byron  Orme,  Enoch  JLawton,  and 
James  Kerfoot,  their  heirs  and  assigns  to  the  use 
of  the  said  Robert  Byron  Orme,  Enoch  Lawton, 
and  James  Kerfoot  their  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever  as  tenants  in  common  and  in  eqaal  shares. 

A  copy  of  the  said  indenture  accompanies,  and 
is  to  be  taken  as  part  of,  this  case. 

There  is  a  covenant  by  the  said  William  Orme 
with  the  said  Robert  Byron  Orme,  Enoch  Lawton, 
and  James  Kerfoot  to  pay  the  said  renteharge  at 
the  times  and  in  manner  appointed  for  payment 
thereof,  and  a  power  of  distress  over  of  the  said 
lands,  messuages,  and  hereditaments  in  case  of 
nonpayment. 

Tne  moiety  of  the  said  renteharge  of  9Z.  due  on 
the  5th  April  1872  was  naid  by  the  said  William 
Orme  to,  and  equally  oivided  between,  the  said 
Robert  Byron  Orme,  Enoch  Lawton,  and  James 
Kerfoot. 

It  was  contended  by  the  objector  that  the  said 
Robert  Byron  Orme  was  not  in  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  said  renteharge  for  six  calender 
months  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July  1872  as 
required  by  the  2  Will.  4,  c.  46,  s.  26. 

It  was  contended  by  the  party  objected  to,  upon 
the  authority  of  Eeehs  v.  Blain  (34  L.  J.  88,  C.  F.), 
that  the  Statute  of  Uses  (27  Hen.  8,  c.  10)  operated 
to  give  to  the  said  party  objected  to  and  the  said 
Enoch  Lawton  and  James  Kerfoot  the  actual 
possebsion  of  the  said  renteharge  on  the  execution 
of  the  said  indenture. 

I  held  upon  the  authority  of  that  case  that  the 
claim  was  good. 

If  the  court  be  of  opinion  that  niy  decision  was 
wrong,  the  register  is  to  be  amendfed  by  erasing 
the  name  of  tne  said  Robert  Byron  Orme  from 
the  said  list.  J.  H.  Hodgson, 

Revising  Barrister  for  the  South-Eastern  Division 
of  the  County  of  Lancaster. 

I  appeal  from  this  decision. 

Rob.  Evans,  for  Thomas  Webster,  appellant. 

I  appoint  the  overseers  of  Ashton-under-Lyne 
to  be  respondente.  J.  H.  Hodgson, 

21st  Oct.  1872.  Revising  Barrister. 

The  persons  named  in  the  schedule  hereunder 
written,  and  being  the  other  persons  parties  to  the 
said  indenture,  also  claimed  to  be  inserted  in  the 
said  list  of  voters,  and  I  also  held  that  their  claims 
were  ^od. 

Notice  of  appeal  from  my  decision  being  given, 
and  as  the  pomt  of  law  therein  involved  and  the 
facts  are  the  same  as  those  stated  in  the  case,  I 
ordered  their  cases  to  be  consolidated  with  this 
appeal. 

SCHEDULE. 


Keifoot,  James  CbathAin-hill, 

Dukenfleld. 


Lawton,  Enoch  Stamford-st., 
I  Aslkton-on- 
J     der-Ljne. 


One  third  BharejFleet-street, 
of  rentcharere;    William  Orme 
iasning    from;    oimer. 
freehold  land' 
and  buildings,  i 

One  third  share  Fleet'street, 
of  rentchargei    William  Orme 
issuing    from!    owner, 
freehold  land 
and  buildings. 


J.  H.  Hodgson, 

Revising  barrister. 

This  appeal  came  on  for  argument  on  a  previous 

dajr^    but   was  adjourned  in    order  that  counsel 

tBM^bt  have  further  time  for  oonsolting  authorities. 


MeXUyr  (Digby  with  him),  for  the  respondent, 
cited: 

Jenkins  ▼.  Towig,  Cro.  Car.  290 ; 

Meredith  ▼.  Jones,  Id.  244 ; 

Bacon's  Law  Tracts,  p.  352 ; 

Sanders  on  Uses  and  Trusts,  5th  edit.  91 ; 

2  Black.  Com.  15th  edit.  192  ; 

Coke's  Inst,  by  Hargrave  and  Bntler,  note  231 ; 

Doe  ▼.  Prestwxdge,  4  M.  &  S.  178 ; 

Watkins  on  Conveyancing,  245 ; 
HerscheU,  Q.  0.  for  the  appellants,  cited 

QUbert  on  Uses,  128. 
He  was  prepared  te  contend,  if  necessary,  that  the 
decision  in  aeelis  v.  Blain  was  wrong. 

BoviLL,  O.J. — In  this  case  the  claimant  asks  to 
be  placed  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  South- 
Eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster  in 
respect  of  his  interest  in  a  renteharge.  It  is 
objected  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  be  so  registered 
because  he  had  not  been  in  actual  possession  of 
the  renteharge  for  six  months  previously  to  the 
31st  July  1872,  as  required  by  2  WUl.  4,  c.  45, 
s.  26.  It  is  clear  upon  the  facts  that  there  was  no 
actual  possession  of  the  renteharge,  and  no  receipt 
in  the  sense  of  possession  untu  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  period  of  six  months.  This 
court  has  decided  in  two  cases  that  there  must  be 
actual  possession  in  a  caso  of  this  kind  to  entitle 
to  the  franchise.  The  first  was  that  of  Murray  v. 
Thomiley  (2  C.  B.  217)  in  which  it  was  held  that 
the  grantee  of  a  renteharge  is  not  entitled  to 
be  registered  unless  he  has  been  in  the  actual 
receipt  of  it  for  six  months  before  the  last  day 
of  July.  The  court  took  time  to  consider  their 
judgment,  and  were  unanimous.  The  same  point 
arose  in  Hayden  v.  Tfie  Overseers  of  Tiverton 
(4  0.  B.  1)  where  the  person  claiming  to  be  re- 
gistered was  assignee  of  a  renteharge.  In  that 
case  also  the  court  gave  a  considered  judgment, 
and  were  unanimous.  It  is  true  that  Maule,  J. 
(at  p.  6)  made  an  observation  upon  Murray  v. 
Thomiley,  bat  he  did  not  dissent  from  that  case  in 
his  judgment,  and  the  decision  of  the  court  pro- 
ceeded on  the  same  grounds  as  in  the  former  case. 
After  these  two  cases  it  would  be  impossible  for 
the  respondent  to  contend  that  we  ougnt  not  to  be 
governed  by  them.  They  have  been  law  since 
1846.  Some  time  afterwards,  the  point  arose  in  a 
different  form  in  Heelis  v.  Blain  in  this  court.  A 
new  view  was  then  taken  that  the  grant  of  the  rent- 
charge  did  not  take  effect  at  common  law  but  under 
the  Statato  of  Uses,  and  that  the  Statute  of  Uses 
executed  the  use  in  possession,  so  that  the  person 
entitled  to  the  use  was  to  be  deemed  in  possession. 
The  case  was  argued  on  that  point,  and  the  whole 
question  turned  on  the  words  **  deemed  in  pos- 
session.'* The  conveyance  of  the  renteharge  un- 
deniably, operated  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and 
the  court  concluded  that  the  true  construction  of 
that  statute  was  that  "  possession "  meant  actual 
possession.  Under  those  circumstances  the  court, 
adopting  its  previous  decisions,  concluded  that  by 
the  Statute  of  Uses  the  claimant  was  entitled  to 
be  deemed  in  actual  possession.  There  are  there- 
fore two  classes  of  decisions  ;  first,  where  the 
conveyance  operates  at  common  law,  there  must 
be  actual  possession  by  receipt  of  the  renteharge ; 
and,  secondly,  where  the  conveyance  operates 
under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  the  statute  executes 
the  use,  and  the  grantee  is  deemed  to  be  in  actual 
possession.  Whether  the  ^rant  here  operates  at 
oommon  law  or  by  statute  is  a  difScult  question, 
I  winch  Yiaa  Y^eexi  baVj  %x^<b^  oxi  \»q^  «Ldea.    It  is 
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the  only  question  remaining  for  onr  consideration, 
and  is  a  matter  so  interesting  and  important  to 
oonyeyancers  that  we  thought  it  desirable,  when 
the  case  first  came  before  as,  to  have  it  adjourned 
in  order  that  the   learned   coansel  might   have 
further  time  to  prepare  their  arguments  and  to 
obtain  assistance  by  consulting  eminent  convey- 
ancers.    Our  first  duty  then,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is 
to  ascertain  and  determine  the  effects  of  the  limit- 
ations in  this  deed.    The  deed  begins  with  a  grant 
18  follows :  "  grant  unto  the  said  Orme,  Lawton, 
and   Kerfoot  one   perpetual  yearly  rentcharge," 
If  the  matter  had  stood  there,  it  would  be  a  grant 
to  them  as  joint  tenants.     Then  J^he  habendum  is 
"  to  hold  unto  the  said  Orme,  Lawton,  and  Kerfoot, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Orme,    Lawton»    and    Kerfoot,    their    heirs    and 
assigns    for   ever    as    tenants    in    common    and 
in  eaual   shares."    If   we  divide   the    terms    of 
the   kabendum,  we    find    an    estate    granted    to 
the  three  as  joint  tenants,  and  afterwards  a  use 
limited  to   them  as    tenants   in    common.    But 
the  question  is,  whether  it  is  necessary  so  to  read 
the  deed.     The  habendum  is,  of  course,  an  im- 
portant part;  its  office  is  to  determine  the  effect 
of  the  deed,  and  the  rule,  as  laid  down  in  Shep- 
pard's  Touchstone,  101,  is  that  it  should  be  con- 
strued *'  as  near  the  intent  of  the  parties  as  may 
be.**    To  ascertain  that  intent  we  must  look  to  the 
whole  deed.     In  the  present  case  the  whole  ha- 
bendum shows  that  the  intent  of  the  deed  was 
to  pass  the  rentcharge  to  the  three  grantees  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  this  is  made  manifest  by 
express  words  at  the  end  of  the  habendum.    Not 
only  is  the  rule    so,   but    there   are  many    in- 
Btances  in  the  books   where  an   effect  has  been 
given  to  the  habendum  different  from  that  of  the 
raremises  (Co.  Litt.  103  b. ;  Viner's  Abridgment, 
Tit,  "  Grants,"  L.  a. ;  Shep.  Touch.  101,  106).    It 
is  not  necessary  to  go  minutely  into  these  instances. 
In  determining  the  true  effect  of  a  deed  of  this 
desoription,  there  are  several  authorities  to  guide 
Qs.    An  important  one  is  the  case  of  Jenkins  v. 
Young  (Cro.  Car.  230).    Here  lands  were  given  to 
E.  R.  and  his  wife,  habendum  to  the  said  husband 
and  wife  to  the  use  of  them  and  the  heirs  of  their 
two  bodies ;    and  in  default  of  such  issue  to  the 
use  of  E.  M.  and  his  heirs.     The  question  was 
whether  the  husband  and  wife  had  an  estate  tail 
or  for  their  lives.    Littleton  argued  that  the  estate 
oat  of  which  the  use  should  rise  was  an  estate  for 
their  lives,  and  the  use  could  not  make  the  estate 
larger  than  the  limitations  of  the  seisin  :  but  the 
judges  conceived  that  there  was  a  difference  where 
an  estate  was  limited  to  one  and  the  use  to  a 
stranger,  for  then  the  use  should  not  be  more  than 
the  estate  out  of  which  it  was  derived ;  but  not 
where  the  limitation  was  to  two,  habendum  to 
them  to  the  use  of  them  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies,  for  this  was  no  limitation  of  the  use,  nor 
was  it  executed  by  the  statute;    but  it  was  a 
limitation  of  the  estate  to  them  and  the  heirs  of 
their  bodies  by  the  course  of  the  common  law: 
(See  Sanders  on  Uses,  i.  91.)    That  case  is  also 
important  as  showing  that  we  must  look  to  the 
limitations    to   ascertain    the    intention    of  the 
parties ;  thelimitation  of  the  habendum  was  held 
a  good  imitation  not  of  the  use  but  of  the  estate  at 
oommon  law,  and  the  whole  operation  was  said  to 
be  at  common  law.    I  find  it  extremely  difficult  to 
diiliBgiiiah  this  case  hom  the  preaeDt    A  similar 
me  y  MM^mUth  r.  Jimeg  (Cro.  Car.  244).    The 


same  view  has  been  adopted  in  an  opinion  of  Mr^ 
Booth  (Collection  of  Oases  and  Opinions,  ii.  291), 
where  the  author  shows  that  the  statutory  use 
must  be  derived  out  of  the  seisin  of  the  same 
three  persons.    The  case  of  Jenkins  v.  Young  is 
cited  in  Sanders  on  Uses,  i.  91,  and  not  questioned, 
and  also  in  Co.  Litt.  271   b.,  and  Watkins    on 
Conveyancing,  245.      There  is  therefore  strong 
confirmation  of  the  propriety  of  the  decision.    I 
see  nothing  to  show  that  we  ought  not  to  adopt 
the  same  view  here,  especially  as  if  we  did  not 
there  would  be  a  repugnancy,  because  the  first  part 
of  the   habendum  would  be  a  limitation  to  the 
three  as  joint  tenants,  and  the   latter  part  as 
tenants  in  common.    The  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Bacon  is  as  follows :  "  The  whole'  scope  of  the 
statute  was  to  remit  the  common  law,  ana  never  to 
intermeddle  where  the  common  law  executed  an 
estate ;  therefore  the  statute  ought  to  be  expounded 
that  where  the  party  seised  to  the  use  and  the 
cestui  que  use  is  one  person,  he  never  taketh  by  the 
statute  except  there  be  a  dfarect  impossibility  or 
impertinency  for  the  use  to  take  effect  by  the 
common  law"  (Bacon's  Law  Tracts,  852 ;  Beading 
on  the  Statute  of  Uses).    Another  case  which  has 
an  important  bearing  on  the  present  is  that  of 
Doe  V.  Prestwidge  (4  M.  &  S.  178).    There  there 
was  a  limitation  to  T.  and  H.  and  their  heirs, 
habendum  to    them  their  heirs   and  assigns    as 
tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  to  the 
use  of  them  their  heirs  and  assigns.    There  was 
a  difference  between  the  two  parts  of  the  hah- 
endum^  the'  first   being  to  them  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  the  second  "to   the  use  of  them 
their  heirs  and  assigns,"  which  would  create   a 
joint  tenancy.    A  point  similar  to   the  present 
having  thus  arisen,  the  matter  was  argued,  and 
further    time    allowed    to    counsel    to    consider, 
after  which  Mr.  Reader  "  admitted  that  T.  and  H. 
took  as  tenants  in  common,  for  the  habendum  was 
to  them    their  heirs  and  assigns  as  tenants  in 
common  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  to  the  use  of 
them  their  heirs  and  assigns,  and  although  if  this 
had  been  a  use  executed  oy  the  statute  the  con- 
sequence would  be  that  they  were  joint  tenants, 
yet  he  admitted  that  where  the  person  seised  to  the 
use  and  cestui  qm  use  is  the  same,  the  statute  does 
not  operate."    This  case  has  been  cited  in  various 
text-books,  and  has  not,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  been 
questioned  by  Mr.  Sanders,  or  by  any  other  writer. 
The  only  passage  I  have  been  able  to  find  con- 
taining anything  in  the  nature  of  adverse  comment 
upon  it  is  in  Bythewood  and  Jarman*s  Convey- 
ancing (3rd  edit,  by  Sweet,  224),  where  the  learned 
editor,  after  referring  to  the  admission  made  by 
counsel,  remarks  **  This  was  certainly  admitting 
the  principle  to  a  great  extent,  and  it  seems  that 
there  was  ample  room  for  argument."    The  matter 
has  been  fully  argued  in  the  present  case,  and  it 
has  been  shown  that  there  is  no  principle  of  law 
which  interferes  with  that  decision.     It  seems  to 
me  to  be  clear  that  these  three  persons  are  to  take 
as  tenants  in  common,  that  the  deed  gives  them  a 
legal  right  in  the  rentcharge,  and  they  have  the 
use  of  it  as  tenants  in  common.     I  think  there  is 
nothing  for  the  Statute  of  Uses  to  operate  upon, 
and  that  the  parties  take  by  force  of  the  common 
law  and  not  of  the  statute.    Neither  the  use  nor 
the  possession  are  executed.    The  deciaiovL  oC  \»Vs!^ 
revising  barnster  m\x&t  \i\i«wi^Qit^  >o^  x^s^t^^^^-^ 
the  ground  tViat  the  "^^waoTi  c\Kaxi\xi%\Ai  -s^Xa  ''«%»  \tf3N» 
in  the  actual  poaseBBiou  ot  ^i^<^  t^uV^idax^^* 
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Brett,  J. — In  this  case  Orme  claimed  to  be 
refs^stered  as  a  voter  in  respect  of  his  share  in  a 
rentcharge.  It  was  necessary  therefore,  in  order 
to  support  his  claim,  that  he  should  have  been  in 
actual  possession  of  the  rentcharge  for  six  calendar 
months  previously  to  the  last  day  of  July  1872,  as 
required  by  2  Will.  4,  cap.  45,  s.  26.  in  fact  the 
first  receipt  of  the  rentcharge  by  him  was  less 
than  six  months  previously  to  the  above  date. 
Now  there  are  two  kinds  of  conduct  which  this 
court  should  observe ;  first,  to  construe  the  words 
of  a  statute  as  nearly  as  may  be  in  their  ordinary 
and  literal  sense ;  and,  secondly,  to  adhere  with 
loyalty  to  former  decisions,  unless  they  are  clearly 
made  out  to  be  wrong.  The  first  case  applicable 
is  that  of  Murray  v.  Thomiley,  and  there  the 
words  '*  actual  possession "  are  stated  to  mean  a 
possession  in  fact,  as  contra-distinguished  from  a 
possession  at  law,  and  the  application  is  that  the 
grantee  of  a  rentcharge  is  not  entitled  to  be 
registered,  unless  he  has  been  in  the  actual  receipt 
of  it  for  six  months  before  the  last  day  of  July. 
Next  is  the  case  of  Heelis  v.  Blain  where  the 
decision  was  that  though  the  grantee  of  a  rent- 
charge  under  a  grant  at  common  law  is  not  entitled 
to  be  registered  before  he  has  been  in  the  actual 
receipt  of  the  rent,  it  is  otherwise  where  the  rent- 
charge  is  by  a  conveyance  operating  under  the 
Statute  of  Uses.    Now  it  is  obvious  that  if  the 

g resent  rentcharge  was  granted  to  the  claimant 
y  a  conveyance  operating  at  common  law,  it  falls 
within  the  first  case,  but  if  under  the  Statute  of 
Uses,  we  should  be  bound  by  the  second  casa 
The  question  therefore  is  whether  this  is  a  convey- 
ance operating  at  common  law,  or  by  the  Statute 
of  Uses.  I  think  that  the  result  of  the  authorities 
is  this,  that  before  determining  whether  the  Statute 
of  Uses  is  to  be  applied  we  must  construe  the 
deed,  and  that  where  it  is  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a 
grant,  habendum,  and  declaration  of  uses,  if  all 
three  are  to  the  same  person,  and  in  one  part  the 
description  of  the  right  is  general  and  in  another 
specific,  the  specific  is  to  overrule  the  general,  and 
tne  general  is  to  be  read  as  if  it  were  the  specific 
As  I  read  the  present  deed,  it  is  a  common  law 
conveyance,  and  there  is  no  declaration  of  use  at 
all.  In  Jenkins  v.  Young  although  in  form  there 
was  a  habendum  with  a  declaration  of  uses,  yet  it 
was  held  that  the  conveyance  operated  at  common 
law  ;  and  so  it  was  in  the  case  mentioned  in 
Sanders  on  Uses  and  Trusts,  vol.  I,  p.  91.  In  Hutch- 
inson V.  Prestwidge  the  limitation  was  "  to  T.  and 
H.  and  their  heirs,  habendum  to  them,  their  heirs 
and  assigns  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as 
joint  tenants,  to  the  use  of  them,  their  heirs  and 
assigns.**  The  declaration  of  uses  was  general, 
but  the  habendum  was  specific,  and,  according  to 
t)ie  decision,  the  deed  was  to  be  read  as  if  the 
declaration  of  uses  had  been  as  specific  as  the 
habendum.  In  the  present  case  the  words  pur- 
porting to  be  a  declaration  of  uses  are  specific,  but 
the  hiwendum  is  general,  and  therefore  I  think  it 
must  be  read  as  a  common  law  conveyance,  and 
not  as  a  declaration  of  uses.  I  should  be  prepared 
to  go  the  length  of  Mr.  Herschell*s  contention,  but 
it  is  unnecessary  to  do  so  on  the  present  occasion. 
I  think  this  case  falls  within  the  authority  of 
Murray  v.  Thomiley,  and  is  not  within  that  of 
Heelis  v.  Blain. 
Qrove,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
qaeatioB  ajriaea  upon  the  2bth  section  of  2  Will.  4, 
oap'  45.     Thepnmd/acie  meaning  of  that  sectioiL 


is  simple — that  actual  possession  does  not  mean 
oonstmctive  possession,  and  this  is  shown  by  the 
proviso  referring  to  certain  cases  where  there  is  no 
actual  possession.  This  view  was  acted  upon  in 
Murray  v.  Thomiley,  and  there  would  be  no 
difficulty  in  the  present  case  but  for  Heelis  v. 
Blain,  where  it  was  held  that  the  conveyance 
operated  by  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and  that  by  force 
of  that  statute  the  grantee  was  put  in  actual 
possession  of  the  rentcharge.  The  main  argu- 
ments have  therefore  been  addressed  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  this  conveyance  operates  at  common 
law  or  under  the  Statute  of  Uses.  It  is  clear  from 
the  express  words  of  that  statute  that  it  was 
meant  to  apply  to  persons  seised  of  lands  or 
hereditaments  to  the  use  of  any  other  persons,  not 
of  the  sa/ine  persons;  and  the  reason  was  that 
conveyances  might  not  be  made  to  one  person 
while  another  person  had  the  use.  The  preamble 
of  the  statute  is  not  immaterial,  "  Where  by  the 
common  laws  of  this  realm  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments  be  not  devisable  by  testament,  nor 
ought  to  be  transferred  from  one  to  another,  but 
by  solemn  livery  and  seisin,  matter  of  record, 
writing  sufficient  made  bond  fide  without  covin  or 
fraud,  yet  nevertheless  divers  and  sundry  imagin- 
ations, subtle  inventions  and  practices  have  been 
used,  whereby  the  hereditaments  of  this  realm 
have  been  conveyed  from  one  to  another  by  fraud- 
ulent feoffments,  fines,  recoveries,  and  other  as- 
surances craflily  made  to  secret  uses,  intents,  and 
trusts."  The  main  object  was  to  make  conveyances 
plain,  bond  fide,  and  public  matters ;  not  to  make 
some  fiction  of  the  law,  but  that  the  ostensible  and 
real  ownership  of  property  should  be  coincident. 
We  all  know  how  the  effect  of  the  statute  was  got 
rid  of  by  repeating  the  word  "use."  In  the 
present  case  we  have  to  decide  whether,  where  the 
same  three  persons  are  grantees  of  a  rentcharge, 
and  also  persons  to  whom  the  use  is  attached,  the 
use  is  executed  by  the  Statute  of  Uses  in  legal 
possession.  There  is  a  difference  between  tne 
lorm  of  the  grant  and  the  form  of  the  habendum, 
and  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Mellor  that  that  changed 
the  character  of  the  estate  and  made  it  different, 
and  that  it  must  be  read  that  the  first  grant  gave 
a  joint  tenancy,  and  therefore  the  use,  which  was 
different,  did  not  attach.  Doe  v.  Prestwidge  is  the 
converse  of  the  present  case,  but  the  reason  of 
the  decision  applies.  Admitting  that  the  con- 
struction which  Mr.  Mellor  sought  to  put  upon  the 
deed  is  not  an  unfair  one,  still  there  is  no  im- 
possibility or  impertinency  in  holding  that  the 
latter  words  vary  the  estate  from  the  unnamed 
estate  first  limited,  which  might  be  a  joint  tenancy. 
If  so,  it  is  clear  upon  the  authorities  that  the 
Statute  of  Uses  does  not  apply.  The  other  diffi- 
culty does  not  arise.  We  do  not  overrule  Heelis  v. 
Blain,  but  we  confirm  Murray  v.  Thomiley. 

Denman,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
only  question  raised  by  the  revising  barrister 
seems  to  be  whether  the  present  case  is  within 
Heelis  v.  Blain,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not. 
That  case  might  be  called  a  refined  decision  in 
favour  of  the  franchise.  The  point  we  have  to 
decide  is  whether  the  conveyance  operated  under 
the  Statute  of  Uses  or  not.  I  think  it  did  not, 
because  the  g^ntees  do  not  come  within  the  words 
of  that  statute,  "  persons  seised  to  the  use  of  other 

fersons,"  but  are  seised  to  the  use  of  themselves, 
t  was  argued  that  it  was  not  so,  because  they  are 
\  to  be  Victld  Vdl  tViJb  &t«^  voatanoe  as  joint  t^manto. 
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and  this  is  not  an  absnrd  contention  when  we  look 
at  the  refinements  that  have  been  introduced  into 
these  cases.  But  the  current  of  authorities  and 
reasoning  is  against  such  a  contention.  Therefore 
I  think  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  ap- 
pellants. Judgment  for  the  appellants. 

Attorney  for  the  appellants,  /.  EUioU  Fox,  65, 
Chancery  Lane. 

Attorneys  for  the  respondent,  Bickarde  and 
Walker,  29,  Lincoln*s-inn  Shields. 


Wednesday,  Nov,  30, 1872. 

REGISTRATION  APPEAL. 

Brown  (app.)  v.  Tamplin  (resp.) 

Begisiration — Respondent  not  appearing — Ten  days* 
notice  of  intention  to  prosecute  appeal — Reason* 
able  tim^—Sed.  64  o/  6  Vi^t.  c.  18. 
In  this  registration  appeal  the  respondent  did  not 
appear,  and  application  was  made  to  the  court  to 
hear  the  case,  although  ten  days*  notice  of  his 
intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal  had  not  been 
given  by  the  appellant  to  the  respondent,  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  sect.  64  of  6  Vict.  c.  i%,  on  the 
grouTM  that  there  had  not  been  reasonable  tim^ 
for  giving  such  notice.  The  appeUdnVs  attorney 
swore  that  the  case  was  not  settled  by  the  revising 
barrister,  nor  was  T.  made  respondent  till  the  31  «< 
Oct.  Thai  T.  then  objected  to  being  m^ade  respon- 
dent, and  the  revising  barrister  wa/nted  to  have 
the  case  bach  to  satisfy  himself  as  to  its  coi^rect- 
nesa.  That  under  these  circumstances  he  {the 
deponent)  promised  not  to  deposit  the  case  before 
Wi  Nov.,  before  which  day  the  revising  barrister 
had  satisfied  himself  as  to  tlve  correctness  of  the 
case,  and  no  person  having  then  aqreed  to  becoms 
respondent  in  the  place  of  T.,  no  alteration  was 
made  in  the  appointment  of  T.  as  respondent. 
But  thai  he  did  not  know  till  the  4th  Nov.  whether 
some  other  person  might  7iot  have  been  willing  to 
becoms  respondent  in  place  of  T,,  in  which  last* 
mentioned  case  such  person  would  have  been 
appointed  respondent  in  the  appeal.  The  first  day 
fueed  for  hearing  the  appeals  was  ISth  Nov.,  and 
notice  of  intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal  was 
not  given  till  the  4th. 
Held,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  there  had  not  been 
reasonable  time  for  giving  tlie  notice,  so  as  to  bring 
the  case  within  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  sect.  64 
of  6  Vict.  c.  18,  and  that,  consequently,  as  no 
notice  had  been  given,  the  court  could  not  hear 
the  appeal. 
This  was  a  consolidated  registration  appeal. 

Sect.  63  of  6  Vict.  c.  18  provides  that  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  are  to  appoint  days  for  hearing 
the  registration  appeals. 

Sect.  64  provides  that  no  appeal  shall  be  heard 
by  the  said  court  in  any  case  where  the  respondent 
does  not  appear,  unless  the  appellant  shall  prove 
that  due  notice  of  his  intention  to  prosecute  such 
appeal  was  given  or  sent  to  the  respondent  ten 
days  at  least  oefore  the  day  appointed  tor  the  hear- 
ing of  such  appeal;  proviaed  always  that,  if  it 
shall  appear  to  the  said  court  that  there  has  not 
been  reasonable  time  to  give  or  send  such  notice 
in  any  case,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  court  to 
postpone  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  in  such  -case  as 
to  the  said  court  shall  seem  meet. 
The  respondent  did  not  appear. 
The  first  day  fixed  by  the  court  for  beariRg  the 
tppea^  wag  13tb  Nov.,  and  the  appellant  did  not 

Miff.  Cja-^Vol,  VHL 


give  notice  to  the  respondent,  under  sect.  64,  until 
4th  Nov.  Application  was  now  made  to  hear  the 
appeal,  although  due  notice  had  not  been  given. 

The  affidavit  of  Augustus  Beddall.  the  attorney 
for  the  appellant,  stated  as  follows  :  that  this  case 
was  not  settled  by  the  revising  barrister,  nor  was 
the  respondent  appointed  untu  the  31st  Oct.  last. 
The  above-named  Tamplin  then  objected  to  be  ap- 
pointed respondent,  and  after  the  case  was  settled  a 
discussion  arose  with  the  revising  barrister  as  to  the 
right  of  the  latter  to  appoint  the  said  Tamplin  to  be 
respondent  against  his  will.  The  revising  barrister 
also  desired  to  compare  the  schedule  with  his  lists. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  promised  not  to 
deposit  the  said  case  till  the  4th  Nov.,  before  which 
day  the  revising  barrister  had  satisfied  himself  as 
to  the  correctness  of  the  schedule,  and  no  person 
having  then  agreed  to  become  respondent  in  place 
of  Tamplin,  no  alteration  was  made  in  the  ap- 

f  ointment  of  the  said  Tamplin  as  respondent.  But 
did  not  know  until  the  4th  Nov.  whether  some 
other  person  might  not  have  agreed  to  become 
respondent,  in  which  last-mentioned  case  such 
person  would  have  been  appointed  respondent  in 
the  appeal. 

It  was  incidentally  mentioned  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  that  Tamplin,  the  respondent,  was 
town-clerk  of  the.  borough  from  which  the  appeal 
came. 

Sir  John  Karslake,  Q.C.  [H.  T.  Atkinson  with 
him)  in  support  of  the  application. — The  question 
raised  here  is  whether  there  was  reasonable  time 
for  the  appellant  to  have  given  the  notice ;  if  the 
court  thmKS  there  was  not,  then  under  the  proviso 
at  the  end  of  the  64th  section  of  6  Vict.  c.  18  the 
court  may  hear  the  appeal,  although  ten  days' 
notice  was  not  given.  It  appears  from  the  affidavit 
of  the  appellant's  attorney  that  he  was,  until  4th 
Nov.,  under  the  reasonable  expectation  that  another 
respondent  would  be  appointed.  The  case  may, 
therefore,  be  said  not  to  have  left  the  hands  of  the 
revising  barrister  until  that  day.  There  was  no 
wilful  (felay.  [Bovill,  C. J.— That  makes  no  differ- 
ence. Keating,  J.  —  You  should  have  given 
Tamplin  notice.  I  think  it  a  question  whether  the 
revising  barrister  could  have  appointed  another 
person  respondent  after  he  had  alreadv  app>ointed 
a  public  officer.]  In  Luckett  v.  VoUar  (K.  A  G.  871 ; 
31  L.  J.  43,  C  P.)  the  appeal  was  not  consolidated. 
This  is  a  consolidated  appeal,  and  in  such  a  case 
notice  cannot  be  given  till  the  case  is  stated. 
[Keating,  J. — The  difficulty  I  feel  is  that  you  were 
placed  in  no  jeopardy.  You  had  a  respondent  to 
whom  you  might  have  given  notice.  You  cannot 
show  that  you  were  prejudiced  by  what  took  place. 
Bovill,  C.J. — It  is  of  no  consequence  that  this  was  a 
consolidated  appeal,  for  the  case  was  complete  on 
the  31st  Oct.]  The  notice  was  given  more  than 
ten  days  before  the  day  actually  appointed  for  the 
hearing.  [Bovill,  C.J. — That  makes  no  difference, 
as  it  might  have  come  on  the  first  day,  viz.,  13th 
Nov.]  The  following  oases  were  cited  : 
Luckett  V.  Qilder,  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  5  ; 
Newton  ▼.  Overseers  of  Moherley,  2  C.  B.  205;  1  Lutw. 
335. 

Bovill,  C.J. — If  it  were  open  to  us  to  allow  this 
appeal  to  be  heard,  I,  for  one,  should  be  very  glad 
to  have  it  argued.  But  this  court  exercises  in 
these  matters  a  particular  jurisdiction  "wbiRfcLVssba 
been  minutely  denned.  \>^  ft\aX?a\».  \^  \>aa  vN^^'sNk'^fa. 
were  now  raiaed  te  \?^e  ^t%^  Mvcaa^  \  ^^x^^^^^ 
inclined  to  accede  U>  Xiie  «^^caiAOTL\  \sq^»  ^^'^ 
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onlj  the  Act  of  ParliameDt,  but  the  deciaions 
throaghont  b  great  number  of  ^ean  are  againBt 
the  application.  In  all  cases  it  bas  been  con- 
sidered tbat  tbe  court  mast  striotlj  follow  the  Act, 
and  that  no  discretion  ia  left  as.  In  Aldworih  t. 
Doret  (2  Lntw.  67  ;  5  C.  B.  87),  Wilde,  C.J., 
expresses  a  strong  opinion  as  to  the  necessity  of 
strictlj  following  ^e  Act,  and  as  to  the  obligation 
CD  tbe  court  not  to  allow  the  proviso  to  sect.  64 
to  apply  except  on  verj  sabstantial  grounds.  In 
Paimer  t.  AUen  {5  C.  B.  5),  the  same  Chief  Justice 
HajB,  "The  jurisdiction  created  hj  the  Act  of 
Parliament  has  been  long  enongb  in  existence  to 
enable  the  parties  interested  to  become  acqnaintod 
with  the  procedure.  This  cAse  might  have  been 
arrived  at  on  the  first  daj  appointed  for  bearing 
these  appeals,  and  in  tbat  oase  it  would  have  been 
mBnifestly  inconvenient  to  have  allowed  it  to  go 
over.  Soma  excuse  is  clearlj  neceasarv."  There 
the  excuse  was  allowed.  Now,  to  deal  with  the 
proviso  to  the  64th  section,  which  sbts  that  "  if  it 
shall  appear  to  the  said  court  that  there  has  not 
been  reasonable  time  to  give  or  send  such  notice 
in  any  case,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  tbe  said  conrt  to 
postpone  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  in  such  case  as 
to  the  said  court  shall  seem  meet."    The  notioe 


mxiken  of  there  is  the  ten  days*  notice.    This  ji 
the   I3th   Nov.   was   the   first  day  appointed 


for 


taking  these  appeals.  The  oonrt  is  always  anxions 
to  allow  a  fair  space  of  time  so  as  to  give  parties 
an  opportunity  of  complTing  with  tne  require- 
ments of  the  Act,  though  in  my  experience  very 
early  days  have  been  appointed  when  there  have 
been  very  many  appeals  to  be  heard.  No  question 
arises  in  this  case  as  to  whether  reasonable  time 
was  or  WBS  not  allowed  tor  giving  or  sending 
notice.  Of  course,  if  there  ia  no  respondent  no 
notice  can  be  given.  The  Act  contemplates  that 
some  person  will  be  willing  to  become  respon- 
dent, bat  here,  thon^h  there  were  110  appel- 
lants, no  person  was  willing  to  become  responoent. 
The  case  occupied  some  time  in  preparation,  and 
aiupie  opportunity  was  given  for  anyone  to  offer 
to  become  respondent ;  but  no  person  was  willing 
to  do  so,  and,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act,  the  revising  barrister,  to  give  the  appellant 
the  opportnni^  of  appealing,  appointed  Tamplin 
respondent.  He  had  appointed  nim  on  the  3lBt 
Oct.  On  that  dsy  the  appeals  had  aU  been  con- 
solidated, and  Tamplin  had  been  named  respon- 
dent, and  tbe  case  had  been  signed  tav  the  revising 
barrister.  The  moment  that  waa  done,  and  the 
case  ^ven  to  the  appellant,  he  was  bound  to  act 
upon  it.  He  conld  nave  lodged  the  cose  with  the 
masters  of  the  court,  have  given  notice  to  them, 
and  have  given  notice  to  the  respondent.  There 
waa  a  respondent — Tamplin — and  no  other.  There 
was  no  difficulty  at  all  in  complying  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  and  the  docisioDs  upon  it.  On 
the  Ist  Nov.  the  appellant  conld  have  given 
notice.  There  was  thus  a  reasonable  time  for 
giving  notice.  It  waa  known  that  there  was  to  be 
an  appeal,  that  there  must  be  a  respondent, 
and  that  there  was  a  respondent,  and  yet  no 
notice  was  given.  There  is  no  ground  for  say- 
ing that  there  was  not  a  reasonable  time.  The 
oonrt  has  no  power  to  postpone  the  hearing  of  a 
case,  simply  because  the  appeUant  has  overlooked 
tho  provisions  of  the  Act,  bat  only  when  there  has 
^loe  been  a  reasontibie  time  for  fpving  the  notice. 
ia«  only  qaeetioa  tor  the  court  is,  whether  there 
WMB  aaoh  naaon»blB  time,  and  I  think  thei«  waa. 


After  the  decisions  that  have  been  given  npon 
the  Act,  I  think  the  hands  of  the  court  are  tied, 
and  that  we  cannot  feel  ourselves  at  liberty  to 
hear  this  appeal. 

Kkatins,  J.— I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion, 
though  I  give  mv  decision  with  great  reluctance. 
The  simple  qnestiou  for  oar  decision  is,  whether  or 
no  there  was  reasonable  time  for  giving  the  notice. 
No  doubt  there  was.  That  being  BO,  tae  court  has 
no  discretion  in  the  matter. 

Bbett,  J. — The  day  appointed  by  the  coort  for 
hearing  the  appeals  was  tbe  13tb  Nov.,  and  ten 
days'  notice  of  intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal 
was  not  given.  The  case,  therefore,  falls  within 
the  prohibitory  worda  of  tbe  64th  section,  which 
says  that  no  appeal  shall  be  heaid  by  the  court  in 
cafes  where  the  respondent  does  not  appear,  unless 
ten  days'  notice  be  given.  But  then  the  question 
arises,  whether  this  case  falls  within  the  proviso. 
On  this  point,  though  I  do  not  feel  quite  so  clear 
as  the  Cnief  Justice,  I  am  yet  of  opmion  that  it 
has  not  been  made  to  appear  to  the  court  that 
there  was  no  reasonable  time  for  giving  notice.  A 
respondent  was  appointed  on  the  31st  Oct.,  and 
appellant  know  it.  He  had  thns  thirteen  days  for 
giving  notice,  and  it  is  not  made  clear  that  he 
could  not,  in  that  time,  have  given  the  ten  days' 
notice. 

Desman,  J. — T  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
we  are  bound  by  the  decisions. 

Applieattoti  refused. 

Attorney  for  the  appellant,  Augmtut  BeddaU. 


Monday,  Nov.  11,  1872. 

Thb  Pluiisibad  District  Board  or  Works  v.  Thb 
Planet  Buiidino  Society. 

Th«  3tetropolie  Local  Management  Aett  1855  and 
1862  (18  .J- 19  Vkt.  e.  120,  «.  105-250,  and  25  .J- 
26  Vict.  e.  102,  «.  77)— Paving  netc  ifreelt— 
Apporlionmenl  of  erpente  of  beheecii  oicner* — 
Present  and  future  omnert — LiahiUty  of— Power 
of  hoard  to  sue  future  omneri — Construction, 

Uttder  sect.  77  o/  the  25  ^  26  Vict.  c.  102,  the 
aiTiounl  amortioned  by  the  vegtry  or  dietrirl  board 
of  a  parish,  to  ha  paid  by  the  mvnert  of  hmiset  or 
iind  tousards  the  expense  of  paving  neic  tlreels 
under  sect.  105  of  tlie  18  .J-  Ifi  Vict.  e.  120,  may 
be  recovered  by  the  vestry  or  board,  in  nn  action 
against  either  the  person  icko  isotcner  of  the  pre- 
mises at  the  time  when  the  apportionment  is  made, 
and  the  right  to  recover  first  accnies,  or  against 
any  future  or  subsequent  oumer  of  the  premises; 
and  that,  whether  such  amount  is  made  payable 
at  once  in  one  mni,  or  at  intervals  Eiy  instalments, 
the  effect  of  the  above-mentioned  tico  Arts,  taken 
together,  being  to  impose  the  liability  npon  the 
land. 

Bo  held  by  the  Court  of  Ej-cheiuer,  Kelly,  C.  B., 
and  Bramivell,  Channell,  and  Pigott,  BB. 

The  Vestry  of  Bermondsey  ti.  Bamaey  (24  L.  T. 
Hep.  N.  a.  429  ;  L.  Rep.  6  C.  P.  247,-  40  L.  J. 
206,  C.  P.).  approved  and  fallowed. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  371.  1Q«. 

under  the  circumstances  hereunder  set  forth,  and 

b;  oonsent  of  the  parties  and  the  master's  order 

imdec  t\i6  CommnalAii  "SiQw&qa^  kt^  \^2,  the 
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Ex.] 


Thb  Plumstbad  Dutbict  Boabd  op  Works  t;.  Ths  Flanbt  Buhdiko  Socixtt. 


[Ex. 


foUowin^  case  was  stated  without  pleadings  for 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Special  Cass. 

1.  The  plaintiffs  are  the  Board  of  Works  for 
the  Plumstead  district,  deriving  their  authority 
from  and  acting  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Metropolis  LocalManagement  Acts  1855  and  1862 
(18  k  19  Vict.  0. 120,  and  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102). 

In  pursuance  of  the  powers  Tested  in  them  hy 
the  105th  section  of  the  former  of  the  said  Acts, 
the  plaintiffs,  as  such  board,  at  a  meeting  duly 
held  on  the  25th  March  1868,  resolved  that  a  certain 
new  street  within  their  district,  called  Granville- 
mews  North,  in  the  parish  of  Lee,  was  not  paved 


to  their  satisfaction,  and  that  it  was  expedient 
that  the  same  should  be  paved  throughout  the 
whole  of  the  breadth  of  the  carriage  way  and 
footpaths  thereof,  in  accordance  with  a  certain 
plan  and  estimate  of  their  surveyor,  Mr.  F.  F. 
Thome ;  and  they  further  resolved  that  the  owners 
of  the  several  houses  forming  the  said  street,  and 
the  owners  of  land  bounding  and  abutting  on  the 
said  street,  should  pay  to  the  said  board  the  sum 
of  1702. 13«.  4(2.,  being  the  amount  of  the  estimated 
expenses  of  the  said  paving ;  and  thev  further 
apportioned  the  said  amount  of  1702. 13«.  4(2.  be- 
tween  the  said  houses,  according  to  a  certain 
schedule  appended  to  the  said  resolution,  firom 
which  the  following  is  an  extract : 


Vo.  on 

Description  of 

Name  of 

Name  of 

Address  of  Owner. 

Net  rateable 

Sam  charged 

Amount  of 

Plan. 

Property. 

Oooapier. 

Owner. 

Taloe. 

upon. 

Contributions. 

10 

8tia>]6,&o. 

John  Wilson. 

John  Wilson. 

Dartmonth-grove, 
Lewisham*hm,  Black- 
heath. 

15 

5 

618    4 

U 

Hoaae    and 

Thoe.  Clarke. 

W.  0.  Banks, 

OranTille-street,  Lee- 

SO 

10 

13    6    8 

Qarden. 

Sen. 

bridge,  Lee. 

2.  At  the  same  meeting  of  the  said  board,  the 
plaintiffs,  at  such  board,  passed  a  further  resolution 
of  a  similar  character  with  regard  to  another  new 
street,  called  Middle  Granville-mews,  and  ap- 
portioned the  expense  of  paving  the  same  among 


the  owners  of  houses  forming,  and  of  land  bound- 
ing and  abutting  upon  the  same,  in  a  similar 
way.  The  following  is  an  extract  from  the 
schedule  appended  to  the  last-mentioned  reso- 
lution : — 


Ne.  on 
Plan. 

Description  of 
Proper^. 

Name  of 
Occupier. 

Name  of 
Owner. 

Address  of  Owner. 

Net  rateable 
Talue. 

Sum  charged 
upon. 

Amount  of 
Contributions. 

5 

Stable,  te. 

John  Wilson. 

John  Wilson.' 

Dartmouth-grove, 

Lewisham.hiU.  Black- 

heath. 

15 

15 

87  10    0 

3.  The  house,  stable,  and  land  in  respect  of 
which  the  said  apportionments  were  respectively 
inade,  and  whicn  were  described  in  the  plan 
referred  to  in  the  schedule  to  the  first  resolution 
by  the  Nos.  10  and  12  ;  and  in  the  plan  referred  to 
in  the  schedule  to  the  last-mentioned  resolution  by 
the  No.  5  were  the  property  of  one  Wm.  G.  Banks, 
now  deceased,  as  owner  thereof. 

4.  The  name  of  John  Wilson  was  erroneously 
inserted  in  the  said  plan,  as  owner  of  the  said 
property,  instead  of  the  name  of  Wm.  C.  Banks. 

5.  No  separate  apportionment  was  made  in 
respect  of  the  said  land,  but  the  same  was  included 
in  that  made  in  respect  of  the  said  houses  and 
stablies. 

6.  No  notice  was  given  to  the  said  Wm.  C. 
Banks  of  the  intention  of  the  plaintifis  to  pave  the 
said  street  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Acts. 

7.  No  part  of  the  amounts  mentioned  in  the  said 
ipportionments,  and  now  sought  to  be  recovered, 
bas  ever  been  paid  by  the  said  Wm.  C.  Banks,  or 
by  anyone  else. 

8.  Dj  two  several  indentures,  dated  respectively 
the  3rd  Dec.  1868,  and  made  between  the  said 
William  C.  Banks  of  the  one  part,  and  the  then 
trustees  of  the  said  society  of  the  other  part,  the 
said  house,  stables,  and  land  were  assigned  to  the 
said  trustees  by  way  of  mortgage,  for  securing  the 
repayment  of  divers  moneys  to  the  said  society 
•ccording  to  the  rules  thereof,  as  in  such  indenture 
are  iNurticularlv'  expressed.  The  said  William  G. 
Baaka  made  oeikalt  in  payment  of  the  moneys 
ncured  hj  the  said  aeveml  mdentares,  and  the 
defaaJurrt^  mb  the  then  and  present  trustees  of  the 


said  society,  under  the  powers  and  provisions 
therein  contained,  entered  into  and  took  possession 
of  the  said  house,  stables,  and  land,  on  the  25th 
Dec.  1869,  and.  now  receive,  or  are  entitled  as 
mortgagees  in  possession  to  receive,  the  rack  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  house,  stables,  and  land,  in 
respect  of  which  the  said  apportionments  were 
made. 

9.  Until  the  3rd  Dec.  1868  the  said  trustees  had 
no  interest  or  estate  whatever  in  the  said  house, 
stables,  and  land,  and  they  received  no  notice  of,  or 
information  respecting  the  said  apportionments 
until  the  15th  Nov.  1870. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  this  action  is  maintainable  against  the 
defendants  as  owners  in  respect  of  all  or  any  of  the 
said  apportionments?  If  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  question  should  be  answered  in 
the  affirmative,  then  iudgment  shall  be  entered  up 
for  the  plaintiffs,  ana  for  such  sum  as  the  court 
may  direct,  with  costs  of  suit.  If  the  court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  question  should  be 
answered  in  the  negative,  then  iudgment  shall 
be  entered  for  the  defendants,  with  costs  of  suit. 

Points  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs. 
That  under  the  provisions  of  tne  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Acts  1855  and  1862,  and  especially 
sect.  105  of  the  former  Act,  and  sect.  77  of  the 
latter  Act,  the  defendants  are  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment sought  to  be  recovered,  as  owners  of  the  pre- 
mises in  question. 

Points  for  aTgum«iv\»  oxv  >iJaft  ^^\»  ^^  'OsNa  ^^^^^r 
dants.    First,  tnat  \toa  bo\.vaii\a  T>si\.  Tx«Mi\»M&J^^ 
against  the  ddeadaats;  s«5anS\'3>^>a»i^^^^^^^~ 
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The  Plumstsad  Distbict  Boabd  of  Works  t;.  The  Pianxt  Buildino  Socistt. 


[E: 


dants  were  not  the  owners  of  all  or  any  of  the 
property,  in  respect  of  which  the  several  appor- 
tionments were  made  at  the  time  when  the  sums 
so  apportioned  became  due  and  payable. 

The  following  sections  of  the  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act  1855  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120),  and 
The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts  Amend- 
ment Act  (25  &  26  Yiot.  c.  102),  are  material  as 
being  those  on  the  construe  lion  of  which  the  qucs- 
in  the  cases  mainly  depended  .(a) 

(a)  Bj  the  first  mentioned  Act  (18  &  19  Viot.  o.  120), 
it  is  enacted  as  follows :  Seot.  105.  '*  In  case  the  o«vner8 
of  the  hoases  forming  the  greater  part  of  anj  new 
street  laid  ont  or  made  or  hereafter  to  he  laid  ont  or 
made,  whioh  is  not  paved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
▼estry  or  district  board  of  the  parish  or  district  in 
which  snoh  street  is  situate,  be  desirous  of  having  the 
same  paved  as  hereinafter  mentioned ;  or  if  snch  vestiy 
or  board  deem  it  necessary  or  expedient  that  the  same 
should  be  so  paved,  then,  and  in  either  of  such  cases,  sach 
vestry  or  board  shall  well  and  sofficientiv  pave  the  same, 
either  thronghont  the  whole  breadth  of  the  carriage* way 
and  footpath  thereof,  or  any  part  of  sach  breadUi,  and 
from  time  to  time  keep  such  pavement  in  good  and  suffi- 
cient repair;  and  the  owners  of  such  houses  forming 
such  street  shall,  on  demand,  pay  to  such  vestry  or  board 
the  amount  of  the  eitimaied  expenses  of  providing  and 
laying  such  pavement  ^such  amount  to  be  determined 
by  the  surveyor  for  the  time  being  of  the  vestry  or  board) ; 
and  in  case  such  estimated  expenses  exceed  the  actual 
expenses  of  such  paving,  then  the  difference  between 
such  estimated  expanses  and  such  actual  expenses  shall 
be  repaid  by  the  said  vestry  or  board  to  the  owners  of 
houses  by  whom  the  said  sum  of  money  has  been  paid ; 
and  in  case  the  said  estimated  expenses  be  less  than  the 
actual  expenses  of  such  paving,  then  the  owners  of  the 
said  houses  shall,  on  demand,  pay  to  the  vesisry  or  board 
snch  further  sum  of  money  as,  together  with  the  sum 
already  paid,  amounts  to  such  actual  expenses." 

Seot.  250  (the  interpretation  clause).  "  That  the  word 
'owner*  ahaH  (except  for  the  purpose  of  the  pro- 
vision of  this  Act,  requiring  notice  to  be  served  on 
owners,  or  reputed  owners  of  land,  before  application  to 
one  of  her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of  State  for  his 
consent  to  exercise  the  power  of  taking  land,  or  any  right 
or  easement,  in  or  over  land  compulsorily)  mean  "  the 
nerson  for  the  time  being  receiving  the  rack  rent  of  the 
lands  or  premises  in  connection  with  which  the  said  word 
is  used,  whether  on  his  own  account  or  as  agent  or 
trustee  for  anv  other  person,  or  who  would  so  receive  the 
same  if  such  lands  or  premises  were  let  at  a  faok  rent." 

The  25  &  26  Yiot.  c.  102,  enacts  as  follows  :  Seot.  53 
(providing  for  the  expense  of  constructing  sewers),  that 
"  Where  any  sewer  shall  be  constructed  by  anv  vestry  or 
district  board  in  a  street  in  which,  previously  to  such 
construction  there  had  been  no  sewer,  or  only  an  open 
sewer,  bat  where  sewers  rates  have  been  levied  pre- 
viously  to  such  construction,  the  exx>ense  of  constructing 
such  sewer,  and  the  works  appertaining  thereto,  including 
the  cost  of  gullies,  side  entrances,  lengths  of  sewer  at  the 
intersections  of  streets,  and  other  incidental  charges  and 
expenses,  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  in  part  only  by  the 
owners  of  the  houses  situate  in,  and  of  the  land  bounding 
and  abutting  on,  such  street  respectively ;  and  the  amount 
to  be  borne  by  such  owners  snail  be  determined  by  the 
vestry  or  district  board  in  each  particular  case,  and  the 
residue  of  such  expenses  shall  be  defrayed  by  the  vestry 
or  district  board  out  of  the  sewers  rates  levied  in  that 
parish  or  district ;  and  the  amount  so  charged  by  the 
vestry  or  district  board  upon  or  in  respect  of  such  house 
or  premises  shall  be  payable  eitiier  oefore  tibe  works 
shall  be  commenced,  during  their  progress,  or  after  their 
completion,  as  the  vestry  or  board  shall  in  each  case 
determine,  either  in  one  sum  or  by  instalments  within 
such  period  not  exceeding  twenty  years,  as  the  vestry  or 
boird,  shall  direct ;  and  any  stich  sum  or  instalment 
shall  be  recoverable  from  the  present  or  any  future 
owner  of  such  house  or  premises,  either  by  action  at  law 
or  in  a  summary  manner  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  at 
the  option  of  the  vestry  or  board." 

Sect.  77.  *' Where  any  party  or  district  board  shall,  under 

the  powers  given  by  sect.  105  of  the  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120, 

JtMve  paved,  or  be  about  to  pave  any  new  street,  tiie  owners 


Barrow  for  the  plaintiffs :  The  apportionment,  to 
recover  which  the  action  was  brought,  was  made 
on  the  25th  March  1868,  and  on  the  3rd  Dec.  fol* 
lowing  the  property  on  which  it  was  made  was 
assigned  by  way  of  mortgage  by  Banks,  the  owner, 
to  the  defendants  in  the  names  of  their  trustees, 
and  default  being  subsequently  made  in  payment 
of  the  mortgage  moneys,  the  defendants,  on  the 
25th  Dec.  1869,  and  before  any  payment  had  been 
made  under  the  apportionment,  entered  into  pos- 
session and  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  premises  in  respect  of  which  such  appor^ 
tionment  was  made.  The  land  having  thus  changed 
owners  before  any  payment  under  the  apportion- 
ment, the  question  is  whether  the  plaintiffs  can 
maintain  their  action  against  the  defendants  as 
"  owners "  in  respect  of  such  apportionment  P 
whether,  in  fiwt,  they  can  sue  the  present  "owners" 
in  respect  of  an  apportionment  made  while  a  pre- 
vioua  owner  was  m  possession?  Undoubtedly 
they  could  have  proceeded  against  the  owner  in 
possession  at  the  time  of  the  apportionment.  The 
mterpretation  clause  (sect.  250)  of  the  18  <&19  Vict, 
c.  120,  enacts  that  the  word  "  owner  "  shall  (except 
for  certain  purposes  which  do  not  concern  the  pre- 
sent case)  mean  "  the  person  for  the  time  being 
receiving  the  rack  rent  of  the  lands  or  premises 
in  connection  with  which  the  said  word  is 
used,  whether  on  his  own  account,  or  as  agent 
or  trustee  for  any  other  person,  or  who  would 
so   receive    the    same    if    such    premises    were 

of  the  land  bounding  or  abutting  on  such  street  shall  be 
liable  to  contribute  to  the  expenses,  and  estimated  ex- 
penses  of  paving  the  same,  as  well  as  the  owner  of  houses 
therein ;  provided  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  vestry  or 
district  board  to  charge  the  owners  of  land  in  a  less  pro- 

Sortion  than  the  owners  of  house  property,  should  they 
eem  it  just  and  expedient  so  to  do ;  and  any  such  costs 
or  expenses,  including  the  costs  of  pavinp:  at  the  points  of 
intersection  of  streets,  and  all  other  incidental  costs  and 
charges  shaU  be  apportioned  by  the  vestiv  or  board,  and 
shall  be  recoverable  either  before  the  work  shall  be  com- 
menced or  during  its  progress,  or  after  its  completion ; 
and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  vestry  or  district  board,  at 
their  discretion,  to  accept  payment  of  the  amount  ap- 
portioned or  charged  in  respect  of  each  house  or  premises 
by  instalments  spread  over  a  period  not  exeeding  twenty 
years,  and  any  such  amount  shall  be  recoverable  irom  the 
present  or  any  future  owners  of  the  premises,  either 
Dv  action  at  law,  or  in  a  summary  manner  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  at  the  option  of  the  vestry  or  board." 

Sect.  96.  "  It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  vestry  or  district 
board  at  their  discretion  to  require  the  payment  of  any 
costs  or  expenses  whioh  the  owner  of  any  premises  may 
be  liable  to  pay  under  the  said  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120  or 
this  Act,  either  from  the  owner  or  from  any  person  who 
then  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  occupies  snch  premises ; 
and  such  owner  or  occupier  shall  be  liable  to  pay  the 
same,  and  the  same  shall  be  recovered  in  manner 
authorised  by  the  said  18  &  19  Vict,  and  this  Act ;  and  the 
owner  shall  allow  such  occupier  to  deduct  the  sum  of 
monev  whioh  he  so  pays  out  of  the  rent  from  time  to 
time  becoming  due  in  respect  of  the  said  premises,  as  if 
the  same  had  been  actually  paid  to  such  owner  as  part 
of  such  rent;  provided  always  that  no  such  occupier 
shall  be  required  to  pay  any  further  sum  than  the  amount 
of  rent  for  the  time  being  due  from  him,  or  which,  after 
such  demand  of  such  costs  or  expenses  from  such  occu- 
pier, and  after  notice  not  to  pay  his  landlord  any  rent 
without  first  deducting  the  amount  of  such  costs  or 
expenses  becoming  pavable  by  such  occupier,  unless  he 
refuse,  on  application  being  made  to  him  for  that  purpose 
b^  or  on  behalf  of  the  vestry  or  district  board,  ^uly  to 
disclose  the  amount  of  the  rent,  and  the  name  and 
address  of  the  person  to  whom  such  rent  is  payable  ; 
but  the  burden  of  proof  that  the  sum  demanded  from 
any  such  occupier  is  greater  than  the  rent  due  by  him 
at  the  time  of  snch  notice,  or  which  has  since  acoroed, 
shall  be  upon  such  oocnpier." 
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let  at  a  rack  rent."  [Ciianitell,  B. — ^The  interpreta- 
tion claase  says,  "  for  the  time  being."  Is  that  at 
the  time  of  the  apportionment  madeP]  Yes. 
Banks  was  then  the  owner ;  but  it  is  contended 
that  the  board  can  sue  the  parties  in  possession  at 
a  subsequent  period.  Although  the  apportionment 
was  maae,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  works  would 
be  immediately  pushed  forward,  or  that  the  board, 
a  public  body,  would  press  for  payment  until  the 
money  had  been  actuaily  expended.  The  question 
depends  on  the  statutes.  By  seet.  105  of  the  18 
k  19  Vict.  c.  120,  power  is  given  to  the  vestry  or 
board  to  pave  new  streets,  and  to  keep  the  same 
in  repair,  and  '*  the  owners  of  the  houses  forming 
such  street "  are  to  pay  the  "  amount  of  the  esti- 
mated expenses  thereof,*'  &c.  (He  here  reads 
sect.  105.)  [B&amwell,  B. — That  would  look  as  if 
the  demand  was  to  be  made  before  the  work  was 
done,  and  you  remarked  just  now  that  pro- 
bably the  board  would  not  make  a  claim  until 
the  work  was  finished.]  No  doubt  *it  would 
seem  as  if  the  board  had  under  that  section 
to  get  in  the  money  before  the  work  was  done ; 
and  there  was  no  power  for  them  to  obtain 
payment  by  instalments  of  sums  which  often 
were  very  large.  But  that  was  rectified  by  sect. 
77  of  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102,  upon  the  words  of 
which  section  this  question  arises.  (He  reads  sect. 
77.)  That  section  for  the  first  time  made  owners 
of  land,  though  there  were  no  houses  on  it,  liable 
to  contribute  to  the  expenses,  and  such  expenses 
are  to  be  recoverable  either  "  before  the  work 
shall  be  commenced,'*  or  "  during  its  progress,"  or 
"after  its  completion."  And  the  board  have  power 
to  accept  *'  payment  of  the  amount  apportioned, 
Ac.,  hy  instalments,  spread  over  a  period  not 
exceeding  20  years,"  and  *'any  such  amount 
shall  be  recoverable  trom  the  present  or  cuny  future 
owner  of  the  premises."  Now  the  words  **  any  such 
amouni  "  mean  either  the  whole  amount  or  the 
instalment.  If  the  word  "  amount"  where  it  first 
occurs  in  the  section,  means  the  whole  sum  to  be 
paid,  and  the  word  "  instalment "  be  used  in  its 
ordinary  sense  as  a  portion  of  such  amount,  if 
payable  by  instalments,  it  would  be  anew  interpre- 
tation of  a  section  to  pay  that  the  word  *'  amount " 
is  used  in  the  second  instance  in  the  sense  of 
instalment  and  not  in  the  sense  of  the  whole  sum. 
It  most  be  taken  to  be  used  in  the  same  sense,  viz., 
as  meaning  the  whole  sum  apportioned,  through- 
oat  the  section,  and  that  sum  may  be  recovered 
sgainst  "  the  present  or  any  future  owner."  At 
sny  rate,  it  was  enough  if  that  sense  was  not 
excluded.  The  owner  of  the  estate  benefited  has 
to  pay.  On  a  change  of  owner  before  payment, 
the  new  owner,  it  must  be  assumed,  will  ascertain 
if  any  such  charges  are  open  and  unsatisfied,  and 
will  calculate  the  purchase  money  accordingly. 
[B&amwell,  B. — Ton  say  that  the  land  is  debtor, 
and  may  be  got  at  not  by  entry  or  distreps,  but  by 
action  against  the  owner  at  any  time  ?]  Yes  ;  and 
there  is  authority  for  saying  that  an  action  might 
be  brought  against  one  owner  who  did  not  pay,  and 
then  against  another  afterwards:  {The  Vestry  of 
Bermondsey  v.  Bam^ay,  in  the  Common  Pleas,  24 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  429 ;  L.  Rep.  6  C.  P.  247 ;  40 
L.  J.  206,  G.  P.)  Sect.  53  of  the  later  Act  (25  &  26 
Vict.  c.  102)  contains  a  parallel  provision  with 
respect  to  "  sewers,"  thouen  in  somewhat  different 
ItDguage  (he  roads  sec^i.  53) ;  Any  such  sum  or  in' 
tUmketU  in  that  section  is  what  in  the  subsequent 
■ootion  (77)  is  called  amount.    Sect.  53  does  for 


sewage  precisely  what  sect.  77  does  for  paving. 
In  both  cases  the  expenses  are  recoverable  from 
the  owner,  and  may  be  recovered  before  the  com- 
mencement, or  during  the  progress,  or  after  the 
completion  of  the  work ;  and,  in  both,  may  be  re* 
'  covered  by  instalments,  and  from  the  present  or  any 
future  owner.  There  is  no  real  difference  in  prin* 
ciple  in  the  cases,  and  the  statute  meant  the  same 
in  both,  and  at  all  events  that  construction  is  not 
excluded.  The  plaintiffs  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  change  of  owners.  They  could  clearly  re- 
cover under  sect.  53  against  present  or  future 
owners,  and  sect.  77  meant  to  give  them  the  same 
powers  with  respect  to  paving.  The  case  in  the 
Common  Pleas  was  under  sect.  96,  and  shows  that 
the  machinenr,  given  by  that  section,  of  attacking 
the  occupier  first,  was  only  a  means  of  enabling  the 
plaintiffs  to  get  at  the  real  owner,  for  whose  benefit 
the  work  had  been  done.  [Bramwell,  B. — That 
case  shows  that  succeeding  owners  are  each  liable, 
and  that  the  fact  of  there  having  been  a  liable 
owner  at  one  time  is  no  bar  to  the  liability  of  a 
subsequent  owner.]  That  is  so.  The  sum  there 
was  one  which,  beyond  question,  the  first  owner 
would  have  been  liable  to  pay,  and  that  is  the  pith 
of  the  case. 

Wilberforcc,  for  the  defendants,  contra. — It  is 
submitted  that  sect.  77  of  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102. 
which  has  been  relied  on  by  the  plaintiffs,  applies 
solely  to  the  case  of  instalments.  It  is  clear  trom 
sect.  105  of  the  first  Act  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120) 
that  the  board  are  only  entitled  to  charge  the  owner 
before  the  work  is  done,  at  the  time  the  apportion- 
ment is  made;  because  throughout  the  section 
the  words  used  are  the  estimated  expenses,  and 
the  provision  that  if  such  estimated  expenses  ex- 
ceed the  a^itual  expense,  the  difference  is  to  be  re- 
paid and  not  to  be  allowed,  clearly  implies,  not 
only  that  the  estimate  is  to  be  that  which  is  to 
govern,  but  also  that  payment  is  to  be  made  in  ad- 
vance. If  so,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  owner  who 
is  owner  before  the  work  is  done,  viz.,  at  the  time  the 
apportionment  is  made,  is  to  be  the  person  liable, 
because,  if  otherwise,  the  definition  in  sect.  250 
(the  interpretation  clause)  of  "  owner  "  as  "  the 
person  for  the  time  being,"  would  have  no 
meaning,  and  that  section  is  only  varied  by  sect. 
77  so  far  as  that  section  takes  anything  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  first.  Sect.  77  gives  the  board 
three  periods,  viz.,  before  the  work  is  begun, 
during  its  progress,  or  after  its  completion,  at 
which  the  apportionment  may  be  made,  instead  of 
its  being  made  in  advance,  as  was  necessary  under 
the  prior  Act;  and  where  it  is  so  made,  the 
owner  for  the  time  being,  that  is  to  say,  the 
owner  at  that  particular  time,  becomes  liable. 
Again,  if,  as  it  has  been  contended  contra, 
the  last  clause  in  sect.  77,  "any  such  amount 
shall  be  recoverable  from  the  present  or  any 
future  owner,"  applies  not  only  to  the  case  of  in- 
stalments, but  also  to  the  whole  sum,  then  those 
words  in  the  middle  of  the  clause,  which  I  have 
before  referred  to,  have  no  meaning,  because,  if 
the  board  is  entitled  to  recover  from  Skuy  future 
owner,  it  would  be  unnecessary  to  state  that  the 
expenses,  &c.,  may  be  recovered  at  one  of  three 
particular  times.  [Kelly,  C.B.— The  earlier  Act 
enabled  them  to  recover  only  the  estimated  ex- 
penses which  would  presuppose  the  work  not  to  have 
been  completed;  the  latter  Act  extends  their  powers 
and  enables  them  to  bring  an  action  for  such  es- 
timated expenses  before  tbi^  V^^ot^^^qt  ^mtvc^^ 
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the  progress  of  the  work ;  or  without  any  estimate 
at  all,  when  the  whole  is  completed.]  It  would  be  of 
no  effect  if  such  a  wide  interpretation  were  given 
to  the  last  part  of  the  section,  which  says  the 
amount  shall  oe  recoverable  horn  any  future  owner. 
"The  owner  for  the  time  being"  means  at  the 
time  the  apportionment  is  made ;  out  the  board  has 
a  right  unaer  sect.  77  to  make  it  at  any  one  of 
three  distinct  periods ;  and  upon  its  so  making  it, 
the  owner  at  that  time  becomes  liable.  If  then,  by 
force  of  sect.  77,  any  one  owner  becomes  liable  at 
any  time,  there  ought  to  be  some  other  provision 
enabling  the  board  to  transfer  that  liability  to  some 
other  per80&.  The  liability  is  vested,  and  the  Act 
contains  no  power  to  transfer  it  from  one  vested 
owner  to  another.  Now  sect.  96  contains  such  a 
power  with  regard  to  "  occupiers,"  and  there  is  a 
strong  distinction  drawn  in  that  section  between 
an  **  owner "  and  an  "  occupier,*'  the  words  used 
being  in  the  respective  cases  "  the  ovmer  of  any 
premises,'*  and  "  any  person  who  then  or  at  any 
time  thereafter  occupies"  the  word  "  then,"  it  is 
submitted,  referring  to  the  time  when  the  liability 
accrued.  [Bramwell,  B. — "At  any  time  there- 
after "  must  mean  "  at  any  time  thereafter."]  No 
doubt;  but  the  time  must  be  fixed  at  some 
definite  period.  It  does  not  say  the  "then 
or  any  future  owner,"  but  "  the  owner,"  that  is, 
the  owner  for  the  time  bein^,  viz.,  the  time  of 
apportionment  made.  Sect.  96  miposes  the  liability 
on  future  occupiers,  but  not  on  future  owners. 
[Kelly,  C.  B. — ^Yes ;  because  that  has  already 
been  fixed,  defined,  extended  and  enlarged  by  the 
77th  section.]  No  doubt,  if  "  any  such  amount  " 
refers  not  only  to  the  amount  agreed  to  be  taken 
by  instalments,  but  also  to  the  whole  apportioned 
sum  ;  but  I  contend  that  it  refers  only  to  that 
which,  in  the  immediately  preceding  words,  the 
board  is  authorised  to  accept  by  instalments. 
Sect.  53  throws  light  upon  that ;  there  the  words 
are  different,  viz.,  "  sum  or  instalment ;"  here  it 
is  only  "  amount."  This  is  merely  a  general  pro- 
vision, which,  by  the  well  known  rule,  does  not, 
when  follo^ng  upon  a  particular  provision,  dero- 
gate from  the  particular  provision,  the  subsequent 
general  words  being  limited  by  reference  to  the 
preceding  particular  words.  Primd  f(icie,  no 
doubt  the  word  **amouyit"  is  large  enough  to 
include  the  "instalment,"  but  here  it  must  be 
limited  by  the  particular  provision,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  general  provision  for  all  persons,  and  a  par- 
ticular provision  as  to  tenants  at  will,  and  it  has 
been  ruled  that  tenants  at  will  were  not  included 
in  the  general  provision  (though  largo  enough  for 
the  purpose)  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
specially  provided  for. 

Kelly,  C.B. — I  think,  Mr.  Barrow,  we  may  re- 
lievo you  from  any  further  argument.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  are  entitled 
to  recover ;  and  that,  upon  a  proper  construction 
of  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  s.  105,  and  25  &  26  Vict, 
c.  102,  B.  77,  those  two  statutes,  taken  together, 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  of 
this  nature,  either  from  the  owner  for  the  time 
being,  at  the  time  the  apportionment  was  made,  or 
from  any  subsequent  owner,  at  any  time,  until  the 
whole  of  that  money  shall  have  been  paid.  Now, 
by  the  first-mentioned  Act  of  Parliament,  the 
power  conferred  on  the  vestry  was  merely,  in  case 
of  their  having  resolved  to  pave  a  street  and  to 
incur  the  expense  of  .that  operation,  to  enable  them 
to  recover  against  the  owner  the  estimated  ex- 


penses, and  there  the  power  conferred  upon  them 
stopped ;  and,  in  fact,  there  was  no  power  then  to 
recover  by  action  at  all;  it  was  left  to  the  in- 
adequate and  ineffective  mode  of  proceeding  before 
magistrates.  The  consequence  of  that  was,  that, 
in  the  first  place,  they  could  only  recover  the 
estimated  expenses,  and  that  made  it  incumbent 
upon  them,  at  some  time  or  other,  and  of  course, 
therefore,  before  the  operation  should  be  complete, 
to  cause  the  probable  expenses  to  be  estimated, 
and  then  to  enforce  payment  by  means  of  a  pro- 
ceeding before  magistrates  against  the  owner,  and, 
possibfy,  under  that  section  alone,  against  a  future 
owner  of  the  amount  so  estimated.  But  this  in- 
convenience resulted.  That  operation  necessarily, 
unless  the  estimate  should  correspond  exactly  and 
precisely  with  the  entire  expenses  incurred,  which, 
looking  to  the  nature  of  the  expenditure,  was 
exceeding  improbable,  would  be  an  inexact  process. 
It  required,  however,  first,  that  there  should  be  an 
estimate  made,  that  the  vestry  should  demand  and 
enforce  the  pa3rment  of  the  amount  so  estimated, 
and  that,  when  the  whole  operation  should  be 
complete,  and  the  entire  expense  ascertained,  there 
should  either  be  a  return  bv  the  vestry  of  a  portion 
of  the  money  paid,  or  a  mrther  demand  oy  the 
vestry  against  the  owner  for  the  surplus  of  the 
money  actually  expended;  a  very  inconvenient 
proceeding  in  itseli,  and  which  might  be  attended 
with  this  further  complication  ana  additional  in- 
oonvenience,  that  the  amount  might  have  been 
obtained  from  the  owner  at  the  time  of  the  appoi> 
tionment,  and  then,  when  the  return  of  the  money 
came  to  be  made,  or  when  an  additional  sum  ot 
money  was  required  on  the  part  of  the  vestry,  a 
different  owner  would  be  in  possession ;  and  then 
they  would  have,  in  the  one  case,  to  return  a 
portion  of  the  money  to  the  person  who  paid  it, 
and  in  the  other  case  to  make  a  new  demand,  and 
institute  a  new  proceeding  before  the  magistrates 
to  recover  the  sum,  which  would,  perhaps,  be  a  very 
trifling  one.  This  altogether,  was  so  complicated, 
so  inadequate,  and  so  inconvenient  a  proceeding, 
that  the  Legislature,  when  dealing  with  the  subject 
a  few  years  afterwards,  in  25  <&  26  Vict.  c.  102, 
s.  77  (though  certainly  in  terms,  I  must  say,  some- 
what vague  and  ambiguous,  and  perhaps  attended 
with  some  difficulty,  at  first  sight,  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  language  used,  but  certainly  very 
reasonable  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  wnole  of 
the  section),  conferred  a  power  on  the  vestry  to 
deal  with  the  subject  in  a  way  strictly  according  to 
justice,  with  regard  to  all  the  parties  who  are  or 
who  ma^  be  concerned.  Whereas,  by  the  first  Act 
of  Parliament,  there  was  no  power  to  tax  the 
owners  of  lafid  bounding  or  abutting  on  the  street, 
and  although  such  owners  might  derive  very  great 
benefit,  and  the  value  of  their  property  might  be 
very  considerably  increased  by  the  paving  of  the 
street,  or  by  the  operation  of  the  vestry,  whatever 
it  may  have  been,  there  was  no  power  to  make 
them  contribute  to  the  expense.  This  section,  in 
the  first  place,  confers  that  power.  It  proved 
that  where  the  vestry  shall  have  determined  to 
pave,  or  are  about  to  pave  a  street,  the  owner  of 
the  land  bounding  or  abutting  on  the  street,  shall 
be  liable  as  well  as  the  owner  of  the  house.  That, 
however,  left  the  question  now  before  the  court 
entirely  untouched.  The  section,  however,  goes 
on  to  say :  "  And  provided  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  vestry  or  district  board  to  charge  the 
owners   of  la^d  in  a  less  proportion  than  the 


MAGISTRATES'  OASES. 


28 


fix.] 


The  Pluiistead  DiSTAict  Board  of  Works  v.  The  Planet  BuiLDnro  Societt. 


[Ex. 


ownere  of  house  property.*'    That  again  does  not 
toach  the  present  question.     But  then  we  find 
that  this  is  the  language  of  the  section :  "  And 
any  such  costs  or  expenses,  including  the  cost  of 
paying  at  the  points  of  intersection  of  streets,  and 
•11    other    incidental    costs    and   charges"  (now 
that  is  the  entire  costs  and  charges,  the  entire 
expenditure  of  the  vestry,  the  beginning,  continu- 
ing, and  ending  in  any  operation  of  this  nature) 
**  snail  be  apportioned  by  the  vestry  or  board,  and 
ahall  be  recoverable  either  before  the  work  shall 
be  commenced  or  during  the  progress" — that  would 
be  where  they  would  have  an  estimate    made, 
■  because  they  would  want  funds  perhaps  to  go  on 
with,  and,  therefore,  if  they  pleased,  they  might 
resort  to  an  estimate  before  tne  work  was  begun, 
or  when  it  was  in  progress — "or  after  its  comple- 
tion." Therefore  they  may,  if  they  think  fit  (and  that 
would  be  the  more  convenient  course  where  they  do 
not  doubt  the  solvency  of  the  different  owners  or 
occupiers,  nor  the  means  of  payment,  or  recovering 
the  money),  leave  it  till  the  wnole  expenditure  has 
been  incurred,  and  there  is  one  sum,  and  one  sum 
only,  to  cause  to  be  paid  and  to  be  levied  on  the 
diderent  parties  liaole.    That  is,  the  costs,  the 
whole  costs,  including  the  expenses  of  every  de- 
scription, "  shall  be  recoverable,  either  before  the 
WCTK  shall  bo  commenced,  or  during  its  progress, 
or  after  its  completion."     And  now  comes  the 
power  in  question :  **  And  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
vestry,  or  district  board,  at  their  discretion,  to 
accept  payment  of   the  amount  apportioned  or 
charged  in  respect  of  each  house  or  premises  by 
imtmmentsy  spread  over  a  period  not  exceeding 
twenty    years ;    and    any    such    amount " — here 
is   the  first  time  in  which  the  word  "amount" 
is    mentioned    with    reference    not    merely    to 
the    entire    expenditure   of   the   vestry,   but   to 
the  mode  of  recovery  from  the  persons  liable) 
—"shall  be    recoverable    from    the   present    or 
•ny  future    owner  of   the    premises,    either  by 
tction  at  law  or  in  a  summary  manner  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  at  the  option  of  the  vestry  or 
aboard."    That  is,  the  entire  amount  of  the  expen- 
diture ;  and  it  does  not  seem  to  make  any  difference, 
whether  that  amount  shall  have  been  agreed  by 
the  vestry  to  be  accepted  bij  insialmentSf  or  whether 
the  vfhole  amount  shall  £ave  become  payable  at 
once  by  the  owner  or  occupier,  at  the  time  the 
•pportionment  was   made.     In  either  case,  sv^h 
amcmni  shall  bo  recoverable  from  the  present  or 
any  future  owner  of  the  premises,  either  by  action 
St' law  or  in  a  summary  manner,"    and   so   on. 
Well,  now,  those  words  are  amply  sufficient,  and 
they  are  quite  large  enough  to  entitle  the  vestry 
to  proceed  to  recover  that  amount  either  against 
the  owner  or  occupier  for  the  time  being,  at  the 
tnne  of  the  apportionment  being  made ;  or,  even 
St  an  earlier  jNeriod,  at  the  time  of  the  estimate 
being  made  (it  they  should  resort  to  an  estimate), 
that  amount  is  to  be  recoverable  against  the  owner 
St  the  time  the  apportionment  is  made ;  or  it  may 
be  recovered  against  ?Lnj  future  owner  of  the  houses 
or  ol  the  lanob,  as  it  may  be.    It  would  be  very 
unreasonable  if  it  were  not  so ;  because,  of  course, 
the  individual  who  is  owner  at  the  time  when  an 
ipportionment  is  made,  and  when  the   demand 
lint  aocmea,  if  he  be  not  compelled  to  pay  the 
money  almost  on  the  very  day  when  tne  rate 
tocmea,  mig^t  shortly  afterwiunds  convey  away 
tiba  property,  and  shortly  after  that,  or  at  the 
my  Mme  tune,  become  bankrupt.     Here  is  a 


public  body  who  have,  themseves  laid  out  money 
with  which  they  have  been  entrusted  by  the  public, 
which  is  clearly  a  benefit  to  the  class  of  persons 
referred  to  in  these  two  sections,  and,  therefore, 
although  the  land  has  become  the  property  of 
another  owner,  yet  it  has  probably  been  consider- 
ably increased  in  value  by  means  of  the  expendi- 
ture on  the  part  of  the  vestry,  and  they  have  ample 
means  of  recovering  against  him ;  and  it  would  be 
a  very  unreasonable  construction  of  these  Acts  of 
Parliament  if  the  words  could,  in  any  way,  be  made 
sufficient  to  disentitle  the  vestry  to  recover,  either 
against  the  present  or  future  owners,  or  the  present 
or  future  occupiers.  For  that  purpose,  a  sum  of 
money  which  ought  to  be  paid  by  the  owner  or 
occupier  of  the  premises  may  be  recovered,  either 
against  the  owner  at  the  time  the  amount  is 
ascertained  and  the  right  to  recover  first  accrues  in 
the  one  case,  or  in  the  other  case  against  the  owner 
or  the  occupier  at  the  time  being.  That  is  a 
construction  put  upon  the  Act  of  Farliaraent  in 
stiict  conformity  with  the  language  used  by  the 
Legislature,  and  also  in  strict  accordance  with 
the  reason  and  justice  of  the  case.  Moreover,  if 
that  were  at  all  aoubtful,  we  have  the  authority  of 
the  case  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  (The  Vestry 
of  Bermondsey  v.  Bamsay  (uhi  sup.\  in  which  the 
point,  whether  subsequent  owners  or  occupiers 
were  liable,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  ques- 
tioned. The  only  question  in  that  case  was,  whether 
a  judgment  obtained  against  the  first  owner,  at  the 
time  of  the  apportionment,  would  not  be  a  bar  to 
the  demand:  the  liability  of  subsequent  owners 
seems  to  have  been  assumed,  and  not  to  have  been 
brought  in  question  at  all.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, authority,  reason,  common  sense,  and  the 
justice  of  the  case,  are  all  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiffs ;  the  words  are  quite  sufficient ;  and,  therefore, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Braiotell,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Cuankell,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There 
is  no  point  here  made,  that  the  apportionment  was 
not  proper.  The  question  is,  whether  the  defen- 
dants, under  the  circumstances  stated  in  this  case, 
are  liable  to  pay.  Now  it  appears  to  me,  that  the 
effect  of  the  Acts,  taking  them  together,  is  to 
impose  a  liability  upon  the  land,  and  although 
provision  is  made  for  recovery  through  the  occu- 
pier taking  certain  steps  for  that  purpose,  yet 
the  liability  may  be  taken  to  be  imposed  upon  the 
kind.  That  is  toe  ground  upon  which  I  think  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

PiooTT,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
that  whatever  contention  may  have  arisen,  under 
the  former  statute,  on  the  105th  section,  if  it  stood 
alone,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  77th  section  of  the 
latter  statute  supplements  the  powers  for  re- 
covering charges  upon  the  land  to  the  fullest 
extent,  and  enables  them  to  be  recovered  at 
any  time,  and  against  one  owner  after  another, 
until  they  are  ail  paid.  I  cannot  conceive  that 
any  question  can  arise,  when  that  section  is  care- 
fully read. 

Judfjfntent  for  thn  plaintiffs. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiffs,  /.  M.  Bale  (Newman, 
Stretton,  and  Dale),  76,  Cornhill,  E.C. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants.  Ingle,  Cooper,  and 
Holmes,  23,  Threadneedle-street,  E.C. 
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TUS   GUABDIANS  OF  THE  PoOB  OP  THE  WeST  HaM  UnION  V.   OvENS. 
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Wednesday,  Nov.  20,  1872. 

The  Guakdians  op  the  Poor  op  the  West  Ham 

Union  v.  Ovens.  , 

Poor  law — Pauper  in  receipt  of  relief—**  Valuable 
$eeu/rity  **  hetonging  to  him  ai  the  same  tim>e — 
— Judgm^ent  in  an  action  for  damages — Whether 
a  "  valuable  security  "  within  12  ^  13  Vid,  c.  103, 
s.  16 — Liability  of  pauper  to  reimbv/rse  guar- 
dians, 

A  judgment  in  a/n  auction  for  damages  for  personal 
injuries,  signed  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  in 
^such  action,  whilst  he  is  in  the  receipt  of  parochial 
relief,  is  a**  valuable  security  for  money  oelongitig 
to  hvm,"  vjithin  the  meaning  of  sect  16  of  the 
12  Sf  13  Vict.  c.  103,  so  as  to  render  him  liable,  in 
an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  guardians  of  tlie  poor 
tmder  that  section,  to  reimburse  them  the  amount 
expended  by  them  in  his  relief  during  tlie  twelve 
months  prior  to  their  bringing  such  action. 

Solield  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  Kelly,  C.B.,  and 
Cha/nnell,  Pigott  and  Cleasby,  BB. 

1.  This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  above- 
named  guardians  to  recover  the  sum  of  24L  ISs., 
but  which  was,  on  the  paiii  of  the  plaintiff,  by 
consent,  reduced  to  the  sum  of  192.  19«.,  being  the 
amount  actually  and  properly  expendcMl  by  them 
during  twelve  months  prior  to  the  proceedings  in 
this  action,  in  the  relief  of  the  saia  defendant,  a 
pauper,  and  his  wife  and  family ;  and  this  action 
was  commenced  on  the  Ist  Aug.  1872,  and  was 
brought  under  sect.  16  of  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  103, 
which  section  is  as  follows :  **  And  be  it  enacted 
that  where  any  pauper  shall  have  in  his  possession, 
or  belonging  to  him,  any  money  or  valuable  secwrity 
for  money,  the  guardians  of  the  union  or  parish, 
within  which  such  pauper  is  chargeable,  may  take 
and  appropriate  so  much  of  such  money,  or  the 
produce  oi  such  security,  or  recover  the  same  as  a 
debt  before  any  local  court,  as  will  reimburse  the 
said  guardians  for  the  amount  expended  by  them; 
whether  on  behalf  of  the  common  fund,  or  of  any 
parish,  in  the  relief  of  such  pauper  during  the 
period  oi  twelve  months  prior  to  such  taking  and 
appropriation,  or  prior  to  such  proceedings  for  the 
recovery  thereof,  as  the  case  may  be ;  and  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  any  pauper  having  in  his 
possession,  or  belonging  to  him,  any  money  or 
property,  the  guardians  of  the  union  or  parish 
wherein  such  pauper  shall  die  may  reimburse 
themselves  the  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  and 
about  the  burial  of  such  pauper,  and  in  and  about 
the  maintenance  of  such  pauper  at  any  time  during 
the  twelve  months  previous  to  the  decease." 

2.  The  said  James  Ovens  was  a  pauper  charge- 
able by  law  to,  and  receiving  relief  for  his  wife  and 
family  from  the  said  guardians,  without  inter- 
mission, from  the  month  of  Oct.  in  the  year  1867 
up  to  and  including  the  16th  May  in  the  year 
1872,  when  he  received  the  sum  of  \2s. 

3.  In  the  month  of  Oct.  in  the  year  1867,  before 
the  said  James  Ovens  became  so  chargeable  to  the 
said  guardians,  he  was  injured  in  an  accident 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  St.  Katherine 
Docks  Company. 

4.  The  said  James  Ovens  afterwards,  and  while 
he  was  a  pauper  and  so  chargeable  to  the  said  guar- 
dians, sued  tne  docks  compao  v  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer of  Pleas  in  respect  of  the  said  injury,  and 
recovered  in  the  action  a  verdict  of  300Z.  damages, 
and  oosts  as  between  attorney  and  client,  at 
the    sittings  for  Middlesex   after    Hilary   Term 


1872,  leave  being  given  to  the  docks  company  to 
move  the  court  on  a  point  reserved.  Such  pro- 
ceedings were  commenced  and  prosecuted  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs. 

5.  The  docks  company  moved  the  court  accord- 
ingly within  the  first  four  days  of  Easter  Term 
1872 ;  but  the  court  refused  the  rule,  and  the  ver- 
dict stood,  and  judgment  was  signed  on  the  13th 
May  1872. 

6.  The  sum  of  464L  3«.  (being  300L  for  such 
damages  as  aforesaid,  and  164Z.  3^.  for  such  costs 
as  aforesaid)  was,  on  the  18th  May  1872,  paid  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  said  docks  company  to  the  attorney 
of  the  said  James  Ovens. 

7.  The  said  attorney,  on  the  20th  May  1872,  being 
four  days  after  the  said  James  Ovens  had  ceased  to 
be  receiving  relief  from  the  said  guardians,  paid 
to  the  said  James  Ovens  2902.,  portion  of  the  said 
4642.  3«.,  being  the  amount  due  to  the  said  James 
Ovens,  after  payment  of  the  said  attorney's  costs 
in  the  said  action.  The  said  James  Ovens  imme- 
mediately  communicated  this  fact  to  the  relieving 
officer  of  the  plaintiffs,  pursuant  to  an  under- 
standing between  them  to  tnat  affect. 

8.  The  said  guardians,  soon  after  they  knew  that 
the  said  James  Ovens  had  received  the  said  sum, 
and  while  he  had  the  same  or  enough  thereof  to 
satisfy  the  claim  in  this  action  in  his  possession  or 
belonging  to  him,  applied  to  him  for  payment  of 
the  claim  in  this  action,  and  in  default  made  in  pay- 
ment they  brought  this  action  on  the  12th  Aug. 
1872,  under  the  above  mentioned  section,  to  recover 
for  the  year's  relief  prior  to  the  action. 

9.  On  the  hearing  of  this  action  the  jud^  of 
the  County  Court  of  Middlesex  sitting  at  ^ow, 
gave  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  is, 
first,  whether  the  said  judgment  so  recovered  by 
the  said  James  Ovens  against  the  said  docks  com- 
pany was,  under  the  circumstances,  "  a  valuable 
security  for  monev,  in  the  pauper's  possession  or 
belonging  to  him, '  within  the  meaning  of  the  said 
section,  so  as  to  enable  the  guardians  to  sue  for  the 
sum  of  192. 198.,  being  the  amount  expended  in  the 
relief  of  the  said  James  Ovens  for  the  twelve 
months  preceding  the  commencement  of  this 
action.  Secondly,  whether  the  said  money,  paid  to 
the  said  pauper  on  the  16th  May  1872,  was  monev 
"  in  the  pauper's  possession  or  belonging  to  him,  * 
within  tne  meaning  of  the  said  section,  so  as  to 
enable  the  guardians  to  sue  for  a  year's  expenditure 
in  the  relief  of  the  said  James  Ovens. 

Philbrich  appeared  to  argue  the  case  on  behalf 
of  the  appellants,  the  guardians  of  the  West  Ham 
Union,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  action  in  the  County 
Court,  and  contended  that  the  decision  of  that 
court  was  erroneous  and  must  be  set  aside.  A 
"judgment"  was  the  highest  obligation  known 
to  the  law,  and  it  was  almost  idle  to  say  that  it 
was  not  a  "valuable  security,"  and  that  it  did 
not  come  strictly  and  expressly  within  the  very 
terms  of  the  section  in  question.  He  could  find 
no  case  preciselv  in  point,  and  probably  the 
matter  had  never  I)ef ore  been  questioned.  Suppose 
it  had  been  an  ordinary  mortgage  debt,  could  tnere 
be  a  doubt  about  that  being  a  "  valuable  security," 
and  if  that  were  so,  on  what  possible  ground  could 
this  judgment  be  said  not  to  be  one  equally. 
[Pigott,  B.,  refers  to  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
110.]  Sects.  16  &  18  of  that  statute  are  material, 
as  illustrating  the  meaning  of  the  words  here. 
Sect.  16  enacts  that  if  any  judgment-creditor  having 
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obtained  "any  charge,  or  being  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  any  security  whatever,  shall,  before  the 
property  charged  or  secored  shall  be  realised,  take 
the  person  of  the  judgment  debtor  in  execution,  such 
judgment  creditor  "  shall  be  deemed  to  have  relin- 
quished all  right  and  title  to  the  benefit  of  such  charge 
or  security.*'  And  sect.  18  enacts,  that  all  decrees, 
&c.,  of  courts  of  equity,  and  all  rules  of  courts  of 
common  law  whereby  any  money  shall  be  payable 
toany  person,  '*  shall  have  the  effect  of  judgments  in 
the  superior  courts  of  common  law,  and  the  persons 
to  whom  any  such  moneys,  Sue.,  shall  be  payable 
shall  be  deemed  judgment  creditors  within  the 
meaning  of  this  Act/*  There  is  no  case  precisely 
in  point ;  but  in  Jones  y.  Thomnson  (E.  B.  &  E.  63 ; 
27  Jj.  J.  234,  Q.  B.),  it  was  held  that  a  verdict  in 
an  action  of  contract  for  unliquidated  damages 
without  jtidgmenty  was  not  "a  debt  owing  or 
accruing,"  and  could  not  be  attached  under  sect. 
61  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1854 
(17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125),  clearly  showing  that  after 
judgment  it  would  be. 

R.  Griffiths,  for  the  respondent,  the  defendant 
below,  contra,  urged  that  this  case  did  not  come 
within  the  Act  of  12  &  13  Vict,  c  103,  which  was 
passed  no  doubt  to  prevent  the  commission  of 
trauds  upon  the  funds  of  the  Poor  Law  Union. 
The  question  here  was,  is  this  judgment  a  "  valu- 
able security**  within  sect.  16  of  that  Act  P  He 
contended  that  it  was  not.  A  judgment  did  not 
become  a  valuable  security  until  the  value  of  the 
jadgmenji  had  been  clearly  ascertained.  It  was 
not  negotiable,  nor  could  it  be  deposited  with  a 
banker  as  a  security  for  a  loan  or  advance  of 
money.  Suppose,  as  might  have  been  the  case, 
it  had  been  a  judgment  against  a  pauper,  could 
it  then  have  been  said  to  be  "  a  vaZuahle  security  P** 
Surely  not.  It  is  a  mere  chose  in  action,  and  if 
the  amount  be  not  paid  the  judgment-creditor 
would  be  driven  to  bring  an  action  for  its 
recovery.  It  is  submitted,  first,  that  this  is  not 
a  valuable  security  within  the  statute ;  and, 
Becondly,  it  may  be  questioned  whether  it  was 
in  the  defendant*s  possession. 

PhUbrick,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

Kellt,  C.B. — We  ought,  I  think,  to  put  a  large 
and  liberal  construction  and  interpretation  upon 
this  statute,  which  was  passed  in  order  expressly 
to  protect  the  ratepayers  of  parishes,  and  to  give 
the  guardians  cf  poor  law  unions  a  right  of  recover- 
ing against  paupers,  who  happen  to  be  really  pos- 
Bessed  of  the  means  of  paying,  the  moneys  wnich 
the  parish  or  the  union  may  have  expended  in  the 
relief  of  such  paupers.  What  are  the  facts  here  P 
For  some  years  previously  to  the  16th  May  in 
the  present  vear  the  pauper,  the  defendant,  with 
his  wife  and  family,  had  been  in  the  constant  and 
regular  receipt  of  relief  from  the  plaintiffs,  the 
guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  West  Ham. 
Fortunately,  both  for  them  ana  for  him,  some  two  or 
three  days  before  the  16th  May,  when  he  was  last 
relieved  by  them,  namely,  on  the  13th  May,  the 
judgment  mentioned  in  the  case  was  signed.  Cer- 
tainly, then,  on  that  day  (the  13th)  he  became 
entitled  to  this  judgment,  which  was  then  un- 
doubtedly "  belonging  to  him.*'  The  question  then 
ariseB  whether  or  not  it  is  "  a  valuable  secuHtu  '* 
within  the  meaning  of  those  words  in  the  loth 
aection  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  (12  &  13  Vict. 
e.  103),  under  which  the  plaintiffs  are  proceeding 
in  the  preeent  case.  It  has  been  argued  by 
llr.   Grimtihs   that   a  "  valuable   security "  can 

KAft.  Gas.— YoL.  Yin. 


only  be  one  that  is  *'  negotiable,"  and  the 
qjuestion  is  whether  we,  putting  a  large  and 
liberal  interpretation  upon  the  statute  before 
us,  can  hold  that  this  judgment  is  not  "  a  valuable 
security  for  money  *'  "  belonging  to  **  the  pauper 
at  the  time  he  was  chargeable  to  the  guardians,  as 
stated  in  the  case.  Now,  undoubtedly,  this  judg- 
ment is  de  fado  a  "  security,**  and  a  "  vwi/uaSie 
security'*  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  It  is  avail- 
able against  lands,  and  available  by  creditors,  and 
is  a  chattel  which  the  defendant  might  sell  and 
dispose  of,  if  he  were  minded  so  to  do,  before 
realising  the  fruits  of  it.  The  plaintiffs  supported 
this  man  and  his  family  for  some  three  or  four 
years  while  he  was  prosecuting  his  claim  against 
the  Docks  Company,  and  now  he  has  obtained 
this  judgment  for  a  very  large  sum  of  money, 
between  300L  and  400Z. ;  and  as  a  matter  of  fact 
the  defendant,  the  pauper,  has  received  its  full 
value  in  money.  What  reason,  then,  can  there  be 
for  doubt  ?  We  ought  not,  I  think,  to  hesitate  in 
declaring  that  this  is  a  "  valuable  security  **  in  the 
defendant's  hands.  The  verdict  for  the  defendant 
must  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  be  ordered  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  claimed. 

Channell,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for 
the  same  reasons.  I  am  not  quite  sure  that  the 
verdict  itself  in  the  defendant's  action  against  the 
St.  Elatherine  Docks  Company  was  not  a  "  secu- 
rity.** At  first,  no  doubt,  it  was  subject  to  the 
leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  for  a  rule  to  show 
cause  why  it  should  not  be  set  aside  on  the  point 
reserved  at  the  trial,  but  when  that  rule  was  refused 
by  the  court,  it  was  no  longer  subject  to  any 
doubt,  and  the  pauper,  the  defendant,  was  then  in 
receipt  of  parocnial  relief  from  the  plaintiffs. 

PiGOTT,  B. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
think  that  this  judgment  was  "  a  valuable  security  *' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  in 
question.  We  must  look  at  the  facts  of  the  case 
which  abundantly  show  that  it  was  so.  The  right 
and  justice  of  the  case  are  with  the  parish  officers. 

Cleasby,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  can- 
not, for  a  moment,  hesitate  in  holding  that  this 
judgment  is  a  "  valuable  security,"  nor  can  I  see 
any  reason  why  it  should  not  be  dealt  with  as  such. 
It  would,  I  think,  be  very  difficult  to  suggest  why 
it  should  not  be.  The  judgment  below  should  be 
reversed. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  (app«.),  reversing  the 
decision  of  the  County  Court. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs  (apps.),  HiUearys&nd 
Tunstall,  5,  Fenchurch  -  buildings,  Fenchurch- 
street,  E.C. 

Attorney  for  the  defendant  (resp.),  /.  B.  Smedley, 
Liucoln*s-inn  Chambers,  40,  Chancery-lane,  W.C. 


Mondavi,  Jan.  20, 1873. 
Clark  (app.),  v.  Joslin  (resp.). 

Poor  law — Administration  of  relief  in  a  case  of 
urgent  necessity — Refusal  of  the  relieving  officer — 
Conviction — 4>  ^  5  WiU.  4,  c.  76,  s.  9S— Consoli- 
dated Orders  of  the  Commissioners,  sect.  215, 
rule  6. 

By  sect.  98  of  the4  ^  b  Will.  4,  c.  76,  any  person 
who  wUfuUy  neglects  or  disobeys  any  rules,  Sfc,  oj 
the  com/missioners,  shaU,  upon  conviction,  forfeit 
any  sum  not  exceeding  hi. ;  and  by  sect.  215  of  tlie 
Consolidated  Orders  of  the  Poor  Law  Commis' 
eianers,   rule  6,  which   deacribea   th^   diX»^>v&%  ^\ 
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relieving  officers,  they  are  directed,  '*  in  every  case 
of  sudden  or  urgent  necessity,  to  afford  sv^h  relief 
to  the  destitute  person  as  may  be  requisite,  either 
giving  such  person  an  order  for  admission  into 
the  workhotue,  and  conveying  him  thereto  ifneces- 
sary,  or  by  affording  him  relief  out  of  the  work- 
house,*' Sfc. : 
Held,  that  the  relieving  officer  hcu  no  absolute  dis- 
cretion    in  deciding  lohai  is  a    case  of  urgent 
necessity ;  and  a  relieving  officer  having  rejused 
relief  vn  an  alleged  case  of  urgent  necessity,  and 
being  convicted  for  st^h  refusal,  this  court,  being 
of  opinion  that  the  convicting  justice  was  right 
in  hts  view  of  the  facts,  refus^  to  quash  the  con- 
viction. 
This  was  a  case  stated  by  a  metropolitan  police 
magistrate,  under  the  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  npon  a 
conviction  by  him  of  the  appellant,  a  relieving 
officer,  for  anlawfolly  neglecting  and  refusing  to 
afford  such  relief  as  was  requisite  to  one  Millicent 
Joslin. 
The  case  stated  was  as  follows : — 

1.  The  appellant,  Henry  Seymour  Clarke,  ap- 
peared before  me,  the  undersigned,  at  the  police 
court.  Worship-street,  within  the  Metropolitan 
Police  District,  on  the  1st  Oct.  1872,  to  answer  to  a 
summons  founded  upon  the  98th  section  of  the 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  and  upon  the  215th  article  of 
the  Consolidated  Order  (24th  July  1847),  of  the 
Poor  Law  Commissioners,  No.  6,  which  summons 
alleged  that  he,  the  said  Henry  Seymour  Clarke, 
did,  on  the  13th  Sept.  1872,  in  the  parish  of  White- 
chapel,  and  within  the  said  district,  being  the 
relieving  officer  of  the  said  parish,  unlawfully  neg- 
lect and  refuse  to  afford  such  relief  as  was  requi- 
site to  Millicent  Joslin,  hers  being  a  case  of  sudden 
or  urgent  necessi^,  contrary  to  the  Consolidated 
Order  of  the  Poor  Law  Boara,  and  contrary  to  the 
statute,  &c. 

2.  The  98th  section  of  the  4  &  5  WiU.  4,  o.  76,  is 
as  foUows : — 

And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  in  case  any  person  shall 
wilfnUy  neglect  or  diBohey  any  of  the  mles,  orders,  or 
re^nlations  of  the  said  commissioners  or  assistant  com- 
missioners, or  he  goilty  of  any  contempt  of  the  said  oom- 
nuBsioners  sitting  as  a  board,  sach  person  shall,  npon 
conviction  before  any  two  justices,  foneit  and  pay  for  the 
first  offence  any  sum  not  exceeding  51, ;  for  the  second 
oifence,  any  snm  not  exceeding  201.,  nor  less  than  51.,  and 
in  the  event  of  snoh  person  being  convicted  a  third  time, 
such  third  and  every  subsequent  offence  shall  be  deemed 
a  misdemeanor,  and  such  offender  shaU  be  liable  to  be 
indicted  for  the  same  offence,  and  shall  on  conviction  pay 
such  fine,  not  being  less  than  201.,  and  suffer  such  impn- 
Bonment,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  as  maybe  awarded 
against  him  bjr  the  court,  by  or  before  which  he  shiJl  be 
tried  and  convicted. 

The  215th  section  of  the  said  Consolidated  Order 
commences  thus: — "The  following  shall  be  the 
duties  of  a  relieving  officer :"  and  proceeds  to  enu- 
merate them.  No.  2  relates  to  ordinary  cases  of 
application  for  relief.  No  3  to  cases  of  sickness  or 
accident ;  and  No.  6,  upon  which  the  present  case 
turns,  is  as  follows :  Iii  every  case  c^  sudden  or 
urgent  necessity,  to  afford  such  relief  to  the 
destitute  person  as  may  be  requisite,  either  by 
giving  such  person  an  order  of  admission  into  the 
workhouse,  and  conveying  him  thereto  if  neces- 
sary, or  by  affording  him  relief  out  of  the  work- 
house, provided  that  the  same  be  not  given  in 
money,  whether  such  destitute  person  be  settled 
m  anjrpansh  oompriBed  in  the  union  or  not.  A 
miliar proYiaioB,  baving  referoDoe  to  overseers  of 
^^poor,isiob0faandm4A5Wm.4^a.67,B.b4i. 


The  said  Consolidated  Order  of  the  Poor  Law 
Commissioners  may  be  referred  to  as  part  of  the 
case. 

3.  The  appellant  was,  at  the  time  when  the 
offence  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  the 
relieving  officer  of  the  Whitechapel  Union,  which 
is  one  of  the  unions  included  in  the  schedule  to 
the  said  Consolidated  Order  of  the  Poor  Law  Com- 
sioners. 

4.  In  support  of  the  summons  it  was  proved 
that  the  respondent  had,  for  upwards  of  two  years, 
been  deserted  by  her  husband,  who  had  been  living 
about  Whitechapel  for  some  time.    The  respon- 
dent had  lately  been  working  as  a  charwoman  at 
different  places  in  the  City  of  London,  but  had 
left  her  last  place  of  work  about  three  weeks  before 
the  12th  Sept.    Just  before  that  day  she  had  been 
living  with  a  Mrs.  Bunch,  a  firiend  of  hers  in  West- 
minster, whose  house  she  quitted  the  day  before 
applying   for    relief    in   Whitechapel.      On    the 
12th    Sept.,   about    4    p.m.,    she    saw   the    ap- 
pellant,   and    applied    to    him    for    an    order 
of    admission    to    the   workhouse,    telling    him 
that  she  was  without  food  or  means.    The  appel- 
lant ^ve  her  no  relief  but  told  her  to  come  next 
morning  and  he  would  see  what  he  could  do  for 
her.    On  the  next  day,  the  13th,  she  went  to  him 
again  and  applied  for  relief,  and  he  asked  her  where 
she  had  slept  during  the  past  night ;  she  said  she 
had  slept  nowhere,  but  had  walk^  up  and  down  the 
streets.    He  replied  that  if  a  police  constable  had 
seen  her  he  would  have  sent  her  to  the  casual  ward. 
She  said  that  a  police  constable  had  seen  her  but 
had  taken  no  further  notice  of  her.    The  respond- 
ent then  again  told  appellant  that  she  had  no  food 
or  home  or  means,  that  she  had  previously  been  in 
the  Whitechapel  Workhouse,  and  that  she  wished 
to  be  admitted  into  the  workhouse  until  she  could 
get  an  order  made  on  her  husband  for  her  main- 
tenance. 

The  appellant  did  not  question  her  upon  her 
statement,  and  gave  her  no  relief,  telling  ner  that 
he  could  do  nothing  for  her  until  the  following 
Tuesday,  when  the  next  meeting  of  the  Bowrd  c» 
Guardians  was  to  be  held,  the  13th  Sept.  on  which 
this  second  application  for  relief  was  made,  being  a 
Friday.  Upon  being  refused  relief  a  second  time 
the  respondent  made  no  further  application  to  the 
appellant,  but  obtained  assistance  irom  a  charitable 
person,  and  was  maintained  for  some  time  by  him. 

5.  The  facts  set  forth  in  the  next  preceding 
paragraph,  constituted  the  case  against  the  appel- 
lant, and  it  was  contended  that  they  showed  a 
case  of  urgent  necessity  within  the  meaning  of 
the  215th  article  of  the  Consolidated  Order  No.  6, 
such  as  to  impose  upon  the  appellant  as  relieving 
officer,  the  duty  of  relieving  tne  woman,  and  that 
by  his  neglect  and  refusal  to  relieve  her  he  had 
rendered  himself  liable  to  be  convicted  under  the 
98th  section  of  the  4  A  5  WiU.  4,  c.  76. 

6.  The  appellant  produced  no  evidence,  and  it 
was  admitted  on  his  behalf  that  he  did  not  give 
any  relief  to  the  respondent ;  but  it  was  contended 
that  the  facts  did  not  show  such  sudden  or  ni^Kent 
necessity  as  was  intended  by  the  said  order.  That 
on  the  contrary,  upon  such  an  application  being 
made  to  the  appellant,  it  became  his  duty  under 
No.  2  of  the  same  215th  article  to  inquire  mto  the 
truth  of  the  applicant's  statements,  and  to  repori 
thereon  to  the  guardians,  especially  as  Uie  said 
Millicent  Joslin  came  from  Westminster,  and 
avoiredliieT  mjcAi?^  \a  \y^  \o  TnaScA  tAiA  ^laiinliaiui 
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proceed  against  her  husband.  That  even  if  snoh 
eyidenoe  amoonted  to  proof  in  the  opinion  of  a 
magistrate  of  a  case  of  sadden  or  urgent  necessity, 
^et  the  appellant  was  not  liable  to  be  convicted, 
inasmuch  as  he  in  his  character  of  relieving  officer, 
was  bound  to  exercise  his  own  judgment  upon  the 
fMcts  stated  to  him,  and  to  consider  whether  to 
his  mind  thev  disclosed  a  case  of  sudden  or  urgent 
necessity,  and  that  an  error  in  forming  such  Judg- 
ment would  not  render  him  liable  to  conviction 
under  the  statute  and  order.  That  sect.  98  of 
4  A  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  did  not  apply  to  such  a  case, 
especially  as  sect.  15  of  the  same  Act  precluded 
the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  from  interfering 
in  any  individual  case  for  the  purpose  of  ordering 
relief,  and  sect.  98  applied  only  to  wilful  in  the 
sense  of  intentional  neglect  or  disobedience  of  the 
order,  or  to  criminal  neglect. 

7.  I  considered  that  the  evidence  disclosed  a 
case  of  urgent  necessity.  It  seemed  to  me  that, 
except  a  case  of  sickness  or  accident,  which  class 
of  case  is  provided  for  by  another  clause.  No.  3  of 
the  same  zl5th  article,  no  case  could  well  be  more 
urgent  than  that  of  the  applicant  on  the  13th 
SeDt.,when,  having  passed  the  night  in  the  streets, 
ana  being  without  food  or  home  or  means,  she 
applied  for  relief.  I  was  of  opinion  it  was  then  the 
duty  of  the  relieving  officer  to  have  afforded  her 
relief  under  article  215,  No.  6,  and  that  by  the 
wilful  neglect  of  that  duty  as  evidenced  by  his 
omission  to  question  her,  or  otherwise  to  inquire 
into  the  case,  so  as  to  be  in  a  position  to  form  a 
correct  iudgment  upon  it,  he  had  rendered  him- 
self liable  to  be  convicted.  With  regard  to  the 
other  points  made  for  the  appellant,  I  thought 
that  it  was  not  a  necessary  ingredient  of  the 
offence  that  it  should  be  done  malo  animo;  but 
that  a  mere  wilful  neglect  to  obey  the  order,  whe- 
ther proceeding  from  indifference  or  from  a  wish 
to  save  himseff  trouble,  was  sufficient  to  bring 
himself  within  sect.  98  of  the  Act  of  Will.  4,  in 
which  the  word  maliciously  does  not  occur.  I  also 
thought  that  the  15th  section  of  the  said  Act  had 
00  bearing  upon  the  case. 

8.  Thereupon  I  convicted  the  appellant  (whose 
general  character  was  said  to  be  tnat  of  a  kind 
and  humane  man)  in  the  mitigated  penalty  of  40«. 
and  costs.  The  appellant  being  dissatisfied  with 
my  determination  as  being  erroneous  in  point  of 
law,  appUed  to  me  to  state  and  sign  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  a  Superior  Court,  which  I  a^eed  to  do, 
as  I  could  find  no  decision  for  my  guidance  with 
regard  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  urgent  occur- 
ing  in  connection  with  the  word  sudden  in  the 
Consolidated  Order,  Article  No.  215,  No.  6,  and 
in  the  54th  section  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76. 

9.  The  question  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the 
court  is  respectfully  requested  is  wnether  under 
the  circumstances  above  set  forth,  and  having 
regard  to  the  points  ndsed  on  behalf  of  the 
appellant,  he  was  rightly  convicted.  If  the  court 
Boould  answer  the  question  in  the  affirmative,  the 
conviction  is  to  stand.  If  otherwise  it  is  to  be 
quashed.  J.  L.  Hankat. 

SumcoNS. 
Metropolitan  Police  District  to  wit :  To  Mr.  Clarke, 
Bdierinff  OiBoer  of  Whiteohapel  Workhonse.— Whereas, 
eomplaint  hath  this  dny  been  made  before  the  nnder- 
^^ked,  one  of  the  mi^^trates  of  the  jpolioe  oonrts  of  tiie 
Mraropolis,  and  within  the  Metropoliuui  Police  District, 
hj  mfiioeiit  Joafin,  for  that  yon  on  the  lath  Sept.  1872, 
ktfae  jpaiiah  of  WhiteehafMti^  h  the  oonnty  of  Middlesex, 
aad  icftU  ik0middtsinot,  bemgr^erwgoi&OGr  of  snoh 


parish,  did  nnlawf ol!^  refuse  and  noffleot  to  afford  taoh 
relief  as  was  requisite  to  the  said  Mulioent  Joelin,  hers 
being  a  ease  of  sudden  and  argent  necessity,  contrary  to 
the  Consolidated  Orders  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  and  con- 
trary to  the  statnte,  &o.  These  are  therefore  to  com- 
mand yon  in  Her  Majesty's  name  to  be  and  appear  on 
Taesday  next,  at  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  at  the 
police  court  aforesaid,  before  me  or  such  other  magistrate 
of  l^e  said  police  coorts  as  may  then  be  there,  to  answer 
to  the  said  complaints  and  to  be  farther  dealt  with  aooord- 
ing  tolaw. 

Qiven  under  my  hand  and  seal  this  24th  Sept.  1872  at 
the  pohce  ooart  aforesaid.  J.  X.  Hannat. 

Manisty  Q.  C.  (Metcalf  with  him)  appeared  for 
the  appellant. — ^The  question  is,  what  is  the  mean- 
ing of  the  words  "  urgent  necessity,"  and  what 
are  the  duties  of  the  relieving  officer  P  Since  the 
28  Vict.  c.  35,  there  are  wards  open  in  all  parts  of 
the  metropolis  for  the  reception  of  the  destitute 
poor,  and  any  I'^ally  destitute  person  can  be  re- 
ceived into  them.  The  relieving  officer  must  have 
some  discretion  in  deciding  whether  or  not  a  person 
is  in  a  condition  of  urgent  necessity.  [Martin,  B. 
— I  can  scarcely  conceive  a  stronger  case  than 
this.]  She  may  have  been  an  impostor,  and  the 
relieving  officer  would  properly  make  inquiries. 
[PiGOTT,  B. — How  long  a  time  is  he  to  be  allowed  in 
order  to  ascertain  if  she  is  an  impostor?]  The 
union  would  be  constantly  exposed  to  frauds  if  the 
relieving  officer  were  to  relieve  at  once  any  person 
who  applied.  He  must  be  allowed  some  discretion. 
If  a  well-dressed  person  were  to  come  for  relief,  he 
would  be  well  justified  in  suspecting  that  it  was 
not  a  case  of  urgent  necessity.  [Pigott,  B. — The 
magistrate  heard  the  case,  and  founded  his  opinion 
upon  it.]  If  a  mere  assertion  of  destitution  were 
sufficient,  multitudes  might  apply  who  had  no  real 
claim.  The  relieving  officer  must  not  be  assumed 
to  have  done  wrong.  [Kellt,  C.  B. — Why  not, 
when  the  magistrate  says  that  he  has  done  wrong  P] 
The  guardians  really  desire  to  know  if  their  re- 
lieving officer  is  to  exercise  any  discretion. 

Andersont  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called 
upon. 

Kbllt,  C.B. — ^The  magistrate  had  the  oppor- 
tunity of  hearing  both  the  parties;  we  must 
therefore  take  the  facts  as  stated  as  containing:  the 
truth.  Now,  what  are  these  facts  P  It  appears  that 
on  the  12th  Sept.,  at  about  four  in  the  afternoon, 
the  woman  applied  to  the  relieving  officer  for  au 
order  of  admission  to  the  workhouse,  telling  him 
that  she  was  without  food  or  means ;  that  he  gave 
her  no  relief,  but  told  her  to  come  the  next  morn- 
ing and  he  would  see  what  he  could  do  for  her; 
that  on  the  next  dav  she  went  to  him  again  and 
applied  for  relief,  and  he  asked  her  where  she  had 
slept  during  the  past  night,  and  she  said  she  had 
slept  nowhere,  but  had  walked  up  and  down  the 
streets.  To  this  he  replied  that  if  a  police 
constable  had  seen  her  he  would  have  sent  her 
to  the  casual  ward.  The  woman  then  again  told 
the  relieving  officer  that  she  had  no  food  or  homo 
or  means,  and  that  she  wished  to  be  admitted  into 
the  workhouse  until  she  could  get  an  order  made 
upon  her  husband  for  her  maintenance.  The 
officer  did  not  question  her  upon  her  statement, 
and  ^ve  her  no  relief,  telling  her  that  he  could  do 
nothmg  until  the  following  Tuesday,  when  the 
next  meeting  of  the  board  of  guardians  was  to  be 
held.  Now,  was  this  a  case  of  urgent  necessity  P 
I  think  it  waa  a  ca&e  ci  n^t;}  ut%<sgl\»  tl^k^kas^.  ^ 
think  when  t\ift  ^cfmAxv.  «»i^  >3Da»\»  ^^  \«^  ^«^\» 
nowhere,  but  Yiad  if  «Kk»^  \rp  iffA  ^cp«m>  ^^  %\j««na 
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all  the  night,  it  maet  be  taken  that  she  did  so;  at 
all  events  there  was  no  proof  that  she  did  not. 
We  muat  take  the  facte  as  we  find  them,  and  there 
is  reallj  no  answer  to  them.  I  think  the  convio- 
tion  ie  quite  right. 

Maetik,  B. — I  am  entirely  at  the  same  opinion. 
We  mnet  take  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  to  be 
true,  and  we  have  no  right  to  look  at  the  woman's 
condnct  as  a  case  of  imposition.  Here  ie  a  poor 
woman  withont  a  home.  She  is  told,  upon  her 
apphcation,  to  come  the  next  day.  She  does  so, 
and  then  she  is  told  to  come  again  the  next  Taes- 
1  starved  in 
1  of  the  magistrate  ti 

.   of  the  same  opinion.    The 
„  „   'B   the   woman    no  relief;  ho 

never  questioned  ner  as  to  her  truthfulness,  bat 
told  her  to  come  again  on  the  following  Tueedaj. 
The  evidenoe  clearly  shows  that  the  relieving  , 
officer  neglected  to  do  his  duty. 

Pollock,  B.— I  entirely  agree  with  the  rest  of 
the  court.  The  magistrate  refers  to  the  fact  th^ 
the  relieving  officer  never  questiored  the  woman 
aa  to  the  truthfulness  of  her  story.  I  think  his 
decision  was  perfectly  correct. 

Judgment  for  lk«  respondent. 
Attorney  for  the  appellant,  S.  8.  MiUhell 
Attorney  for  the  respondent,  AUop. 


Friday,  Nob.  22, 1872. 
(Before  Kellt,  C.B.,  Mastih,  B.,  B&btt,  Ghojb, 
and  Qdaim,  JJ.) 
Res.  d.  Willuh  Jokbs. 
Eviden  ee —  Confession — Admiesib  ility — 
Inducement. 
Pro»eeutrix  lost  her  nurse  containing   \l.  is.,  in  a 
market,  and   atked   the   prisoner,  who  had  been 
itanding  near  her,  whether  he  had  seen  the  parte 
or   teen  any  ont  pick  it  up.     He  replied  thai  he 
had  not.     She,   houiever,   suspecting  thai   he  had 
robbed    her,   gave   information  to  the  poliM.     A 
policeman,  a  short  lime  after,  went  tn  tearch  of 
prisoner,  and  having  foutid  him,  told  him  that  tite 
praseeulrvc  had   lost   her  puree,  and  thnt  it  tons 
eupposed  thai  he   had  picked  *t  up,  and  added, 
"  Now  U  the  time  for  you  to  take  U  back  to  her." 
He  denied  having  it,  and  went  with  the  policeman. 
At  they  went  cdong  )ie  commenced  making  a  state- 
ment, but  the  police/nan   told  him  to  satj  nothing 
untU  they  saw   ike  proseeiUrix.     Having  met  tin 
proeeeutrix  after  they  had  walked  about  600  yards, 
some  conversalion  took  place,  and  the  prisoner  was 
tettrched,  and  on  a  ha^  sovereign  being  found,  the 
prisoner  said   to  the   proseculriz  iluit  he  would 
make  ii  all  up  to  her.  Twenty  minutes  had  elapsed 
between    the    time    of   the   polieetaan's    remark, 
"  Now  is  the  time  to  lake  it  oack  to  her  "  and  Uie 
prisoner's,  "  thai   he  would  make  ii    <M   up    to 

Held,  tluU  there  vxxt  no  imducement  held  out  to 
the  prisoner,  and  that  hit  staiermeni  or  confee- 
(ion  {thai  he  wovld  make  ii  aJiup  to  her)  was  ad- 
missible in  evidence  againet  him. 

Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  Conrt  at  the 

ICdsummer  Qnarter  Sessions  for  the  county  of 
Cardigan,  oa  the  Srd  Jaly  1872. 

WUSmm  Jonea  wma  tried  upon  so  indictment 


charging  him  with  stealing  moneys  to  the  amonnt 
of  11.  4^.,  the  property  of  one  Edward  Bees. 

At  the  trial,  it  was  proved  that  on  the  22nd 
April  1872,  Mrs.  Jane  Reei,  the  wife  of  the  pross- 
oator,  was  with  her  mother  in  the  market  at 
Aberystwitb.  She  there  porohasod  some  foirls, 
which  she  paid  for  with  money  whioh  she  took 
oat  of  a  purse,  and  atler  paying  for  them,  she 
replaced  tlie  purse,  containing  1[.  4«.,  composed  of 
two  half  sovereigns  and  4is.,  in  her  pocket.  At  tilt 
time  when  she  paid  for  the  fowls,  Mrs.  Rees  ob- 
served the  prisoner,  who  she  previously  knew  by 
sight,  standing  close  by,  and  near  enough  to  see 
her  tAke  the  money  out  of  the  purse,  and  there  was 
no  one  but  the  prisoner  near  her  at  the  time.  Mrs. 
Rees  resided  a  few  yards  from  the  market,  and  aa 
soon  as  she  got  home  she  searched  her  pocket,  and 
foand  her  purse  and  money  gone.  She  immediately 
returned  to  the  market,  and  found  the  prisoner 
still  there.  She  asked  if  be  had  seen  the  parse  or 
seen  any  one  pick  it  up.  He  said  he  had  not ;  but 
Mrs.  Rees,  suspecting  from  several  circamstances 
that  the  prisoner  was  the  person  who  had  robbed 
her,  gave  information  to  Sergt.  Evana,  of  the 
Aberystvrith  county  police,  who  went  in  search  oT 
the  prisoner,  and  found  him  between  six  and  seven 
o'clock  the  same  evening,  in  the  Welsh  Harp 
publichonse,  Aberstywith. 

I^e  evidence  of  Sergt.  Evans,  who  was  called  aa 
a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  was  aa  follows: — 

I  found  the  prisoDer  at  the  Welih  Harp,  aad  okUed  liim 
oat;  I  said  Mre.  'Rees  bad  Icwt  liei  pnne,  uid  that  it 
tna  HnppOBed  he  h&d  pinked  it  up.  I  BUd,  "  Now  is  the 
time  for  jau  to  take  it  baok  to  her."  He  deaied  haviDB 
it,  and  ased  rer;  ■trong-  language.  Thie  took  plaoe  oaC 
side  the  Welsh  Uarp,  in  iha  street.  I  asksd  him  what 
■none;  he  bad;  he  uid,  eighteen  penoe.  I  went  with 
priaoner  to  Great  Duk-atreat.  He  cnmmenoed  making  a 
■tatemant.  I  said .  "Sat  nothing  cow  until  we  eeo  Un. 
Bees."  At  the  end  of  MArket-etroet  we  met  Hra.  Rees 
and  Eliiabetb  James,  When  we  got  up  to  them  the  pri- 
soner said,  "  Do  yon  »»j  I  have  got  your  money  ?"  She 
replied,  "No,  I  do  not  SAj  Ho;  bat  yon  were  (he  onl^ 
person  who  was  neat  me  at  the  time  I  had  lost  it,"  He 
then  deolated  be  had  not  seen  it,  and  aaid,  "  Might  Qod 
Btrike  bim  doad  if  he  had  seen  it."  I  then  said  to  him, 
"  William,  what  money  do  yon  say  yon  bavs  about  jou  f** 
He  replied,  "  Eighteen  penoe."  Being  oloBS  by  the  ^ard. 
I  said  to  him,  "  Come  in  bera ;  if  voa  are  honest  yon  will 
be  none  the  worse  for  being  searched."  Hethen  walked 
into  the  yard,  Mrfl.  Bees  then  being  eloee  behind  ns.  T 
■aid  to  htm  again.  "  Now,  eighteen  penoe,  yon  Bay,  ia  all 
you  have  aboat  you,"  He  put  his  handA  in  his  pooket 
and  pulled  oat  half  a-orown,  a  >hilling,  siipenae.  and 
three  halfpence.  I  aonnted  the  money,  and  said  to 
him,  "  William,  there  is  more  than  li.  6d.  hare."  He 
replied,  "  Oh  yes.  there  !■  half-a-crown  ^  I  bad  forgotten 
aboat  that."  I  then  placed  my  hand  m  the  prisoner's 
pooket,  and  fonnd  half  a  loTereign  ia  gold.  I  said, 
"  William,  what  is  this  ?"  He  held  down  hi>  hand,  and 
in  a  few  aeoondB  went  forward  to  Hn.  Beee,  and  Drying, 
said,  "Mrs.  Jones  {Mrs.  Beee's  name  before  her  mar- 
riage), dear,  I  will  niake  it  all  up  to  you,"  1  had  said  to 
the  prisoner,  "  Now  is  the  time  to  take  it  book  to  her," 
twenty  minntaa  before  the  time  when  the  priaoner  said  to 
Mtb.  Bees  tbat  he  would  make  it  all  np  to  her.  It  ia  a 
distance  of  about  600  yurda  between  the  WeUh  Rarp  and 
the  plaoe  where  priaoner  made  this  remark  to  Mrs.  Beeo. 

Upon  this  evidence  it  was  objected  by  the  advo- 
cate for  the  prisoner  that  the  remark  of  Sergt. 
Evans  to  the  prisoner,  "Now  is  the  time  for  yon 
to  take  it  back  to  her,"  amounted  to  an  indnc«* 
ment,  and  was  therefore  inadmissible  in  evidenoe 
against  him. 

The  court  overruled  these  objections,  and  left 
the  evidence  of  Sergt  Evana,  witn  the  rest  of  the 
cue,  toUkQ  juT^iW^uitcnm&.^.^^iwsDaE  frailty. 
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Upon  the  application  of  the  advocate  for  the 
prisoner,  the  court  decided  to  reserve  the  question 
of  law  for  the  consideration  of  the  Gourt  for  Grown 
Gases  Beserved,  whether,  upon  the  above  facts,  the 
statements  made  by  the  prisoner  were  admissible 
in  evidence  against  him,  and  whether  the  prisoner 
was  properly  convicted;  and,  in  the  meantime, 
sentence  was  postponed,  and  the  prisoner  liberated 
on  bail. 

(Signed)         G.  Marshall  Griffith, 
Ghairman  of  Gardiganshire  Quarter  Sessions. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Blofield,  for  the  prosecution. — Two  points  arise. 
First,  was  there  any  inducement  to  confess  by  a 
promise  or  threat  held  out  to  the  prisoner? 
Secondly,  was  the  confession  involved  in  the  state- 
ment made  by  the  prisoner,  that  he  would  make  it 
all  up  to  the  prosecutrix,  caused  by  the  indilce- 
ment,  there  bemg  an  interval  of  twenty  minutes  P 
As  to  the  first  point :  the  words  of  the  policeman, 
"  Now  is  the  time  for  you  to  take  the  purse  back  to 
to  her  "  (the  prosecutrix),  do  not  import  any  pro- 
mise or  threat  to  the  prisoner  to  confess.  [He  was 
then  stopped  by  the  court.] 

Kelly,  G.B. — It  is  quite  clear  that  these  words 
import  no  promise  or  threat  to  the  prisoner  to 
confess. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Con¥iction  affirmed. 


ScUwrday,  Nov.  23,  1872. 

(Before  Kelly,  G.B.,  Martin,  B.,  Brett,  Grots, 

and  QuAiN,  JJ.) 

Beg.  v.  Lock. 

Indecent  cusatdt — Consent — Submission — Child  of 

tender  years. 
Mere  submission  by  a  child  of  tender  years  to  an 
indecent  act  without  any  active  sign  of  dissent,  the 
chUd  being  ignorant  of  tlie  naiure  of  the  act, 
does  not  amount  to  consent  so  as  to  prevent  the 
offence  amounting  to  an  assault. 
At   the  General   Session  of  the  peace  for  the 
County  of    Middlesex,  on   the   4tn    June    1872, 
James  Lock  was  tried  before  me  upon  an  indict- 
ment which  charged  him  with  indecently  assaulting 
Frederick  William  Sandell  and  George  Goodge. 

It  was  proved  by  three  witnesses  that  they  saw 
the  defenoant  in  a  field  by  the  Edgware  Bead  take 
each  of  the  boys  in  succession  upon  his  legs,  play 
with  their  private  parts,  unbutton  his  trousers 
and  theirs,  he  upon  them,  and  move  himself  about 
as  if  in  the  act  of  having  connection  with  a 
woman. 

The  two  boys,  each  of  whom  was  only  eight 
yearB  old,  proved  that  the  defendant  met  them  in 
the  Edgware  Boad,  said  he  would  take  them  to 
some  fireworks,  gave  them  biscuits  and  some  beer, 
took  them  into  the  field,  went  up  to  a  wall  to  which 
they  followed  him,  there  sat  upon  the  grass, 
pbioed  t^em  successively  upon  his  lap,  laid  his 
iiand  on  their  private  parts,  unbuttoned  their 
trousers  and  his  own,  threw  them  down  on  their 
backs  and  lay  upon  them,  moving  himself  in  an 
indecent  manner,  which  one  of  the  boys  described 
bir*a  gesture.  The  defendant  was  interrupted  by 
toe  coming  up  of  the  three  witnesses,  when  he 
kUd  the  boys  not  to  tell.  The  boys  were  not 
■tked  by  the  oonnael  on  either  side  if  it  was  done 
•gaiost  their  will  or  with  their  oonaent,  bat  they 
iteted  thMt  tb^  did  not  know  what  the  defendant 


was  going  to  do  to  them  when  he  took  them  into 
the  field  and  placed  them  on  his  lap  and  laid  them 
on  the  ground. 

On  these  facts  it  was  contended  by  the  counsel 
for  the  defendant  that  there  was  no  case  for  the 
jury  inasmuch  as  the  filthy  acts  were  not  done 
against  the  will  of  the  boys. 

Having  determined  that  it  was  a  question  for 
the  jury,  in  summing  up  I  stated  to  them  that  the 
law  recognised  a  distinction  between  mere  sub- 
mission and  positive  consent.  A  person  may 
submit  to  an  act  done  to  him  from  ignorance,  or 
his  consent  may  be  obtained  by  fraud,  and  in 
neither  case  would  it  be  such  a  consent  as  the  law 
contemplates.  Gonsent  means  an  active  will  in  the 
mind  oi  the  patient  to  permit  the  doing  of  the 
act  complained  of;  and  knowledge  of  what  is  to  be 
done,  or  of  the  nature  of  the  act  that  is  bein^ 
done,  is  essential  to  a  consent  to  the  act.  It  had 
been  contended  that  inasmuch  as  an  assault  must  * 
be  an  act  done  against  the  will  of  the  patient,  and 
the  boys  did  not  expressly  dissent,  there  was  no 
assault.  But  this  assumes  a  consenting  will  on 
their  parts,  and  both  stated  that  they  did  not 
know  what  the  defendant  intended  to  ao,  nor  the 
meaning  of  what  he  was  doing.  The  facts  of  the 
case  were  undisputed,  and  the  qmestion  I  left  to 
the  jury  was  whether,  in  their  judgment,  the  boys 
merely  submitted  to  the  filthy  acts  ignorant  of 
what  was  going  to  be  done  to  them,  or  of  the 
nature  of  what  was  being  done,  or  if  they  exerciKed 
a  positive  will  about  it,  and  consented  to  what  the 
defendant  did.  In  the  former  case  they  wo  tUl 
find  the  defendant  OuiUy.  In  the  latter  case  they 
would  acquit  him. 

The  jury  found  the  defendant  Ouilty,  stating 
that  they  did  so,  being  of  opinion  that  the  boys 
merely  submitted  to  the  act  of  the  defendant  not 
knowing  the  nature  of  such  act. 

The  question  being  of  frequent  recurrence,  and 
the  law  appearing  to  be  unsettled,  on  the  ap- 
plication of  counsel  for  the  defendant,  I  reserved 
for  the  opinion  of  this  honourable  court  the  quen- 
tion  whether  the  definition  of  an  assault  "  that  it 
must  be  an  act  done  against  the  will  of  the  patient  *' 
extends  to  the  case  of  submission  to  the  act 
through  ignorance  of  its  nature  and  where  there 
was  no  positive  exercise  of  the  will  in  the  way  of 
dissent,  or  if  the  actual  exercise  of  an  actual 
dissenting  will  is  necessary  to  bo  proved  in  order 
to  constitute  an  assault.  If  it  should  be  the 
opinion  of  this  honourable  court  that  the  direction 
to  the  jury  was  wrong,  the  conviction  will  be 
quashed.  If  right,  it  will  be  confirmed.  The 
prisoner  was  admitted  to  bail. 

(Signed)  Edwd.  Wm.  Cox, 

Deputy  Assistant  Judge  of  Middles^fx. 

No  counsel  was  mstructed  for  the  prisoner. 

Metcalfe  for  the  prosecution. — There  is  a  w<?H 
established  distinction  between  p)ositive  consent 
and  mere  submission  to  an  indecent  assault.  In 
Beg.  V.  Day  (9  Car.  &  P.  722)  upon  an  indictment 
for  attempting  to  abuse  a  female  child  under 
the  age  of  ten,  containing  a  count  for  a  common 
assauU;,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  made  an 
attempt  upon  her  without  any  violence  on  his 
part  or  actual  resistance  on  hers,  and  it  was 
contended  that  as  she  offered  no  resistance  it  must 
be  taken  that  she  consented,  but  Coleridge,  J.  said 
**  There  is  a  differeiice  \>eVNeeiTi  eo\y&«{i\»  wA  %jv^i- 
xnission ;  every  conBeii\i  m^cJl'^^^  «» %^!^aTD^&^\^TL>\3Ja^» 
it  by  no  meana  ioWoira  \.\v»fc  ^  xtkst^  wdtoos^awvsjpo. 
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nyolyes  consent.  It  would  be  too  mnoh  to  say 
;hat  an  adult  submitting  quietly  to  an  outrage  of 
this  description  was  not  consenting :  on  the  other 
hand  the  mere  submission  of  a  child  when  in  the 
power  of  a  strong  man,  and  most  probably  acted 
upon  bj  fear,  can  oy  no  means  be  taKen  to  be  such 
a  consent  as  will  justify  the  prisoner  in  point  of 
law."  So  in  Eex  y.  Nichol  (Bus.  &  B^.  130)  where 
a  master  took  indecent  liberties  with  a  female 
scholar  of  the  age  of  thirteen,  and  she  did  not 
resist,  but  it  was  against  her  will,  the  Judges  on  a 
case  reseryed  were  of  opinion  that  the  master  was 
guilty  of  an  assault.  So  where  a  medical  man 
had  connexion  with  a  girl  of  fourteen  years  of  age 
under  the  pretence  that  he  was  thereby  treating 
her  medically  for  the  compUint  for  which  he  was 
attending  her,  and  she  made  no  resistance,  this 
was  held  to  amount  to  an  assault,  and  semhle  also 
to  a  rape  (Beg.  y.  Case,  5  Cox  C.  C.  222 ;  1  Den. 
C.  C.  5b0).  So  where  a  man  obtains  carnal  know- 
ledge of  a  woman  by  a  fraud  which  induces  her 
to  suppose  it  is  her  husband,  although  it  is  not  a 
rape,  yet  it  has  been  held  to  be  an  assault  (Beg.  y. 
JviUiams,  8  C.  &  P.  286).  There  cannot  be  consent 
to  the  act  without  some  knowledge  of  what  is 
about  to  be  done.  So  in  the  case  of  an  idiot  girl 
incapable  of  eiying  consent  from  defect  of  under- 
standing, if  the  act  be  found  to  haye  been  done 
forcibly,  although  not  against  her  will,  it  will 
amount  to  rape  (Beg.  y.  Fletcher,  8  Cox  C.  C.  131 ; 
Bell's  C.  C.  63).  The  cases  of  Beg.  y.  Bennett 
(4  Fos.  &  Fin.  1105)  and  Bex  y.  Bosineki  (Mood. 
0.  C.  19)  were  also  referred  to. 

Kelly,  C.B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conyiction 
should  be  confirmed.  This  is  not  an  indictment 
for  a  rape ;  if  it  were,  it  might  be  that  upon  the 
facts  the  eyidence  would  not  amount  to  a  rape. 
The  question  before  us  arises  upon  an  indictment 
for  an  indecent  assault,  and  it  is  whether  mere 
submission  to  an  indecent  act  without  consent, 
the  circumstances  being  such  that  the  person 
assaulted  was  unable  to  exercise  his  will  either  one 
way  or  the  other,  relieyes  the  other  party  from 
criminal  liability ;  and  whether  the  facts  proved  in 
this  case,  although  done  without  fraud  towards  the 
patient,  do  not  make  out  the  charge  of  indecent 
assault,  the  patient  being  unable  to  exercise  his 
will.  There  being  no  actual  consent,  and  on  the 
other  hand  no  actual  fraud  to  induce  consent,  I 
think  that  where  a  child  submits  to  an  act  of  this 
kind  in  ignorance,  the  offence  is  similar  to  that  per- 
petrated b^  a  man  who  has  connection  witn  a 
woman  while  asleep.  If  that  were  not  an  assault, 
our  law  would  be  yery  defective.  In  such  a  case 
consent  is  out  of  the  question,  for  a  woman  whilst 
asleep  is  in  such  a  state  that  she  cannot  consent, 
and  the  act  of  connexion  with  her  under  the 
circumstances  is  quite  sufficient  to  constitute  an 
assault.    There  has  been  no  decided  case  like  the 

E resent,  but  there  are  many  cases  which  show  that 
aving  connexion  with  a  woman  whilst  asleep  or 
by  a  fraud  which  induces  the  woman  to  suppose 
that  it  is  her  husband  amounts  to  an  assault.  In 
the  present  case  the  acts  were  done  to  children, 
and  they  were  unconscious  of  the  nature  of  the 
acts  which  the  prisoner  did  or  was  about  to  do, 
and  were  therefore  not  in  a  condition  to  exercise 
their  wills  one  way  or  the  other,  and  I  think 
that  the  acts  done  by  the  prisoner  amounted 
"*  ««  oasault. 

'  — •  /^f  oninion  that  treating  these 

»wigoner  did 


•v^ 


primd  facie  amounts  to  an  assault.  The  case  is 
analogous  to  Bex  y.  Nichol,  where  a  master  took 
indecent  liberties  with  a  female  scholar  without 
her  consent,  and  was  held  guilty  of  an  assault 
although  she  did  not  resist. 

Brett,  J. — The  acts  done  by  the  prisoner  were 
done  to  boys  of  a  tender  age,  ana  are  said  to 
amount  to  an  assault.  I  agree  that  to  amount  to 
an  assault  the  acts  must  have  been  done  against 
the  wills  of  the  boys.  The  question  we  have  to 
decide  is  whether  the  learned  deputy  assistant 
judge  gave  a  proper  definition  of  what  constituted 
an  assault  to  the  jury.  If  the  boys  had  consented 
to  the  acts  although  ignorant  of  their  nature,  they 
would  not  have  amounted  to  an  assault,  for  it  was 
necessary  to  show  that  the  acts  were  against  their 
consent.  The  jury  were  told  substantially  that  if 
they  in  their  judgments  thought  that  tne  boys 
merely  submitted  to  the  filthy  acts  of  the  prisoner 
in  ignorance  of  what  was  about  to  be  done,  or  of 
the  nature  of  them,  and  did  not  consent,  the 
prisoner  was  guilty  of  an  assault.  It  seems  to  me 
that  mere  submission  under  such  circumstances  is 
not  oonsent,  and  that  if  a  person  of  mature  years 
does  suck  acts  to  children  of  tender  years,  and 
knows  that  they  do  not  oonsent,  that  is  sufficient 
eyidence  that  the  acts  are  done  against  their  will. 
I  think  therefore  that  the  direction  to  the  jury  was 
right. 

Gbove,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not 
think  that  an  exercise  of  an  actual  dissenting  will 
is  necessary  to  constitute  an  assault  in  a  case  like 
this.  The  acts  done  must  be  in  some  sense  against 
the  will  of  the  patient.  Dissent  may  be  either 
positive  or  negative.  If  positive  dissent  is  ne- 
cessary, the  direction  to  the  jury  was  wrong ;  if 
an  active  dissent  is  not  necessary,  the  direction 
was  right.  I  think  that  negative  dissent  is  enough, 
and  that  mere  submission  in  ignorance  of  the 
nature  of  the  act  done  does  not  di&r  ft*om  negative 
dissent. 

QuAiN,  J. — ^The  finding  of  the  jury  that  the  boys 
did  not  know  the  nature  of  the  acts  done,  clearly 
shows  that  they  did  not  consent  to  the  acts  done. 
And  all  the  cases  decide  that  to  exonerate  the  pri- 
soner in  such  a  case  consent  is  necessary.  I  think 
therefore  the  direction  was  right. 

Cfonviction  o^jirmed. 


Beo  v.  Gumble. 

Indictment  —  Amendinent  —  Description    of  thiw 
stolen— U  ^  15  Vict.  c.  lOO,  s.  1. 

An  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  stealin 
nineteen  shillings  and  sixpence  in  money  of  U 
prosecutor.    At  the  trial  it  was  ohjedted  that  the 
was  no  case,  for  the  evidence  showed  that  if  l 
prisinor  wasg  uiUy  of  stealing  anything,  it  w 
of  stealing  a  sovereign.      Thereupon  the  eo^ 
amended  the  indictment  by  striking  out  the  wo 
"  nineteen  shillings  and  sixpence,    and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "  one  sovereign."     The  jury  fo' 
the  prisoner  guilty  of  stealing  a  sovereign. 

Held,  thai  the  court  had  power  so  to  am^nd  u 
14  ^  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  I. 

Case  reserved  at  the  general  quarter  sessioi 

the  peace  holden  at  St.  Mary,  jS^ewington,  ii 

for  tne  county  of  Surrey,  on  the  3rd  July  187 
James  Gumble  was  indicted  for  stealing,  c 

29th  May  1872,   19«.  6d.  from  William  Ja 

Walton. 
The  prosecutor  had  been  playing  at  thi 
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rticka  at  coooa  Data  on  Spsom  Downs,  and  had  to 

C;  the  prisonar  Bizpence,  bat  hariug  nothing 
a  th&n  a  sovereign,  he  said  to  the  prisoner 
"HaTeronchangeforaBOsereignP  "  ThepriBoner 
said  "  Yea,"  and  in  consequence  of  that  proaecator 
gave  him  a  sovereign.  5e  then  pulled  some  money 
ont  of  hia  pocket  and  said  "  I  haven't  enongh ;  I'll 
go  and  get  it  for  jou.  I  iron't  be  a  minate ;  Just 
wait  here." 

The  prosecntor  waited  nearly  an  hour  for  the 
priaoner,  and  then  went  for  a  policeman,  leaving 
a  friend  who  had  been  with  him  all  the  time,  to 
wait  for  the  prisoner.  This  he  did  for  quite 
another  honr  after  the  prosecator  went  for  the 
policeman. 

The  prisoner's  son  removed  the  stioks  and  the 
ooooa  nnts  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  hour. 

The  prisoner  did  not  return,  and  was  not  appre- 
hended nntil  the  following  Satnrdaj,  Ist  Jnlj,  on 
which  occasion,  when  he  saw  the  prosecutor's 
fkiend,  he  immediateij  ran  awav,  and  was  onlj 
optured  after  a  chose  of  some  distance.  On  his 
afmrehension  41.  10«.  was  found  upon  him. 

It  was  objected  by  the  prii 


s  counsel  that 
e  prisoner.    For  if  he 


a  sorereign,  and  that  the  conrt 
amend  the  indictment. 

I  allowed  the  case  to  go  on,  and  put  it  to  the 
jatj  that  if  they  believed  that  the  pneoner  at  the 
moment  of  obtaining  the  sovereigo  intended  by  a 
tiick  feloniously  to  deprive  the  prosecutor  of  the 
poMousion  of  the  sovereign,  tbey  were  to  find  him 
guilty. 


Court  for  Crown  Cases  Reserved 

1.  Whether  the  prisoner,  being  found  guilty  of 
Stealing  k  sovereign,  could  rightly  be  convicted 
nnder  an  indictment  charging  liim  with  stealing 
19t.  6d.,  and  also, 

2.  Whether     the    conrt    wonld    have    had   the 


Wm.  HASDifui.  Chairman  of  the  Conrt. 

In  the  indictment  the  prisoner  was  charged 
with  stealing  "  nineteen  shillings  and  siipenca  in 
money  of  William  Jackson  Walton." 

No  coonsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

/.  Thompson  for  the  prosecution. —  Although 
the  thing  stolen  was  the  sovereign,  the  indictment 
ii  sufficient  and  no  amendment  was  required.  By 
the  14  A;  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  18,  it  is  enacted  that  "  in 
STSfy  indictment  in  which  it  shall  be  necessary  to 
make  any  averment  as  to  any  money  or  any  note 
<tf  the  Bank  of  England  or  any  other  bank,  it  shall 
be  Boffioient  to  describe  sach  money  or  bank  note 
■mf^  aa  mone^,  withont  allegation  so  &r  as 
regaras  thedescnption  of  the  property,  specifying 
ny  particular  coin  or  bank  note ;  and  such  allega- 
ticni,  BO  br  as  regards  the  description  of  the  pro- 
perty, shall  be  sustained  by  proof  of  any  amount  of 
eoin  or  of  any  bank  note,  althongh  the  particulat 
■peciea  of  coin  of  which  snch  amount  was  composed, 
« tlie  pnrticalar  nature  of  the  bank  note  shall  not 
bs  pTOTCd."  "Hierefor©,  it  not  being  requisite  to 
chargethepriaoDerinthe  indictment  with  atealioRa 
■orerflign,  tim  indictment  was  proved  bedanse  tne 
pool  cf  K  stealing  of  the  vdne  of  the  sovereign 
Vonld  neoesaarily  inolode  the  stealing  of  19>.  Sd. 
AMamin^  hmrorer,  that  not  to  be  so,  the  allem- 
tioa  of  **  ainotoem  ibillinga  and  ^iipenoe  "  may  be 


struck  out  OS  surplusage,  and  then,  under  the  above 
section,  the  indictment  would  be  Kood,  charging 

fenerally  the  stealing  money  of  the  prosecutor, 
or  by  the  above  enactment  it  was  not  essential 
to  allege  the  specific  snm,  nor  was  it  necessary  to 
prove  it.  Among  the  instances  of  surplusage  in 
the  books  are  the  following :  Whero  a  m^n  was 
charged  with  oommitting  arson  in  the  night  time, 
and  it  was  proved  that  he  committed  it  in  the  day 
time,  the  time  chained  was  treated  as  surplnssge ; 
(Bex  V.  Minton,  2  East-  P.  C.  1021,)  So  upon  an 
indictment  for  having  in  poBseasion  a  die  made  of 
iron  and  steel,  it  was  holaen  immaterial  of  what 
the  die  was  made,  and  that  proof  of  a  die  made  of 
either  or  both  would  satisfy  the  charge:  {Bex  v. 
Oxford,  Itus.  &  Ry.  382.)  [Kbllt.  C.B.,  (oiler  the 
conrt  had  conferred  together),  said  thoy  would  wish 
to  hear  the  argument  as  to  the  power  of  the  court 
to  amend,  taking  it  as  the  court  did,  that  the 
indictment  was  amended  by  the  court  below  at  an 
earlier  stage  of  the  trial  bv  striking  out  "  nineteen 
shillings  and  sixpence,  and  mserttng  "  one 
sovereign."]  On  that  pwint  the  first  section  of  the 
14  &  16  Vict  c.  100  appliea,  which  provides  that 
whenever  on  the  trial  of  any  indictment  for  any 
felony  or  misdemeanor,  there  shall  appear  to  he 
any  variance  between  the  etatement  in  such  indict- 
ment and  the  evidence  offered  in  proof  thereof, 
in  (infer  alia)  the  name  or  description  of  any 
matter  or  thing  therein  named  or  described,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  on  the  trial  to  order 
the  indictment  to  be  amended  oocording  to  the 
proof.  The  allegation  of  nineteen  shillings  and 
sixpence  was  the  description  of  the  thing  charged 
aa  stolen,  and,  if  the  proof  varied,  it  was  amend- 
able. 

Kbllt,  0.  B.— We  are  all  agreed  that  nnder 
sect.  1  of  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100  the  court  had 
power  to  amend  the  indictment,  and  on  the  terms 
of  the  case  we  take  it  that  the  court  did  amend 
the  case  by  striking  out  the  words  "  nineteen 
ehillings  and  sixpence,"  and  inserting  the  words 
"  one  sovereign,"  but  reserved  the  point  as  to  its 
power  to  do  so  at  the  request  of  the  prisoner's 
counsel.  I  do  not  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  might  not  have 
been  sust^ned  ufion  the  original  indictment  inde- 
pendently of  any  amendment. 

SIaatin,  B.^I  also  think  that  sect.  1  authorised 
the  court  to  amend  in  this  case.  Bat  under  sect. 
18,  I  think  that  the  indictment  conld  not  have 
been   sustained   as  there  was   a  variance    in   the 

Brett,  J. — I  think  that  the  words  "  nineteen 
shillings  and  sixpence"  were  a  description  of  the 
thing  charged  as  stolen,  and  without  aetermining 
what  the  effect  of  that  is,  or  whether  on  amend- 
ment was  necessary,  I  think  that  under  sect.  1  the 
court  had  power  Co  amend  in  thia  cose,  and  I  take 
it  that  the  chairman  did  make  the  amendment  here 
before  verdict,  and  I  therefore  answer  the  second 
question  in  the  affirmative. 

GsovB  and  Qoain,  JJ.  concurred. 

Convietion  affirmed. 
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coxniT  or  qxteeh's  bevce. 

Reported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McEwllak,  Eeqn. 

Barristen-at-Lftw. 


Monday,  Nov,  13, 1872. 

Bkg.  v.  Allen  (Clerk),  and  Bird  and  another 
(Chnrch wardens  of  the  Parish  of  Shouldham). 

Churchwardens — Bight  of  election — Bight  of  per- 
petual  curate  to  nominate  one — S9th  canon — man- 
damus, 

A  perpetual  curate  is  a  "minister"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  S9th  canon,  which  declares  that 
**aU  churchwardens  or  qnesttnen  in  every  parish 
shall  he  chosen  by  the  joint  consent  of  th%  minister 
and  the  parishioners,  if  it  may  be;  but  if  they 
cannot  agree  upon  such  a  choice,  then  the  miyiister 
sliaU  choose  one,  and  the  parishioners  another  " 
and  in  absence  of  a  citstom  tliat  the  parishioners 
should  choose  both  churchwardens,  the  perpetual 
curate  has  a  right  to  choose  one. 

Where  a  mandamus  is  addressed  to  churchwardens 
during  their  year  of  office,  and  disobeyed  by  them 
during  that  pe^nod,  it  is  no  reason  for  refusing  a 
peremptory  writ  tliat  their  year  of  office  has 
expired.  * 

The  right  of  the  prosecutor,  the  perpetual  curate,  to 
nominate  one  of  the  churchwardens  having  been 
denied  by  the  parishioners,  lie  was  not  bound  to 
sithmit  any  name  to  tlie  vestry  meeting. 

Demitrrer  to  the  return  to  a  writ  of  mandamus 
and  alBO  demurrer  to  a  pica. 

The  writ  of  mandamus  was  addressed  to  the 
Bcv.  Wm.  Maxey  Allen,  C.  J.  Selby,  J.  Bird,  and 
Thos.  Brown,  and  was  in  the  following  terms  : 

Whereas  the  parish  of  Shouldham,  All  Saints,  in  the 
oountr  of  Norfolk,  is  an  ancient  parish  whereof  for  the 
time  being,   the   Bev.  William  Maxey  Allen,  olerk,  is 
the  minister  having  the  care    of    souls   therein,   and 
whereas  there  oaght  of  right  to  be  two  churchwardens  in 
the   said  parish,  to  be  chosen  in  Easter  week  in  each 
saocessive  year  by  the  joint  consent  of  the  minister  and 
parishioners  of  the  parish,  if  it  may  be,   but  if  the  said 
minister  and  parishioners    cannot  agree  upon    sach  a 
choice  then  the  minister  of  right  ought  to  choose  one  of 
such  churchwardens,   and   the    said   parishioners   the 
other,  the  said  minister  and  parishioners  being  at  the 
time  of  the  said  choice  in  vestry   duly  assembled  ;  and 
whereas  we  have  been  given  to  understand,  and  be  in- 
formed in  our  court  before  us   by  the    Bov.    William 
Biaxey  Allen,  clerk,  that  on  Monday  in  Easter  week,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
seventy  one,  the  churchwardens  who  during  the  year 
then  last  past  had  served  in  the  said  parish  went  out  of 
office,    and  that  at  a  meeting  then  duly  holdcn  in  the 
vestry  of  the  said  pariah,  the  said  Rev.  William  Maxey 
Allen,  olerk,  then  being  the  minister  of  the  said  parish 
and  the  parishioners  there  and  then  assembled  in  such 
vestry,  could  not  agree  upon  the  choice  of  two  fit  and 
proper  persons  to  be  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish 
tor  the  year  then  next  ensuing,  and  thereupon  the  said 
Bev.  William  Maxey  Allen,  clerk,  in  due  manner  chose 
one  Charles  Selby ,  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  be  one  of  the 
churchwardens  of  the  said  parish,  for  the  year  then  next 
ensuing,  but  the  parishioners  present  at  the  said  meeting 
did  not,  although  requested  and  required  so  to  do,  nor 
would  choose  another  fit  and  proper  person  to  be  other 
churchwarden,  but  did  then  unlawf ullv,  and  have  always 
ever  since  refused  so  to  do,  whereby  tne  place  and  office 
of  the  said  churchwarden  has  been,  and  still  is,  vacant, 
to  the  manifest  hindrance  and  obstruction  of  the  affairs 
of  the  said  parish.    And  whereas  we  have  further  been 
given  to  understand,  and  be  informed  in  our  court  before 
us,  that  to  you,  or  some  of  you,  it  doth  of  right  belong 
to   convene  a   meeting  of   the  parishioners,  being  in- 
habitants  and  ratepayers  of  the  said  parish,  in  order  that 
they  may  at  such  meeting  proceed  to  elect  in  a  due, 
proper,  uid  valid  manner,  a  person  to  serve  as  church- 


warden in  the  said  parish,  for  the  remainder  of  the  jear. 
We,  therefore,  being  willing  that  a  fit  and  speedy  remedy 
may  be  applied  in  this  respect,  as  it  is  reasonable,  and 
there  being  no  other  remeoy  for  the  Tniunlii«f  oansed  to 
the  said  parish  bv  the  said  place  and  office  of  ohnroh- 
warden  being,  and  remaining  vacant,  do  oommand  you, 
the  said  vicar  and  churchwardens,  or  alleged  ohiudi- 
wi^ens,  of  the  said'parish,  firmly  enjoining  you,  or  sooh 
of  you  to  whom  the  same  doth  of  right  belong,  forthwith 
to  convene  a  meeting  of  the  said  parishioners,  being  in- 
habitants, ratepayers  of  the  said  parish,  in  order  that 
thev  may  at  sudh  meeting  proceed  to  the  dne,  proper, 
and  vaUd  election  of  a  person  to  serve  as  ohnrohwaraen 
in  the  said  parish  for  the  remainder  of  this  year.  And 
we  do  further  command  you,  or  such  of  you  to  whom  the 
same  doth  of  right  belong,  to  do  all  acts  necessary  to  be 
done  by  you,  and  each  of  you,  in  order  to  fhe^  doe  and 
proper  convening  of  the  said  meeting  and  election  of  the 
said  churchwarden,  according  to  your  authority  in  that 
behalf  respectively,  or  that  you  show  us  cause  to  the 
contrary  thereof,  lest  by  your  default  the  same  oomplaint 
should  be  repeated  to  us;  and  how  you  shall  have 
executed  this  our  writ  make  known  to  us  at  Westminster 
forthwith,  then  returning  to  us  this  our  writ,  and  this 
you  are  not  to  omit.    Witness,  Ac. 

The  answer  of  Josiah  Bird  and  Thomas  Brown, 
two  of  the  persons  named  in  the  writ,  was  as  fol- 
lows: 

1.  We,  being  two  of  the  persons  to  whom  this  writ  is 
directed,  do  most  humbly  certify  and  return  to  our 
sovereign  lady  the  Queen  that  the  church  of  our  said 
parish  of  Shouldham  All  Sainte  foresaid  was  heretofore 
appropriated  to  the  prioiy  of  Shouldham,  in  the  said 
countv  of  Norfolk,  and  so  remained  appropriated  nntil 
the  fifteenth  day  of  October  in  the  thirtieth  Tear  of  the 
reign  of  King  Henry  the  Eightii,  on  which  day  the  said 
priory  was  surrendered  into  uie  hands  of  the  said  Ejn|^ 
with  all  the  tithes,  both  ^reat  and  small,  from  our  said 

Sarish,  and  so  remained  m  the  Crown  until  the  sixth  of 
lay  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  King  Edward  the 
Sixth,  when  the  same  were  granted  by  the  said  King  to 
one  Thomas  Mildmay,  and  by  him  to  Francis  Qm!wdj, 
serjeant-at-law,  and  afterwards  by  certain  trustees*  m 
whom  the  same  were  then  vested,  to  Sir  John  Hare, 
Knight,  from  whom  they  have  descended  to  and  become 
vested  in  Sir  Thomas  Hare,  Baronet,  now  owner,  and 
that  at  the  time  of  the  surrender  of  the  said  priory  to  the 
Crown  there  was  not  any  rector,  vicar,  or  other  minister 
of  our  said  parish. 

2.  And  we  do  further  most  humbly  certify  and  retnin 
that  the  said  William  Maxey  Allen,  clerk,  is  not  bj 
reason  of  the  matters  hereinbefore  returned  the  miwiatf^ 
of  the  said  parish,  who  of  right  ought  to  chooee  or 
appoint  one  of  the  churchwardens  for  our  said  parish, 
and  that  by  the  statute  of  the  thirty-first  and  thirty- 
second  Victoria  chapter  117  section  2,  the  said  BsTerend 
William  Maxey  Allen,  clerk,  is  only  deemed  and  slyled 
the  vicar  of  our  said  parish  for  the  purpose  of  style  and 
designation,  but  not  for  any  other  purpose. 

3.  And  we  do  further  humbly  certify  and  return  that 
every  year  in  our  said  parish,  from  the  time  whereof  the 
memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  uid  while 
the  said  church  was  so  appropriated  as  aforesaid,  and  so 
on  until  the  insuing  of  this  writ,  two  fit  and  proper  per- 
sons have  been  of  right  in  every  year  chosen  and 
appointed  churchwardens  at  vestries  held  for  snoh  por- 
poee,  and  that  a  vestrv  meeting  was  duly  holden,  as  in 
this  writ  alleged,  on  the  dav  therein  stated,  videlioet,  the 
10th  of  April,  and  thence  by  adjournment  on  the  17th  of 
April  in  the  following  week,  but  that  the  said  Bererend 
William  Biaxey  Allen  did  not  at  such  meeting  in  dn/b 
manner  choose  or  nominate  the  said  dMrlee  James 
Selby  as  such  churchwarden  as  in  the  said  writ  alleged, 
nor  did  he  endeavour  to  obtain  the  oonsent  of  tiie 
parishioners,  nor  ascertain  by  putting  the  qoeetion  as 
chairman  or  otherwise,  whether  the  said  parishioners 
were  so  agreed  or  would  consent  jointly  with  himnnlf  to 
the  choice  of  two  churchwardens  for  the  ensninff  year, 
nor  did  he  in  any  way  choose,  nominate,  or  appoiin  at  thi 
said  veetry  the  said  Charles  James  Mfaar  as  olnneli- 
warden  for  the  then  ensuing  year,  and  tMnapoa  tht 
said  parishioners,  in  vestry  assembled,  proeeiedsd  to 
choose,  and  did  choose,  ns,  the  said  Josali  Bbrd  aad 
Thomas  Brown,  as  and  for  the  two  ehnvdnvacdins  Cor 
the  year  ensuing,  as  of  right  tibeve  oi^ht  to  bs  ywity 
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ehoBOH,  to  serve  laoh  office  in  oar  said  parish,  whereby 
the  said  offices  became  full  till  Easter  week  this  year. 

4.  And  we  do  further  most  humbly  certify  and  return 
that  sinoe  the  issuing  of  this  writ  on  Monday,  in  the 
Baster  week  of  this  present  year,  at  a  meeting  of  the 
pariahioners,  in  vestry  duly  assembled,  and  of  wnioh  the 
•aid  Ber.  William  Maxor  Allen  was  chairman*  we,  the 
•aid  Jonah  Bird  and  Thomas  Brown  dnly  attended  in 
diaoharge  of  oar  said  office,  and  brought  in  our  accounts, 
which  were  dulj  examined  and  passed,  and  thereupon 
gave  up  uid  relinquished  our  said  office  for  the  year,  for 
whioh  we  had  been  so  chosen  as  aforesaid. 

To  this  return  the  prosecutor  pleaded  (for  a 
filth  plea)  as  to  the  third  paragraph  of  the  answer, 
that  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  meeting, 
the  said  parishioners  wholly  denied  the  right  and 
title  of  the  said  prosecutor  to  choose  and  nominate 
jointly  with  them,  or  otherwise,  churchwardens  of 
the  said  parish,  wherefore  the  said  prosecutor  did 
not  endeayour  to  obtain  the  oonsent  of  the  said 
parishioners,  nor  to  ascertain  whether  they  would 
consent  jointly  with  himself  to  the  choice  of  two 
churchwardens,  but  nominated,  as  be  lawfully 
might,  the  said  Charles  James  Selby  as  church- 
warden, without  making  such  endeavour  to  obtain 
the  consent  of  the  said  parishioners,  or  to  ascer- 
tain whether  they  would  consent  jointly  with  him- 
self to  the  choice  of  two  churchwardens  for  the 
said  parish. 

The  prosecutor  also  demurred  to  the  return,  on 
the  groimd  that  it  did  not  show  sufficient  reasons 
for  a  non-compliance  with  the  mandatory  clause  of 
the  writ,  upon  the  ground  (amongst  others)  that  the 
Ibcts  alleged  admit  that  the  prosecutor  was  de  facto 
minister  of  the  said  parish,  and  that  no  custom  is 
alleged  to  exist  entitling  the  parishioners,  under 
the  circumstances,  to  proceed  to  the  election  of 
the  defendants. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  prosecutor's 
fifth  plea,  on  the  ground  that  the  cause  assigned 
did  not  justify  the  prosecutors  refraining  from  any 
attempt  to  obtain  the  consent  of  the  parishioners, 
or  to  ascertain  whether  they  would  so  consent  or 
not  when  in  vestry  assembled. 

Issue  was  joined  on  the  demurrer  and  cross- 
demurrer. 

Arthur  Cluurles,  for  the  prosecutor. — The  return 
to  the  writ  of  mandamus  is  bad,  for  it  does  not 
show  the  existence  of  a  custom  that  both  church- 
wardens should  be  chosen  by  the  parishioners,  and 
in  the  absence  of  proof  of  such  a  custom  the  ordi- 
nary law  must  prevail.  [QuAiN  J. — Does  not  the 
tiiird  paragraph  of  the  return  set  out  a  custom  P] 
It  does  not  state  that  the  custom  was  for  the 
parishioners  to  appoint  both  churchwardens;  it 
carefully  avoids  making  such  a  statement.  The 
general  law  is  declared  by  the  89th  canon  (cited  in 
1  Bam8*8  Ecclesiastical  fjaw,  401),  as  follows :  **  All 
churchwardens  or  questmen  in  every  parish  shall 
be  chosen  by  the  joint  consent  of  the  minister  and 
the  parishioners,  if  it  may  be ;  but  if  they  cannot 
Sffree  upon  such  a  choice,  then  the  minister  shall 
£oose  one  and  the  parishioners  another;  and 
without  such  a  joint  or  several  choice  none  shall 
take  upon  them  to  be  churchwardens.**  In  Catten 
T.  Ba/n/nck  (I  Str.  145),  the  court  held,  that  a  par- 
ticular custom  alleged  in  that  case  having,  owing 
to  a  disagreement,  to  be  laid  aside,  they  must 
fesort  to  the  89th  canon.  There  does  not  seem  to 
be  any  case  reported  in  which  the  right  of  a 
perpetual  curate  to  nominate  one  of  the  church- 
waidens  has  been  determmed ;  but  it  is  submitted 
Hbmlt  as  to  this  right,  a  perpetual  curate  and  ^ 
ynemr  stand  in  exactly  the  same  position ;  each  is 
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equally  a  "minister**  within  the  meaninc^  of  the 
8^h  canon.  There  is  one  case  in  which  the  right 
of  a  stipendiary  curate  to  nominate  one  of  the 
churchwardens  was  upheld — that  of  Hubbard  v. 
Penrice  (2  Str.  1246),  where  Lee,  C.J.  held  that  a 
curate  stood  in  the  place  of  the  parson  for  the 
purpose  of  nominating  one  churchwarden,  and 
cited  2  Vent.  41,  that  a  curate  may  make  a  present- 
ment. The  statement  in  the  return  that  at  the 
time  of  the  dissolution  of  the  monasteries  the 
church  of  Shouldham  was  appropriated  to  the 
priory  of  Shouldham,  does  not  prove  anything  as 
to  the  mode  in  which  the  churchwardens  were 
appointed ;  for  it  is  quite  inconsistent  with  this 
statement  that  the  church  was  served  by  one  of 
the  members  of  the  priory,  and  after  the  dissolution 
of  the  monasteries,  oy  a  vicar  or  perpetual  curate. 
As  to  the  complaint  contained  in  the  3rd  paragraph 
of  the  return  that  the  prosecutor  did  not  in  due 
manner  nominate,  or  endeavour  to  obtain  the 
oonsent  of  the  parishioners,  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  the  canon  prescribes  no  particular  mode  in 
which  this  must  be  done.  Finsdly,  with  reference 
to  the  statement  in  the  last  paragraph  of  the 
return  that  the  defendants  have  ceased  to  be 
churchwardens,  this  caqibe  no  answer  to  a  writ  of 
mandamust  which  was  served  upon  them  whilst 
they  were  still  churchwardens. 

MerewetheTt  for  the  defendants,  submitted  that  the 
return  made  it  sufficiently  clear  that  there  was  no 
custom  that  the  perpetual  curate  should  appoint 
one  of  the  churchwardens,  and  that  there  was  a 
custom  that  the  parishioners  should  appoint  both. 
[CocKBURN,  C.J. — But  the  return  does  not  traverse 
the    allegation    in    the  writ  as  to  the  mode  of 
choosing.]    The  return  states  matter  which  shows 
that  there  could  not  have  been  a  custom  for  the 
perpetual  curate  to  appoint  one  of  the  church- 
wardens.    It  states  that  the  rectory  was  an  impro- 
priate one,  and  therefore  had  no  parson  who  could 
nominate.  [Blackburn,  J. — But  the  priory  to  which 
it  was  appropriate  must    have    appointed  some 
person  to  have  the  cure  of  souls  there,  and  the 
person  so  app)ointed  would,  inter  aHa,  attend  the 
vestry  meetmg  and  nominate  one  of  the  church- 
wardens.]   There    is  no  trace  whatever  of  this 
monastery  having  appointed  one  of  the  church- 
wardens, or  indeed  of  any  monastery  doing  so. 
[Blackburn,  J. — I  should  have  conjectured  that  the 
particular  member  of  their  body  sent  to  officiate 
would  have  done  so.]    It  is  submitted  that  the 
monastery  would  not  be  a  "  minister  **  within  the 
meaning  of  the  89th  canon,  and  that  the  perpetual 
curate  is  not  such  a  minister  either.    The  case 
cited  by  Lee,    C.J.,  from  2   Vent.  41,  was  the 
case  of  a  curate  appointed  by  the  bishop  under  a 
sequestration,  and  the  decision  was  simply  to  the 
effect    thai    the    curate,    who    was    the    deputy 
of   the  parson,  stood  in    the    same  position  as 
to  presentment  as  the  parson.      The  perpetual 
curate  in  the  present  case  does  not  represent  any 
one  who  could  nominate  a  churchwarden  ;  he  is 
merely  the  representative  of  the  lay  rector,  who  is 
in  no  sense  of  the  term  a  parson.    There  is  no 
authority  whatever  for  the  proposition  that  a  per- 
petual curate  is  a  "  minister**  within  the  meaning 
of  the  89th  canon.     [Quain,  J.,  cited.  Black.  Com. 
386;  "These  appropriating  corporations  or  reli- 
gious houses  were  wont  to  depute  one  of  their  own 
body  to  perform  divine  service  and  administer  the 
Sacraments  in  those  parishes  of  which  the  society 
was  thus  the  parson.     TVi\^  o^cm\\\i%  xcLVOLva^^ic 
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was  in  reality  no  more  than  a  curate,  deputy,  or 
vicegerent  of  the  appropriator,  and  therefore  called 
vicariiLS  or  yicar.     His  stipend  was  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  appropriator,  who  was,  however,  bound 
of  common  right  to  find  somebody,  qui  iUi  de  tem^ 
porcUibuSf  episcopo  de  spirittudibus,  deheat  respon' 
dere.      But  this  was  done   in   so   scandalous    a 
manner,  and  the  parishes  suffered  so  much  by  the 
neglect  of  the  appropriators,  that  the  Legislature 
was  forced   to  interpose  ;   and  accordinffly  it  is 
enacted  by  stat.  15  Bic.  2,  c.  6,  that  in  all  appro- 
priations of  churches   the  diocesan  bishop  shall 
ordain  (in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  church)  a 
competent  sum  to  be  distributed  among  the  poor 
parishioners  annually ;  and  that  the  vicarage  shall 
De  sufficiently  endowed,  &c."]    If  the  court  is  of 
opinion  that  a  perpetual  curate  is  a  minister  within 
the  meaning  of  the  89th  canon,  then  the  defen- 
dants fall  back  upon  the  non-compliance  by  the 
prosecutor  with  the  reauirements  of  the  canon.  The 
canon  requires  the  election  to  be  made  by  the 
minister  and  parishioners  jointly  "  if  it  may  be ; 
but  if  they  cannot  agree  upon  such  a  choice,  then 
the  minister  shall  choose  one  and  the  panshioners 
another."    Now  it  appears  upon  the  record  that 
this  course  was  not  pursued ;  no  attempt  whatever 
was  made  to  get  the  joint  consent  of  minister  and 
parishioners.    [Blackbubn,  J. — Surely  the  plea  to 
the  return  meets  that.    There  is  no  use  in  asking 
a  man  to  do  a  thing  if  he  tells  you  he  is  going 
to  do  the  contrary.]    It  is  submitted  that  some 
steps  should  have  been  taken  to  obtain  an  agree- 
ment in  the  choice.    It  might  well  be  that  the 
rival  parties  would  be  able  to  agree  in  their  choice 
of  a  person,  though  not    in  opinion  as  to  their 
respective  rights.    Lastly,  the  court  is  now  asked 
to  order,  by  mandarmii,  certain  persons  to  convene 
a  vestry,  after    those    persons    have    ceased   to 
be  churchwardens,  and  to  have  any  further  power 
of  convening  or  otherwise.     The  rector  is    the 
proper  person  to  convene  a  meeting.    In  Reg.  v. 
D'Oyl&if  (12  A.  A  E.  158),  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
delivenng  the  judgment  of  the  court  said,  "  The 
proper  place  for  the  election  of  churchwardens 
IS     some    convenient    place    within     the    pre- 
cincts   of  the   church;    and  the   rector   is   the 
proper  person  to  provide  as  of  common  right,  and 
as    owning  the  freehold  of  the  church.  .  .  .  As- 
suming, then,  that  he  possesses  this  right,  the 
question  now  is,  what  powers  he  has  by  statute, 
and   whether    he     has    exercised    his    functions 
according  to  law.     Stat.  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  s.  1, 
requires  notice  of  the  vestry  to  be  given,  but  does 
not  say  who  is  to  give  it.    We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  rector  is  the  fit  person ;  he  is  at  the  head  of 
the  parish  for  this  purpose,"  &c.    [Bi«ackbubn,  J., 
referred  to  The  May  or ,  Src,  of  Rochester  y.  The  Qiteen 
(El.  Bl.  &  El.  1024.)]    Williams,  J.,  asked  in  that 
case:  "How  can  the   Court    of   Queen's   Bench 
impose  on  those  who  were  not  in  office  at  the 
appointed  time  a  daty,  or  confer  on  them  a  power, 
wnich  the  Legislature  has  not  thought  proper  to 
impose  or   confer?"    [Blackburn,  J.-  But    the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  was  different.] 
The  defendants  in  the  present  case  have  not  now  the 
power  to  oonvene  a  vestry  meeting.    [Oockbubn, 
C.J. — If  the  intention  of  the  prosecutor  is  not  to 
enforce  a  peremptory  writ  against  the  defendants, 
but  merely  to  get  a  decision  as  to  his  right  to 
nominate  one  of  the  churchwardens,  then  we  may 
an  well  decide  the  question  in  this  form  as  in  any 
oUbarJ 


Charles  said  the  prosecutor  only  desired  to  have 
a  decision  as  to  his  right  to  nominate  one  of  the 
churchwardens. 

Merewetlier. — ^Then  the  prosecutor  will  not  be 
entitled  to  costs.  In  Reg,  v.  The  Directors  of  the 
BlachwaU  Railway  (9  Dowl.  558),  a  case  in  which 
by  agreement  between  the  parties,  an  application 
was  made  for  a  mandamiis  merely  with  a  view  to 
obtain  the  opinion  of  the  court  whether,  on  the 
construction  of  a  private  Act,  the  proceeding  by 
mandamus  was  the  proper  one,  the  court  stopped 
the  argument  and  refused  to  give  any  decision. 
[Blackbubn,  J. — If  the  defendants  are  wrong  in 
their  contention,  then,  as  they  disobeyed  the  writ 
before  they  went  out  of  office,  they  ought  to  pay 
the  costs.  CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — We  are  all  agreed 
upon  our  judgment  as  to  the  right  of  the  prosecu- 
tor to  nominate  one  of  the  churchwardens.  The 
only  doubt  is  as  to  the  proper  course  to  be  pur- 
sued, the  defendants  being  no  longer  in  office,  and 
therefore  unable  to  comply  with  the  writ.  I 
suppose  you  will  arrange  it  amongst  you  that  the 
matter  will  not  go  any  further  if  we  decide  in 
favour  of  the  prosecutor  P] 

Charles  asked  for  costs  against  the  parties  who 
had  disobeyed. 

CocKBURN,  G.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  that 
which  is  said  to  be  the  general  custom  of  the 
ecclesiastical  law  throughout  the  realm  applies  in 
a  case  of  this  kind,  where  there  was  originally  a 
monastery  and  that  monastery  has  been  dissolved 
and  a  perpetual  curate  appointed  as  minister  of 
the  parish.  There  must  have  been,  at  the  time 
the  monastery  was  in  existence,  some  mode  in 
which  the  ecclesiastical  affairs  of  the  parish  were 
managed.  This  ecclesiastical  body  or  the  repre- 
sentative of  it,  as  administering  the  spiritual  con- 
cerns of  the  parish,  must  be  tiucen — in  absence  of 
any  evidence  of  a  custom — to  have  taken  that  part 
in  the  administration  of  affairs  which  would  be 
applicable  to  the  case.  The  monastery  does  not 
appear  in  the  present  case,  to  have  appointed  a 
vicar,  as  they  did  in  most  of  the  ca8es,where  we  find 
that  they  sent  one  of  their  body  to  act  the  part  of 
one;  but  I  presume  that  whoever  was  dele- 
gated by  the  monastery  in  the  present  case 
took  the  usual  part  in  performing  the  offices  of 
the  church ;  and  I  take  it  that  this  view  of 
the  law  applies  to  all  cases  where  there  is 
no  evidence  to  the  contrary.  The  general  ec- 
clesiastical law,  which  was  in  existence  before 
the  dissolution  of  the  monasteries  would,  I 
conceive,  at  once  attach  to  the  new  created  state 
of  things.  A  perpetual  curate  is  for  all  purposes 
a  minister  of  the  parish ;  he  performs  the  same 
functions  as  a  rector.  He  is  not  the  representative 
of  the  rector  or  vicar  in  the  sense  in  which  an 
ordinary  curate  is ;  he  is  himself  the  man  who  has  got 
the  government  of  the  parish ;  he  is  the  minister 
of  the  parish.  We  are  not  called  on  to  say  whether 
it  is  necessary  to  adopt  the  opinion  of  Lee,  C.  J., 
in  the  case  cited,  that  a  stipendiary  curate  would 
be  competent  to  represent  the  rector  in  the  election 
of  a  churchwarden.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
that  question  here,  as  we  are  not  dealing  with  the 
case  of  such  a  curate.    It  is  enough  to  say  that  the 

general  law  obtains  in  the  absence  of  a  custom,  for 
ere  there  is  no  custom;  and  according  to  the 
general  law  the  right  of  election  is  as  stated  in  the 
89th  Canon. 

Blackbubn,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     I 
take  it  that  the  rule  of  law  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
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canons  was  accurately  stated  by  Lord  Hardwioke 
{Middleton  v.  Croft,  2  Atk.  650).  It  is  to  the  effect 
that  the  canons  do  not  by  their  own  force  bind  the 
laity,  but,  as  stated  by  Lord  Coke  in  Cawdrie^s  case 
"that  such  canons  and  constitutions  ecclesiastical 
as  have  been  allowed  by  general  consent  and  cus- 
tom within  the  realm,  and  are  not  contrary  or  re- 
pugnant to  the  laws,  statutes,  and  customs  thereof, 
nor  to  the  damage  or  hurt  of  the  Eang's  preroga- 
tive, are  still  in  force  within  this  realm  as  uie 
£ang's  ecclesiastical  laws  of  the  same."  Now,  the 
89th  canon,  which  has  been  cited,  states  that  "  all 
churchwardens  or  questmen  in  every  parish  shall 
be  chosen  by  the  joint  consent  of  the  minister  and 
the  parishioners,  if  it  may  be ;  but  if  they  cannot 
agree  upon  such  a  choice,  then  the  minister  shall 
choose  one  and  the  parishioners  another;  and 
without  such  a  joint  or  several  choice,  none 
shall  take  upon  them  to  be  churchwardens." 
There  may  be  a  custom  to  the  contrary  of 
this,  though  the  canon  says  nothing  on  this 
subject.  The  first  question  is.  Has  this  89th 
canon  been  so  far  adopted  into  English  law  as  to 
be  part  of  the  Eang's  ecclesiastical  law.  I  think 
it  has  been ;  and  that,  unless  there  is  a  custom  to 
the  contrary,  the  minister  does  by  common  right 
appoint  one  of  the  churchwardens.  The  argument 
for  the  defendants  was  that  a  perpetual  curate  is 
not  a  minister  within  the  meanmg  of  this  canon. 
I  am  puzzled  to  see  any  reason  why  he  should  not 
be.  The  perpetual  curate  has  the  cure  of  souls. 
Rectors  have  been  in  existence  from  time  imme- 
morial, but  vicars  have  not  been ;  yet  it  is  not  pre- 
tended that  a  vicar  does  not  by  common  nght 
appoint  one  of  the  churchwardens.  That  must 
be  because  he  is  a  minister  within  the  meaning 
of  the  ecclesiastical  law,  and  therefore  appoints 
as  of  conmion  right.  It  has  been  said  on  behalf 
of  the  defendants,  that  where  a  monastery  became 
the  impropriator  of  a  church,  and  app)ointed  some 
one  number  of  their  body  to  perform  the  duties  of 
the  church,  they  could  not  appoint  one  of  the 
churchwardens.  But  there  does  not  seem  to  me  to 
be  any  difficulty  about  it.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  person  so  appointed  would  be,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  canon,  the  minister  of  the  parish  for 
the  purpose  of  appointing  a  churchwarden,  and 
that  when  the  monasteries  came  into  lay  hands, 
and  it  became  necessary  to  appoint  perpetual 
corates,  they  were  in  all  respects  ministers 
for  the  same  purpose.  I  think  it  not  improb- 
able that  in  some  parishes  there  might  have 
arisen  a  custom  for  the  parishioners  to  appoint  two 
churchwardens ;  but  upon  the  facts  stated  on  this 
record,  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  a  custom.  On 
the  hare  question  whether  the  prosecutor  in  the 
present  case  comes  within  the  89th  canon  so 
as  primd  facie  to  have  a  ri^ht  to  appoint  one  of 
the  churchwardens,  my  opmion  is  tnat  he  does. 
As  to  the  other  points  taken  in  the  case,  I  do  not 
think  it  was  necessary  to  make  an  attempt  to 
induce  the  vestry  to  appoint  the  nominee  of  the 
proseculor,  when  they  had  already  said  that  they 
would  not ;  and  as  to  the  defendants  having  now 
ceased  to  be  churchwardens,  this  might  be  a  reason 
for  not  committing  them  for  contempt  for  dis- 
obedience to  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus; 
bat  it  does  not  touch  the  question  of  costs. 

QuAiH,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the 
absence  oi  a  special  custom  to  tne  contrary,  a 
perpetoal  curate  as  a  minister,  within  the  meaning 
of  toe  89th  canon,  has  a  right  to  nominate  one  ci 


the  churchwardens.  No  case  decides  that  he  is  not 
a  minister,  within  the  meaning  of  the  canon ;  and 
it  would  be  a  very  strange  thing  if  he  were  not. 
There  is  some  evidence  that  he  is.  From  sect.  2 
of  58  (xeo.  3,  c.  69,  it  seems  that  the  minister 
has  the  right  to  preside  at  vestry  meetings. 
That  section  provides  that  '*  in  case  the  rector  or 
vicar,  or  perpetual  curate,  shall  not  be  present,  the 
persons  so  assembled  in  pursuance  of  such  notice, 
shall  forthwith  nominate  and  appoint  by  plurality 
of  votes,  to  be  ascertained  as  hereinafter  is  directed, 
one  of  the  inhabitants  of  such  parish,  to  be  the 
chairman  of,  and  preside  in  every  such  vestry," 
&c.,  showing  that  if  instead  of  a  rector  or  vicar 
there  was  a  perpetual  curate,  he  was  a  minister 
within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,  and  should  preside. 
If  that  is  so,  I  see  no  reason  why  he  should  not 
also  be  the  minister  for  the  purpose  of  nominating 
one  of  the  two  churchwardens. 

Judgment  for  the  prosecutor. 
Attorneys  for  prosecutor.  Brooks  and  Co, 
Attorneys  for  aef endants.  Fields  Eoscoe,  and  Co. 


Wednesday,  Nov.  20, 1872. 

The  North  London  Railway  Company  (apps.)  v. 
The  Vestry  of  St.  Mary,  Islington  (resps.) 

Eating — Bridge  over  raiUoa/u  —  Dedication  to  the 
public — Lighting — Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act  1865  (18  ^  19  Vi(^.  c.  120). 
The  appellants  (a  railway  company)  constructed 
over  their  railway  a  bridge  bOft.  wide,  on  which 
the  railwa/y  staixon  was  built,  and  which  cxtn- 
nected  two  streets  in  the  metropolis.  The  three 
lamps  on  the  bridge  were  erected  and  lighted  by 
the  railway  compamy,  and  by  deed  of  agreement 
between  the  railway  com.pany  a/nd  tfie  Neio 
River  ^a^erworks  Company,  the  latter  com- 
pa/ny  had  a  perpettidl  ea^em^nt  for  the  con- 
veya/nce  of  its  waier  over  the  bridge  by  means  of 
vipes  oAiid  mains  laid  under  its  surface.  The 
bridge  had  been  used  by  thjc  public  uninterruptedly 
for  eighteen  months,  and  a  public  cab  stand,  ap- 
pointed by  the  Commissioners  of  Police,  toan 
estal)lished  on  a  part  of  the  bridge. 
Held,  that  the  bridge  was  a  new  street  within  tJte 
meaning  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  and  that  the  appellants  were  liable  to  con- 
tribute in  respect  of  it  to  the  paving  of  the  road. 
Case  stated  by  justices. 

The  following  was  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  by  way  of  appeal 
against  an  order  made  by  us,  the  undersigned 
justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
whereby  we  adjudged  that  the  appellants  should 
pay  to  the  respondents  the  sum  of  761.  Ss.  4d.,  the 
amount  assessed  upon  them  by  the  said  respou- 
dents,  being  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary, 
Islington,  as  the  proportion  of  the  estimated  ex- 
penses determined  by  the  surveyor  of  the  said 
vestry  for  the  time  being,  to  be  paid  by  the  said 
appeUants  as  owners  of  the  Canonbury  railway 
station  and  buildings  abutting  on  a  new  street 
called  Douglas-road  North,  for  providing  and  lay- 
ing the  pavement  and  making  the  road  thereof, 
the  same  being  a  new  street  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  and  the 
several  Acts  amending  the  same  (18  &  19  Vict.  c. 
120 ;  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  1*12 ;  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  104  ; 
and  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102),  which  the  oaid  x^^^xv- 
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dents  as  sncb  yestry  had,  pursuant  to  the  105th 
section  of  the  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  deemed  it 
necessary  should  be  paved. 

The  appellants,  upon  being  served  with  a  notice 
(a  copy  of  which  was  annexed  to  the  case)  to  pay 
the  sum  so  apportioned,  having  declined  to  pay 
such  demand,  they  were  summoned  at  the  com- 
plaint of  the  respondents  to  appear  before  us  at  a 
petty  session  held  on  the  18th  April  last,  and  the 
complaint  was  heard  before  us  on  the  2nd  May 
instant,  when  we  made  an  order  upon  the  said 
appellants  to  pay  the  sum  so  assessed  upon  and 
demanded  from  them.  And  the  appellants  being 
dissatisfied  with  our  decision  in  point  of  law,  did 
then  apply  to  as  to  state  a  case,  setting  forth  the 
facts  and  the  ground  of  our  determination,  for  the 
opinion  and  decision  thereon  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench.  And  the  said  appellants  having 
duly  entered  into  recognisances  before  one  of  us  to 
prosecute  such  appeal,  and  to  submit  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  might 
be  awarded  by  the  same,  we  do  hereby,  in  ac- 
cordance with  such  request,  state  the  following 
case  for  the  opinion  of  tne  said  court. 

1.  It  was  admitted  that  if  the  part  of  such 
road  opposite  Canonbury  Station,  of  which  the 
appellants  are  owners,  and  in  respect  of  which 
they  are  assessed  as  aforesaid,  is  a  new  street 
within  the  meaning  of  the  said  Acts,  under  which 
the  resolutions  of  vestry  were  passed,  and  the  de- 
mand made  and  summonses  issued,  all  the  pre- 
liminary steps  had  been  regularly  taken,  and  our 
adjudication  was  right. 

2.  The  North  London  Railway  was  originally 
constructed  under  the  powers  conferred  by  an  Act 
of  Parliament  passed  in  1846,  and  had  stations  at 
Highbury  and  Newington-road.  Between  these 
stations  the  line  of  railway  crossed  the  channels 
of  the  new  river,  which  was  carried  over  it  by  an 
aqueduct.  Under  further  powers  conferred  by  an 
Act  passed  in  1861,  the  railway  was  widened,  and 
the  new  river  channel  was  then  diverted  and  car- 
ried over  the  line  by  a  bridge,  in  the  roadway  of 
which  pipes  were  laid  for  the  passage  of  the 
waters.  The  diversion  was  made  under  an  agree- 
ment cited  in  a  deed  dated  the  28th  Nov.  last, 
between  the  appellants  and  the  New  Biver  Com- 
pany, a  copy  of  which  deed  accompanies  this  case, 
and  the  bridge  was  built  and  the  pipes  were  laid 
down  in  accordance  with  the  agroement.  There 
are  three  lamps  on  the  bridge,  which  were  erected 
and  are  lighted  by,  and  at  the  expense  of,  the  ap- 
pellants. 

3.  A  new  station  on  the  railway,  called  Canon- 
bury  Station,  was  opened  on  the  1st  Dec.  1870,  and 
it  abuts  on,  and  is  approached  by,  and  entered 
from  the  brid^  where  it  crosses  the  lines  of  rail- 
way. A  station  master's  house,  and  other  pre- 
mises adjoining  to  and  forming  part  of  the  sta- 
tion premises,  abuts  on  the  road  beyond  the 
bridge. 

4.  Before  the  railway  was  constructed  a  public 
footway  existed  at  or  nearly  on  the  spot  where  the 
new  bridge  now  stands,  and  when  the  railway  was 
made  this  footway  was  carried  over  it  by  a  foot- 
bridge, and  until  the  erection  of  the  present  bridge, 
in  or  about  the  year  1870,  there  was  no  way  by 
which  carriages  could  cross  the  railway  at  this 
point. 

3.  After  therashrBj  was  oonstmcted,  and  before 

iAe  new  bridge  was  conatructed,  the  road  called 

nouglaaroad  North  was  laid  oat,  and  oonstmcted 


on  the  south  side  of  the  railway  up  to  the  southern 
boundarjr  of   the  ground  coloured  ffreen  on  the 

Elan  which  accompanies  this  case,  and  houses  were 
uilt  on  each  side  of  such  r(Md;  and  another 
roadway,  called  Grosvenor-road,  was  laid  out  and 
constructed  on  the  north  side  of  the  railway,  up 
to  the  northern  boundary  of  the  ground  coloured 
green  on  the  said  plan,  and  houses  were  built  on 
the  east  side  thereof,  and  other  houses  have  been 
built  on  the  west  side  thereof  since  the  construction 
of  the  said  bridge.  A  public  tab  stand,  appointed 
by  the  Commissioners  of  Police,  was  estaolished 
on  a  part  of  the  said  bridge,  longitndinally  along 
the  same.  The  bridge  was  left  open  for  the  passage 
of  the  public,  and  free  passage  of  carriages 
between  the  said  two  roads  was  suffered  uninter- 
ruptedly for  a  period  of  eighteen  months  previous 
to  the  13th  April  last,  on  which  day,  ana  subse- 
quent to  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings 
against  them  barriers  were  put  up  oy  the  ap- 
pellants across  the  carriage  way  approaches  to  the 
bridge,  leaving  the  foocway,  which  had  been 
flagged  and  curbed  by  the  appellants  on  each  side, 
open;  no  carriages  have  since  that  time  been 
aflowed  to  pass  over  the  bridge,  and  it  has  ceased 
to  be  used  as  a  cab  stand. 

6.  Upon  these  facts  we  deemed  that  the  road- 
way over  the  bridge  had  been  dedicated  to  the  use 
of  the  public  as  a  highway  by  the  appellants,  and 
that  it  is  a  new  street  within  the  meaning  of  the 
recited  Acts.  We  also  considered  that  after  a 
oontinuoas  and  uninterrupted  use  •by  the  public 
of  a  year  and  a  half  the  appellants  were  not 
entitled  to  resume  their  private  rights  by  means  of 
barriers  across  any  part  of  it.  We,  therefore, 
ordered  the  appellants  to  pay  the  sum  appor- 
tioned on  them  as  owners  of  the  property  abutting 
on  the  said  bridge  and  the  approaches  thereto,  as 
part  of  the  new  street  so  ordered  to  be  paved  by 
the  respondents. 

7.  The  question  for  the  decision  of  the  court  is 
whether  the  road  over  the  said  bridge  where  the 
Canonbury  station  abuts  thereon  is  a  new  street 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Acts,  so  as  to  have  entitled  the  said 
respondents  as  such  vestry  to  require  payment  by 
the  appellants  of  the  said  sum  of  752. 6«.  4i.,  and  to 
have  empowered  us  to  adjudge  the  appellants  to 
pay  the  same. 

o.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the 
affirmative,  yiz.,  that  such  road  is  a  new  street, 
the  order  is  to  be  confirmed ;  if  in  the  negative,  the 
same  to  be  quashed. 

Given  under  our  hands  at  Upper-street, 
Islington,  in  the  said  county,  this  13th  June  1872. 

Henbt  Warner. 

W.  Hughes  Hughes. 

J.  B.  Price. 

A.  Ballantine. 
The  indenture  referred  to  in  the  case  was  made 
the  28th  Dec.  1871,  between  the  North  London 
Bailway  Company  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
Giovemor  and  Company  of  the  New  Biver  brought 
from  Chadwell  and  Amwell  to  London  of  the 
other  part.  The  parts  material  to  the  argument 
are  as  follow : 

And  whereas  the  zailwaj  oompanv  some  ttme  sinoe 
obtained  parEamentMy  powers  enaolinff  them  to  widen 
their  said  line  of  lailway,  and  by  articles  of  agreement 
under  seal  dated  the  12th  June  1868,  and  expressed  to  be 
made  between  the  railway  oompai^  of  the  one  part,  and 
.  the  governor  and  oompany  of  ue  other  pMci,  altar 
\  twUang  Unit  V\  waa  taDflMkK«^\ft\AtcKlha  interest  of 
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flw»7  oompany  and  the  goTemor  and  oompany 
kiToly  to  do  away  with  the  said  aqnednot,  and  to 
» neoesaary  pipes  reqaired  for  the  oontinnona  flow 

water  of  tne  said  New  Biver  and  otherwise  as 
lafter  mentioned,  over  a  new  bridge  proposed  to 
sted  by  the  said  railway  company  over  and  across 
milway,  in  the  said  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington, 
point  of  the  intersection  of  Dooglas-road  North, 
WW  bridge  to  be  of  50ft.  in  width,  so  as  to  enable 
remor  and  company,  their  successors  or  assigns, 
iently  to  lay  thereon  and  under  the  railway  of  the 
iw  bridge,  which  would  be  devoted  to  the  use  of 
blio^  not  only  one  line  of  48in.  pipes,  as  and  for  an 
lot  u  substitution  of  the  said  aqueduct  then  pos- 

by  them,  but  also  two  lines  of  36in.  pipes  as 
ig  mains   in  substitution   of  the  two   pumping 

belonging  to  the  goTcmor  and  company  then 
inder  the  said  railway  (which  lattor  were  to  be 
id  and  discontinued),  and  that,  on  tiie  completion 
i  bridge  or  aqueduct,  they,  the  railway  company, 

grant  to  the  governor  and  company,  their  sue- 

and  assigns,  a  perpetual  ri^ht  or  easement  of 
ining  the  said  pipe  m  tiie  said  new  bridge,  and 
M  part  of  such  arrangement,  the  governor  and 
ly  had  agreed  on  the  nulway  company  making  and 
ting  such  new  bridge,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
»  for  the  time  being  of  the|[OTemor  and  company 
«said,  and  granting  such  rig^ht  or  easement  in  or 
.e  same  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  to  convey  and 

to  the  railway  company,  their  successors  and 
I,  the  portions  of  land  between  the  lines  marked, 
lioh  belonged  to  the  ^vemor  and  oompany,  ana 
ndnded  the  then  existing  aqueduct  and  the  abut- 
|nd  sites  thereof,  &c.,  it  is  witnessed  that  in  con- 
ion  of  the  sum  of  15001.  to  the  governor  and 
ly,  paid    by  the   railway  company  immediately 

tbo    execution     of    the     agreement     now    in 

and  also  in  consideration  of  the  agreement 
I  part  of  the  railway  company  thereinafter 
ed,  the  governor  and  oompany  did  a^ee  with 
way  company,  their  successors  and  assigns,  that 
.nd  so  soon  as  the  said  railway  company,  their 
ors  and  assigns,  should  have  made  and  completed 
ridge  and  aqueduct,  as  thereinafter  agreed  to  be 

to  the  satisiAction  of  the  engineer  for  the  time 
•f  the  governor  and  company,  and  should  have 
.  such  right  or  easement  in  or  over  the  same  as 
efore  mentioned  in  substitution  of  the  bridge  and 
st  so  conveyed  to  them  by  the  hereinbefore-recited 
re  of  the  8th  March  1860,  they,  the  governor  and 
y,  their  successors  or  assigns,  should  and  would 
and  assure  unto  the  railway  company,  their  sue- 

and  assigns,  the  fee  simple  and  inheritence  of 
<rtions  of  lana  lying  between  the  said  lines,  &c.,  as 
d  to  and  were  the  property  of  the  governor  and 
y,  with  the  existing  atj^ueduct  and  the  abutmente 
:  And  it  was  further  witnessed,  that,  in  considera- 
ble premises,  the  railway  company  did  agree  with 
emor  and  company,  their  successors  and  assigns, 
)  railway  company,  their  successors  and  assigns, 
uid  would,  at  their  own  coste  and  charges,  and  to 
isfaction  and  under  the  superintendence  of  the 
r  for  the  time  being  of  the  governor  and  oom- 
leir  successors  or  assigns,  make  and  construct  a 
id  substantial  bridge,  50ft.  in  width,  over  and 
their  railway,  in  me  said  parish  of  St.  Mary, 
•n,  at  the  pointe  marked,  at  such  level  as  might  be 
d  of  by  such  engineer,  to  enable  the  governor  and 
y  conveniently  to  lay  down  and  place  thereon  one 
18-inoh  mains  and  two  lines  of  36-inoh  pipes,  as 
d:  And  whereas  since  the  date  of  execution  of 
t-recited  agreement,  the  railway  company  have 
oted  the  said  bridge,  and  the  said  governor  and 
y  have  placed  thereon,  and  in  the  approaches 

one  line  of  48-inoh  mains  and  two  lines  of  36-inoh 
at  inasmuch  as  the  vestry  of  the  said  parish  of 
y,  Islington,  intimated  to  the  railway  oompany 
ty  founoT  that  the  laying  down  upon  such  bridge 
aid  mains  and  pipes,  with  the  reauisite  covering 
)  same,  would  bring  the  roadway  of  the  said  bridge 
her  level  than  was  convenient  in  reference  to  the 
bee  and  the  existing  houses  fronting  thereupon, 
led  various  difficultiee  in  regard  thereto,  it  has 
utoally  agreed  between  the  said  goremor  and 
y  and  th^  said  milwnjr  oomptuijr,  that  in  order  to 
ik9  taid  reatrjr  from  ha  ring'  any  oonttol  over  the 


approaches  to  such  bridge,  or  the  levels  thereof,  that  the 
railway  company  and  their  successors  should  not  only 
retain  for  ever  hereafter  the  said  bridge  and  the 
approaches  thereto  as  their  private  propertjr,  but 
should  also  enter  into  the  covenant  for  the  maintenance 
and  keeping  of  the  said  bridge,  and  the  approaches 
thereto  nereinafter  contained,  &o.  Now,  this  inden- 
ture witnesseth  that  in  order  to  carry  out  the  said 
agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the  conveyance,  and 
oovenante,  and  stipulations  on  the  part  of  the  governor 
and  company  hereinafter  contained,  the  railway  company 
do  hereby  grant  unto  the  governor  and  company^  their 
successors  and  assigns,  full  and  free  right  from  time  to 
time,  and  at  all  times  hereafter  to  maintain  and  continue, 
and  from  time  to  time,  as  may  be  found  necessary,  to 
replace  in  or  under  the  roadway  of  the  said  new  brid^ 
over  the  company's  railway  at  Douglas-road  North,  m 
the  said  parish  of  St.  Mary  Isling^ton,  in  the  County  of 
Middlesex,  and  the  approaches  thereto,  one  line  of  4oin. 
main  and  two  or  more  lines  of  other  pipes  of  such 
diameter  as  they  may  find  convenient  for  tne  purposes  of 
carrying  and  conducting  through  such  mains  and  pipes 
resi)ectively  the  stream  and  water  of  the  New  Biver  over 
the  said  railway,  and  of  pumping  water  through  the 
same  mains  and  pipes,  and  idso  full  and  free  liberty  from 
time  to  time  and  at  all  times  hereafter  to  dig  up  and 
temporarilv  remove  the  surface  of  the  road  over  the  said 
bridge^  and  approaches  for  the  purpose  of  repairing, 
removing,  relaying  and  replacing  the  same  mains  and 

8ipes,  the  governor  and  company  nevertheless  replacing 
tie  surfaoe  of  the  said  road  over  the  said  bridge  and  the 
approaches  thereto,  and  restoring  the  same  to  a  complete 
ana  proper  condition,  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  rail- 
way company  or  their  engineer  forthwith  as  soon  as  may 
be  after  every  such  removal  or  repairs  as  aforesaid,  &c. 
And  the  railway  company  do  hereby  for  themselves  and 
their  successors  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  with  and  to 
the  governor  and  company,  their  successors  and  assigns, 
in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  they  the  said 
railwav  companjf,  their  successors  or  assigns  shall  not, 
nor  will  at  any  time  or  times  either  in  the  use  and  occu- 
pation of  the  said  bridge  and  the  approaches  thereto  or 
in  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  said  railway  or  the 
works  connected  therewitii,  or  in  any  other  manner  how- 
soever,  do  or  commit,  or  cause  to  be  done  or  committed 
any  act  or  thing  whateoever  which  shall  or  may  in  any 
wise  endanger   or  tend  to  endanger  the  efficiency  and 
te  bility  of  the  said  bridge  or  of  any  bridge  for  the  time 
being  standing  on  the  site  tiiereof ,  or  of  any  substituted 
permanent  or  temporary  bridge,  as  regards  the  use  of  the 
same  bridge  by  the  governor  and  company  as  herein- 
before  mentioned,  or  which  shall  or  may  in  anywise 
endanger,  or  tend  to  endanger,  the  mains  and  pipes  of 
the  governor  and  company  for  the  time  being,  upon  or 
over  such  bridge  and  approaches  thereto,  or  the  supply 
of  water  through  the  same,  or  whereby  or  by  means 
whereof  the  governor  and  company,  or  their  successors  or 
assigzis,  or  tneir  architect  or  surveyor  for  the  time  being, 
or  their  servante,  or  workmen,  or  any  of  them,  may,  can, 
or  shall  be  in  anywise  prevented,  or  hindered,  in  or 
about  the  commencing,  carrying,  or  prosecuting,  or  com- 
pleting any  such  work  of  repair,  removal,  or  relaying,  or 
other  works  or  operations  to  or  upon  the  said  bridge  or 
the  approaches  thereto,  or  the  mains  and  pipes  for  the 
time  being  therein  or  thereover,  provided  sucn  repairs  and 
operations  respectively  in  no  way  impede  or  obstruct  the 
traffic  of  the  said  nulway,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that 
they,  the  railway  company,  their  successor  or  assigns, 
shall  and  will  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times,  as  far 
as  practicable,  use  and  occupy  the  same  bridge   and 
approaches,   and   railway,  and  works  so  and  in  such 
manner  as  will  make  the  same  most  available  for  the 
laying  and  maintaining  thereon  and  thereover  of  the 
pipes  and  mains  of  the  governor  and  company  as  afore- 
said, &o. 

Meadows  White,  for  the  appellants,  contended 
that  the  bridge  was  not  a  highway  dedicated  to 
the  pnblic  nor  a  new  street  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts.  The 
bridge  is  lighted  by  the  appellants  themselv^ 
whicn  wonld  not  be  the  case  if  it  were  a  ^^b\v^ 
highway ;  and  tlie  Xetig^  dl  m^^t  t^v^  q>tv  yc^ 
snpport  of  a  ded\ca\ivoii  \%  f^iorVi.  \j;!ws^'«^^^^ 
C.J.— The  xn&giatiTate«  Yttb^e  IomtA  «a  ^  \'wi^  ^^Joax* 
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the  bridge  has  been  dedicated  to  the  use  of  the 
public  as  a  highway  by  the  appellants.]  But  the 
magistrates  have  also  found  ana  stated  the  circum- 
stances under  which  it  has  been  so  used,  and  if 
those  circumstances  are  insufficient  to  establish  a 
dedication,  this  finding  will  not  preclude  the 
appellants  from  contending  that  it  is  not  a  high- 
way. Le  Neve  v.  The  Vestry  of  the  Hamlet  of 
MUe  End  Old  Town  (8  E.  &  BL  1055)  shows  that 
there  may  be  a  partial  dedication  to  the  public.  In 
that  case  there  was  a  continuous  line  of  nouses  on 
both  sides  of  a  public  road  in  the  metropolis,  and 
immediately  in  front  of  the  houses  on  either  side 
was  a  paved  footway  from  10  to  15  feet  wide^  and 
between  each  footway  and  the  carnage  way  an  in- 
termediate space  from  33  to  58  feet  wide.  The 
occupants  of  the  houses  on  either  side  had  always 
used  so  much  of  the  space  opposite  their  houses  in 
such  manner  as  suited  their  respective  trades, 
paying  a  small  yearly  rent  to  tne  lord  of  the 
manor  to  whom  the  sou  belonged.  Subject  to  the 
use  of  it  by  the  occupants,  the  public  had  always 
passed  over  this  intermediate  space  as  of  right, 
where  and  when  those  obstructions  permitted.  A 
publican  haying  erected  opposite  his  house  a 
moveable  shed  on  fixed  sockets  with  forms  for  his 
customers  to  use,  which  caused  no  obstruction  to 
the  paved  footway,  it  was  held  that  this  space  was 
not  part  of  a  "  street  *'  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  1855.  [Cock- 
burn,  C.  J. — What  proof  is  there  of  a  dedication  for 
a  limited  use  in  the  present  case  P]  If  it  were  a 
street,  the  vestry  would  be  bound  to  light  it, 
whereas  it  is  lighted  by  the  appellants.  Sect.  130 
of  the  Metropolis  Local  Mimagement  Aot  1855 
(18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120)  enacts  ttiat "  every  vestry 
and  district  board  shall  cause  the  several  streets 
within  their  parish  or  district  to  be  well  and  suffi- 
ciently lighted,  and  for  that  purpose  shall  main- 
tain, or  set  up  and  maintain,  a  sufficient  number  of 
lamps  in  every  such  street,  and  shall  cause  the 
same  to  be  lighted  with  gas  or  otherwise,  and  to 
continue  lighted  at  and  ouring  such  times  as  such 
vestry  or  board  may  think  fit,  necessary,  or  proper ; 
and  all  public  lamps,  and  the  lamp  posts,  and  lamp 
irons,  and  fittings  thereof,  to  be  provided  by  any 
vestry  or  district  board,  shall  vest  in  such 
vestry  or  board."  [Cockbukn,  C.J. — So  long 
as  you  light  it  sufficiently  the  vestry  need 
not.J  In  Poole  v.  Huekisson  (11  M.  &  W. 
830),  Parke,  B.  says:  "In  order  to  constitute 
a  valid  dedication  to  the  public  of  a  highway  by 
the  owner  of  the  soil,  it  is  clearly  settled  that 
there  must  be  an  int-ention  to  dedicate — there  must 
be  an  animus  dedicandi  of  which  the  user  by  the 
public  is  evidence  and  no  more ;  and  a  single  act  of 
interruption  by  the  owner  is  of  much  more  weight 
upon  a  question  of  intention  than  many  acts  of 
enjoyment."  Putting  up  the  barriers  in  the  pre- 
sent case  was  such  an  act  of  interruption. 
[CocKBURN,  C.J. — But  you  do  not  interrupt  until 
the  vestry  first  takes  action.]  In  the  deed  made 
by  the  appellants  with  the  New  River  Company 
there  are  covenants  by  the  appellants  to  repair  the 
bridffe — a  thing  which,  if  the  bridge  were  a  street, 
could  not  be  done  without  the  consent  of  the  vestry 
— showing  an  intention  not  to  give  the  vestry 
control  over  it.  If  the  bridge  be  a  street,  the 
vestry  would  also  have  power  to  pave  and  to  alter 
j'is  Jere],  uader  sect.  98  of  the  above-mentioned 
^ct!,  which  provides  that  "ft  shall  be  lawful  for 
every  vestry  and  diatrict  board  from  time  to  time 


to.  cause  all  or  every  of  the  streets  within  their 
parish  or  district  or  any  part  thereof  respectively 
to  be  paved  or  repaired,  when  and  as  often,  and  in 
such  form  and  manner,  and  with  such  materials  as 
such  vestry  or  board  think  fit,  and  to  cause  the 
ground  or  soil  thereof  to  be  raised  or  lowered,  and 
uie  course  of  the  channels  running  in,  into,  or 
through  the  same  to  be  turned  or  altered  in  such 
manner  as  they  think  proper,  and  to  alter  the  posi- 
tion of  any  mains  or  pipes  in  or  under  such  street, 
such  alteration  to  be  made  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  engineer  of  the  company  to  whicn  such 
mains  or  pipes  belong."  The  railway  company 
could  never  nave  intended  to  part  in  this  manner 
with  their  control  over  the  oridge ;  otherwise  it 
would  be  impossible  for  them  to  carry  out  the 
covenants  in  their  deed  with  the  New  Biver  Com- 
pany. [Mellor,  J. — Why  cannot  their  perpetual 
easement  be  consistent  with  a  dedication  to  the 
public?  There  maybe  a  partial  or  limited  dedi- 
cation. Blackbu&n,  J. — What  powers  would  the 
vestry  have  under  the  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act,  which  would  be  inconsistent  with  tne 
rights  of  the  railway  company  P]  The  deed  recites 
that  it  had  been  agreed  between  the  parties  that  '*  in 
order  to  prevent  the  said  vestry  from  having  any 
control  over  the  approaches  to  such  bridge  or  the 
levels  thereof,  the  railway  company  and  their  suc- 
cessors should  not  only  retain  for  ever  thereafter 
the  said  bridge  and  the  approaches  thereto,  as 
their  private  property,  but  should  also  enter  into 
the  covenant  for  the  maintenance^  and  keeping  of 
the  said  bridge  and  the  approaches  thereto." 
[Blackbukn,  J. — This  dedication  to  the  public  had 
been  going  on  for  a  year  before  this  deed  was 
made,  and  the  deed  cannot  alter  the  con- 
dition of  things  which  existed  at  the  time  of 
its  execution.]  But  the  deed  was  executed  in 
pursuance  of  a  previous  agreement,  the  object 
of  which  was  that  the  mains  and  pipes  should 
be  carried  over  the  railway  in  a  particular 
way.  In  Barraclough  v.  Johnson  (8  Ad.  a  EU.  99) 
it  was  held  that  in  determining  whether  or  not 
a  way  has  been  dedicated  to  the  public,  the  pro- 
prietor's intention  must  be  considered ;  and  if  it 
appear  only  that  he  has  suffered  a  continued  user, 
that  may  prove  a  dedication,  but  such  proof  may 
be  rebutted  by  evidence  of  acts  showing  that  he 
contemplated  only  a  licence  revocable  in  a  par- 
tioular  event.  This  is  aU  that  has  taken  place  in  the 
present  case.  The  provisions  as  to  paving,  ^., 
contained  in  the  lOlr^th  section  of  the  MetropoUs 
Local  Management  Act  are  all  inconsistent  with 
what  was  the  evident  intention  of  the  appellants. 
That  section  provides  that  "  no  company  or  perscm 
shall  break  up  or  open  the  pavement,  surface,  or 
soil  of  any  street,  the  paving  whereof  is  under  the 
control  and  management  of  the  vestry  or  district 
board  of  any  parish  or  district,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  and  laying  down  any  main  of  pipes,  or  for 
any  other  purpose  whatsoever,  except  in  cases  of 
emergency  arising  from  defects  in  piping  or  other 
works,  without  having  previously  given  throe 
clear  days'  notice  in  writing  to  such  yestry  or 
district  board,  &c.,  and  no  such  pavement,  sou,  or 
surface,  shall  be  broken  up  or  opened  for  the  pur- 
pose of  laying  down  any  new  main  of  pipes,  for  the 
conveyance  of  water,  during  any  part  of  the 
months  of  December,  January,  ana  February, 
without  the  consent  of  the  said  vestry,  ^" 

Thesiger  for  the  respondents. — ^The  argument 
for  t\iQ  ap^WaxiXA  ^ooa  lio  i»x\&i<»  tJbaa  tbia — that 
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there  was  sufficient  eyidenoe  to  justify  the  magis- 
trates, if  they  had  been  so  minded,  in  finding  niat 
this  bridge  was  not  a  highway ;  but  the  magistrates 
have  found  that  it  is  a  highway,  and  in  such  a  ease 
there  are  many  authorities  to  show  that  the  court 
will  not  interfere  with  their  finding.  There  is 
abundant  eyidenoe  of  dedication  to  the  public. 
Though  the  pipes  are  only  10ft.  wide,  the  bridge 
is  50ft.,  and  was  made  for  the  express  purpose  of 
acoommodating  the  roads  on  the  north  and  south 
side  of  the  river.  The  public  used  the  bridge 
uninterruptedly  for  eighteen  months,  and  without 
any  notice  whatever  that  the  railway  company  had 
made  it  and  kept  it  for  their  own  private  property ; 
further,  there  was  a  public  cab  stana  on  tne 
bridge.  All  these  circumstances  furnish  evidence 
more  than  sufficient  to  support  the  finding  of  the 
justices.  In  answer  to  tne  argument  for  the 
appellants,  ^^unded  on  the  fact  that  they  licht 
the  bridge,  it  may  be  said  that  though  the  oridge 
is,  without  the  three  lamps  lighted  by  the  appel- 
famts,  sufficiently  well  lighted  for  the  ordinary 
public,  the  radway  company,  for  the  sake 
of  their  railway  station,  may  desire  to  have  the 
additional  light  afforded  by  these  lamps.  The 
130th  section  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act  already  referred  to  makes  it  obli- 
gatory on  the  vestry  or  district  board  to  cause 
the  several  streets  within  their  parish  or  district 
to  be  well  and  sufficiently  lighted.  In  Beg,  v. 
8L  Mcuy,  lalhigUm  (El.  Bl.  &  £1.  74*3),  when  an 
application  was  made  to  the  court  for  a  ma/ndamus 
to  compel  the  defendants  to  light  a  street,  Lord 
Campbell,  G.  J.,  said :  '*  If  we  thought  that  the 
vestry  had  refused  to  perform  an  absolute  duty 
imposed  upon  them  by  the  statute,  we  would 
exercise  our  authority  and  grant  a  mandamus  " ; 
and  Crompton,  J. :  '*  It  is  not  at  all  clear  that  this 
IB  a  street  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  If  it 
were,  an  imperative  duty  to  light  it  would  be  cast 
apon  the  vestry."  At  most,  this  fact  of  the 
appellants  lighting  the  bridge  is  some  evidence  in 
toeir  favour;  but  it  is  far  outweighed  by  the 
eridence  of  an  opposite  character.  In  the  original 
acpreement  between  the  appellants  and  the  New 
Biver  Company  there  is  no  undertaking  on  the 
part  of  the  former  to  repair  the  bridge ;  and  the 
absence  of  such  an  undertaking  is  strong  evidence 
of  dedication.  No  local  authority  can  do  any  act 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Man- 
agement Ajct  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  works  of  the 
waterworks  company.  [Cockbdrn,  C.J. — There 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  limitation  in  the  language 
of  the  98th  section.]  In  the  case  of  St  Mary, 
Kewington  v.  Jacobs  (L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B.),  the  respon- 
dent was  held  entitled  to  oonvej  his  machinery 
across  the  pavement  in  a  cama^  or  trolleys, 
though  the  weight  crushed  and  injured  the  flags, 
the  magistrates  having  found  as  a  fact  that  his 
premises  could  not  be  reasonably  enjoyed  without 
access  across  the  existing  footway,  and  that  the 
rights  of  ownership  and  those  of  tne  public  might 
be  jointly  exercised  consistently  with  the  general 
wemtre.  Mellor,  J.  in  delivering  the  jud|pient  of 
the  court  said:  "The  owner  v^ho  dedicates  to 
public  use  as  a  highway  a  portion  of  his  land, 
parts  with  no  other  riffht  than  a  right  of  passage 
to  the  public  over  the  mnd  so  dedicated,  and  may 
oercise  all  other  rights  of  ownership  not  incon- 
aistoiit  therewith ;  and  the  appropriation  made  to 
and  adopted  by  the  public  of  a  z»rt  o£  the  street  to 
one  kina  ai  paamge,  mad  aaotaer  part  to  another, 
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does  not  deprive  him  of  any  rights  as  owner  of  the 
land,  which  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  right  of 
passage  by  the  public.    If  this  were  not  so,  the 
owner  of  a  large  estate  having  dedicated  a  portion 
of  his  land  to  the  use  of  the  public  as  a  roadway, 
and    they,    or    the    persons    representing    them, 
having  raised  a  footpath   on  one    side   of    such 
roadway    for    their    own     more    convenient    use 
thereof,  would,  after  a  lapse  of  time  be  so  bound 
by  this   convenient   arrangement    of  such  road- 
way as  to  be    unable   to  open  a  new  gateway 
or    entrance    to    his   land   fVom    such    roadway, 
without  beiujo;  liable  to  be   convicted  under  the 
provisions  of    the  Highway  Act.     If   this   were 
really  the  law,  the  result  would  be  most  serious  to 
owners  who  have  dedicated,  or  who  may  dedicate 
roadways  to  the  public,  and  in  towns  would,  to  a 
great  extent,  prevent  the  owners  of  houses  and 
buildings  from  changing  their  character  and  use 
to  any  purpose  of  business  which  could  not  be  ac- 
complishea  without  the  use  of  a  horse  or  cart,  or 
carriage.     That  such  is  not  the  law  appears  to  us 
to  be  the  result  both  of  principle  and  autnority ;  and 
we  think  that  the  provisions  of  the  Highway  Acts 
and  |the  Metropolitan  Local  Management  Act,  so 
far  as  they  apply  to  roads  or  streets,  are  subordi- 
nate to   tne  paramount   rights  reserved  by  the 
owner.     We  do  not  deny  that  the  owner  cannot 
derogate  from  the  grant  of  roadway  made  by  him 
to  the  public,  and  cannot  do  anything  which  would 
really  and  substantially  interfere  with  the  right 
of  passage  by  the.  public.     So  far  as  we  are  aware, 
no  case  is  to  be  lound  in  the  books  which  con- 
flicts with  the  view  of  the  law  above  expressed, 
notwithstanding  the  numerous   instances    which 
must  have  occurred,  in  which  an  owner  rebuilding 
or  changing  the  character  of  his  houses  or  other 
buildings,  has  made  crossings  of  the  footpath,  in 
order  to  carry  into  effect  some  object  of  conve- 
nience or  business."    All  this  reasoning  applies 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  and  fur- 
nish a  complete  answer  to  the  argument  for  the 
appellants,  tnat  the  control  by  the  vestry  over  this 
bridge  as  a  street  would  be  necessarily  inconsis- 
tent with  the  easement  of  the  New  Biver  Company 
to  carry  their  mains  over  it. 

F.  M.  White,  in  reply. 

Cockbu&n,  C.J. — I  think  our  judgment  must 
be  for  the  respondents,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have 
already  given. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  That 
the  railway  company  had  granted  an  easement  to 
the  New  Kiver  Company,  is,  I  think,  quite  clear, 
and  they  could  not  derogate  from  that  grant  hj  a 
dedication  of  the  bridge  to  the  public ;  but  I  think 
they  do  not  derogate  from  their  ^ant  by  this 
demcation  of  it  to  the  public.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  consider  whether  the  powers  conferred  by  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  would  ^ve  the 
vestry  the  right  to  interfere  with  the  mams  and 
pipes  of  the  New  Biver  Company ;  for  the  justices 
have  found  that  in  point  of  fact  the  railway  com- 
pany did  dedicate  the  road  to  the  use  of  the  public, 
and  that  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  respondents  to 
our  judgment.  As  to  the  erection  of  the  barriers 
by  the  appellants,  that  was  done  too  late  to  do 
away  with  the  dedication. 

Mellob,  J. — The  magistrates  have  found  as  a 
fact  that  there  was  a  demcation  of  this  bridge  to  the 
public  from  what  took  p\acfe'm\i\iT^^x^W^\«xA 
1  am  of  opimon  t\MAi  t^i«c^  \%  uo^^w^  \tl  \«ai\»  ^^ 
law  to  present  tliem  ooxDim!^  to  XJioafe  c«w3»ssi»T^. 
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Therefore,  I  think  that  we  ought  not  to  disturb 

their  finding. 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 
Attorneys  for  appellants,  Paine  and  JjOAfton, 
Attorneys  for  respondents,  Edwards^  La/yton, 

and  Jacques, 


Friday,  Jam,  17, 1873. 

Vaux  v.  Chapman  ;  The  Mayor,  Ac,  op  Harwich 

V.  Vaux. 

Duty  upon  coal — Landed  or  unloaded  for  the  pw' 
pose  of  being  forwarded — Sold  by  retail  to  persons 
residing  away. 
By  a  local  Act  a  rate  or  duty  wa^  imposed  upon  coal 
imported  and  landed  at  the  town  of  Harwich,  or 
otherwise  brought  or  delivered  within  the  limits  of 
the  said  town :  Provided  thai  in  every  case  where 
any  coals  shall  have  been  landed  or  unloaded 
within  the  said  town,  and  which  shall  have  paid 
the  rale  or  duty  hereby  imposed,  and  which  shaU 
have  been  so  landed  or  unloaded  for  the  purpose  of 
beino  forwarded  to  any  other  place  or  pUkces,  amd 
not  to  be  consumed  within  the  said  town,  a  draw- 
ba^^k  of  the  whole  rate  or  duty  is  to  be  paid  to  the 
coal  owners  for  coals  so  landed  or  unloaded,  which 
shall  ha/oe  been  forwarded  to  any  other  place  for 
sale  or  consumption, 
Hdd,  thai  this  provision  Jor  the  payment  of  a  draw- 
back  did  not  relale  to  coal  sold  by  retail  in  the 
town,  although  set  apart  from  its  ai-rival  for  the 
consumption  only  of  persons  living  out  of  the 
town;  and  thai  the  drawback  actualhf  allowed: 
under    these    circumstances    through   a  mistake 
could  be  recovered  back. 
The  first  of  these  actions  was  brought  by  Messrs. 
Yaux    and    Franks   against    the   commissioners 
hereinafter  described,  to  enforce  the  payment  or 
return  of  IIZ.  4«.,  being  the  amount  of  the  draw- 
back of  the  whole  rate  or  duty  paid  bjr  Messrs. 
Vaux  and  Franks  to  the  said  commissioners,  in 
resDect  of  a  certain  quantity  of  coal  landed  or  un- 
loaded in  Harwich,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
which  drawback  is  claimed  by  Messrs.  Vaux  and 
Franks,  as  due  and  payable  to  them  under  the  cir- 
cumstances hereinafter  mentioned ;  and  the  second 
of  these  actions  is  brought  by  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  burgesses  of  ^urwich  as  such  commis- 
sioners, and  by  their  clerk  duly  appointed  under 
the  said  Act  as  nominal  plaintiffs,  against   the 
said  Messrs.  Vaux  and  Franks  to   enforce  the 
return  of  111.  4«.,  being  the  amount  of  drawback 
on  certain  other  coal  landed  and  stored  by  Messrs. 
Vaux  and  Franks,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  which 
drawback  was  claimed  by  the  said  Messrs.  Vaux 
and  Franks  of  the  said  commissioners  and  paid  by 
them  under  the   circumstances  hereinafter  men- 
tioned ;  and  by  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  by  the 
order  of  Master  Unthank,  dated  18th  Noy.  1871, 
according  to  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act 
1852,  the  facts  are  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  without  any  pleadings, 
in  the  following  case : — 

Messrs.  Yaux  and  Franks  are  coal  merchants 
and  importers,  carrying  on  business  at  Harwich, 
in  the  county  of  Essex.  Since  about  the  year 
1855  a  railway  terminus  connected  with  the  Great 
Eastern  system  of  railways  has  been  made  in  the 
town  and  port  of  Harwicn. 
Edward  Cbapnmn  23  the  clerk,  tor  the  time  being 
io  the  cfmnmBBionera  appointed  ander  and  by 


yirtue  of  the  proyisions  of  the  statute  59  Greo.  3,  e. 
cxyiiL,  which  statute  is  declared  to  be  a  public  Act, 
and  is  to  be  taken  to  form  part  of  this  case.  The 
powers  of  these  commissioners  haye  been  duly 
transferred  under  the  proyisions  of  the  statute 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76  to  the  m^or,  aldermen,  and 
burgesses  of  the  borough  of  imtrwich ;  no  objec- 
tion is  to  be  taken  that  any  of  the  parties  respec- 
tiyely  sued  or  suin^  are  not  the  right  ones,  or 
that  there  is  a  misjoinder  or  nonjoinder  of  parties, 
and  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  are 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  commissioners. 

By  the  55th,  59th,  60th,  and  61st  sections  of  the 
said  Act,  a  copy  of  which  forms  part  of  this  case, 
it  is  enacted  as  follows  : 

LY.  And  whereas  in  order  to  raise  a  sufficient  Bum  of 
money  for  effecting  the  porposes  of  this  Act,  it  is  ex- 
pedient that  a  dn^  be  chained  on  coals  imported  and 
landed  at  the  said  town,  Be  it  therefore  enacted,  that 
from  and  after  the  passing  of  the  Act  there  shall  be  paid 
to  the  said  commissioners,  or  to  *  their  collector  or  ool- 
leciors,  or  to  snch  person  or  persons  as  they  shall  from 
time  to  time  appoint  to  collect  and  receive  the  same,  any 
rate  or  dnty  which  the  said  commissioners  shall  think  fit 
to  order  and  direct,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  2s.  for  eyery 
chaldron  of  sea  coal,  culm,  or  other  coal,  which  shall  or 
may  be  imported  and  landed  at  the  said  town,  or  other- 
wise brought  or  deliyered  within  tiie  limits  of  the  said 
town. 

LTX.  Provided  also  and  be  it  enacted,  that  in  every 
case  where  any  coals  or  cnlm  shall  have  been  landed  or 
unloaded  within  the  said  town,  and  which  shall  have  paid 
the  rate  or  duty  hereby  imposed,  and  which  shall  have 
been  so  landed  or  unloaded  for  the  purpose  of  being  for- 
warded to  any  other  place  or  places,  and  not  to  be  con- 
sumed within  the  said  town  of  Harwich,  then  and  in 
every  such  case  the  collector  or  collectors  of  the  said  rate 
or  duty  is  and  are  hereby  directed  and  required  to  return 
and  pay  on  demand  to  the  owner  or  owners,  or  other 
person  or  persons  on  his  or  their  behalf,  a  drawback  of 
the  whole  rate  or  duty  paid  for  every  chaldron  of  coals  so 
landed  or  unloaded,  and  which  shall  have  been  forwarded 
to  any  other  place  for  sale  or  consumption. 

LX.  And  be  it  further  enacted  that  if  the  collector  of 
the  said  rate  or  duty  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  return 
and  pay  on  demand  to  any  person  or  persons  entitled  to 
the  same,  the  drawback  hereby  directed  to  be  allowed,  or 
if  any  person  or  persons  shall  fraudulently  obtain  or 
endeavour  to  obtain  the  allowance  of  the  said  drawback 
not  being  legallv  entitled  to  the  same,  every  such  person 
or  persons  shaU  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  and  pay 
any  sum  not  exceeding  408. 

fiXI.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  if  any  person  or 
persons  shall  after  allowance  or  drawback  made  or  paid 
by  virtue  of  this  Act  for  the  coals  or  culm  put  on  board 
or  landed  as  aforesaid,  bring  back,  relana,  unload,  t>r 
deliver  the  said  coals  or  culm,  or  any  of  them,  in  or  to 
the  said  town,  then  and  in  such  case  every  person  or 
persons  so  offending  shall  repay  to  the  said  colleotor  or 
collectors,  receiver  or  receivers,  the  duties  of  snch  coals 
or  culm  as  shall  be  brought  back,  relanded,  unloaded,  or 
delivered  in  the  said  town  as  aforesaid,  and  so  propor- 
tionally for  a  greater  or  less  quantity  than  a  chaldron ; 
one  moiety  thereef  to  be  to  the  use  of  the  informer,  and 
the  other  moiety  thereof  to  be  paid  to  the  said  commis- 
sioners, to  be  applied  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

The  course  of  business  pursued  by  Messrs.  Yaux 
and  Franks  was  as  follows.  When  coals  ordered 
by  them  arriyed  at  Harwich  by  land  or  water 
carriage,  part  of  them  was  delivered  at  once  to 
country  customers.  Asto  this  part  no  question  arises 
The  remainder  of  the  coals  so  ordered  was  taken  by 
them  to  their  premises  in  Harwidi,  and  if  part  of 
it  was  purchased  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  being 
consumed  without  the  town,  this  remainder  was 
deposited  in  their  premises  in  separate  heaps  or 
stores,  one  set  of  heaps  or  stores  oeing  deposited 
in  a  place  anpropriated  for  that  part  intended  to 
be  consumea  within  the  town  of  Harwich;  the 
otiheor  Bel  oC  \^0M9a  ot  «^oi«i&  ^bidi  waa  oomposed 
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of  the  coal  purchased  by  them  for  consumption 
without  the  town)  being  deposited  in  a  place  ap- 
propriated for  such  coal:  and  in  fact  with  the 
exceptions  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  set  of  heaps 
or  stores  intended  for  consumption  within  tne 
town  was  sold  from  time  to  time  to  purchasers 
within  the  town,  and  there  consumed;  and  the 
other  set  of  heaps  or  stores  intended  for  con- 
sumption at  other  places  than  the  said  town,  was 
sold  from  time  to  time  to  purchasers  who  lived  at 
other  places  than  the  town,  and  there  consumed. 

Occasionally  pome  of  the  last  mentioned  set  of 
heaps  or  stores  are  sold  to  hucksters  who  at  the 
time  of  sale  informed  Messrs.  Yaux  and  Franks 
that  their  intention  is  to  sell  them  for  consumption 
in  other  places  than  the  town,  but  Messrs.  Yaux 
and  Franks  have  no  means  of  ascertaining  whether 
these  coals  are  sold,  in  fact,  within  or  without  the 
town.  Occasionally,  if  either  set  of  heaps  or  stores 
falls  short  of  the  demand,  coal  is  supplied  to  a 
customer  from  the  other  heaps ;  so  that  a 
purchaser  of  coal  intended  for  consumption  outside 
the  town  may  be  supplied  from  the  set  of  heaps 
appropriated  for  consumption  within  the  town, 
and  vi<x  versa, 

Messrs.  Yaux  and  Franks  charged  somewhat 
less  for  coals  supplied  to  be  consumed  at  other 
places  than  the  town  than  they  did  for  coal  to  be 
consumed  within  the  town. 

Between  the  11th  Jan.  and  21st  April,  both  in 
the  year  1870,  Messrs.  Vaux  and  Franks  landed  or 
unloaded  within  the  town  of  Harwich,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  sold  to  customers  in  other  places 
than  the  town,  143  tous  (equal  to  112  chalarons) 
of  coals,  upon  which  they  paid  to  the  commis- 
sioners the  8um  of  IIZ.  4«.,  being  the  duty  of  2«. 
per  chaldron.  The  said  coals,  after  they  had  been 
80  landed  or  unloaded,  were  stored  m  Messrs. 
Vaux  and  Frank's  premises  within  the  limits  of 
the  said  town,  and  deposited  in  the  places  so 
appropriated  as  aforesaid  to  coals  to  be  consuifked  at 
other  places  than  the  town,  and  were  sold  from  time 
to  time  to  customers  living  at  other  places  than 
the  town,  and  for  the  purpose  of  consumption  in 
such  places,  and  were  there  consumed.  None  of 
these  coals  had  been  purchased  or  ordered  by 
customers  before  they  were  so  deposited  on  the 
premises  of  Messrs.  Vaux  and  Franks. 

Messrs.  Vaux  and  Franks  claimed  to  have  a 
drawback  allowed  them  at  the  same  rate  and 
demanded  a  return  of  the  said  duty  of  the  collector 
of  the  said  dues  and  of  the  commissioners,  but  the 
commissioners  refused  to  pay  or  allow  the  same  or 
any  part  thereof;  whereupon,  after  the  necessary 
steps  in  that  behalf,  the  nrst  action  was  brought 
to  try  the  question  of  whether  Messrs.  Vaux  and 
Franks  were  entitled  to  such  drawback  or  return 
of  the  duty  or  not. 

Between  the  5th  Dec.  1864  and  the  31st  Dec. 
1866  Messrs.  Yaux  and  Franks  landed  or  unloaded 
within  the  town  of  Harwich  143  tons  (equal  to 
112  chaldrons)  of  coals,  upon  which  they  paid  the 
sum  of  111.  4s.,  being  the  duty  of  2s.  per  chaldron 
to  the  said  commissioners.  These  coals  as  soon 
as  they  were  landed,  were  taken  to  the  premises  of 
Messrs.  Yaux  and  Franks  and  there  deposited  in 
the  places  appropriated  to  coals  intenaed  to  be 
ooaanmed  beyona  the  limits  of  the  town  of  Har- 
wichy  and  were  in  fact  from  time  to  time,  when 
sold,  Bo  conanmed.  The  duty  paid  by  Messrs. 
Yaiiz  and  Fiunka  on  such  cotue  amounted  to  the 
munoil2l4f. 

Mao.  Cab.— Vol,  Vm. 


Messrs.  Vaux  and  Franks  represented  to  the 
said  commissioners,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  said 
coal  last  mentioned  had  been  landed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  forwarded  to  other  places  than  the 
town,  and  was  in  fact  consumed  without  the  limits 
of  the  said  town,  and  therefore  claimed,  and  the 
commissioners  then  allowed  and  returned  to  them, 
the  sum  of  IIZ.  4s.  for  drawback  of  duty  they  had 
paid  thereon.  The  commissioners,  at  the  time  they 
made  such  allowance,  believed  that  this  coal  had  at 
once  been  forwarded  to  the  purchasers,  and  never 
deposited  and  stored  as  hereinbefore  mentioned. 
On  discovering  that  it  had  been  so  deposited  and 
stored,  they  demanded  a  return  by  Messrs.  Vaux 
and  Franks  to  them  of  the  drawback  so  repaid, 
but  Messrs  Vaux  and  Franks  refused  to  refund  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof,  whereupon,  after  the 
necessary  steps  in  that  behalf,  the  second  action 
was  brought  to  try  the  question  of  whether  the 
commissioners  ought,  under  the  circumstances 
hereinbefore  alleged  to  have  allowed  the  said  draw- 
back or  not.  None  of  these  coals  had  been  pur- 
chased or  ordered  by  customers  before  they  were 
deposited  on  the  premises  of  Messrs.  Vaux  and 
Franks: 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  are 
— first,  whether  under  the  circumstances  above 
set  forth  in  reference  to  the  first  action,  Messrs. 
Vaux  and  Franks  are  or  are  not  entitled  to  pay- 
ment of  the  drawback  on  the  coals  landed  and 
stored  as  is  above  mentioned ;  secondly,  whether 
under  the  circumstances  above  set  forth  in  refe- 
rence to  the  second  action  the  commissioners  are 
or  are  not  entitled  to  a  return  of  the  drawback 
allowed  and  repaid  by  them  on  the  coals  stordd  as 
above  mentioned. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative 
in  the  first  action,  then  juagment  shall  be  entered 
for  Messrs.  Vaux  and  Franks  in  that  action  for 
111.  4s.,  and  costs  of  suit. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative 
in  the  first  action,  then  judgment  shall  be  entered 
for  the  said  commissioners  and  Edward  Chapman 
with  costs  of  defence. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirma- 
tive in  the  second  action,  then  judgment  shall  be 
entered  for  the  said  commissioners  and  Edward 
Chapman  in  that  action  for  111.  4s.  and  costs  of 
suit. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative 
in  the  second  action,  then  judgment  shall  be 
entered  for  Messrs.  Vaux  and  Franks  in  that 
action,  with  costs  of  defence. 

Philbrick  appeared  for  the  coal  merchants,  the 
plaintifis  in  the  first  action,  and  the  defendants  in 
the  second. — The  words  upon  which  the  question 
in  both  actions  turns  are  **  which  shall  have  been 
so  landed  or  unloaded  for  the  purpose  of  being 
forwarded  to  any  other  place  or  places,  and  not  to 
be  consumed  within  the  said  town ;"  these  words 
are  broad  enough  to  include  all  coals  sold  in  Har- 
wich to  persons  consuming  them  away  from  there, 
as  described  in  this  case.  The  destination  of  the 
particular  coal  is  determined  from  the  moment  of 
its  arrival.  [Cockburn,  C.J. — I  presume  that  is 
merely  to  avoid  payment  of  the  duty.]  No  doubt. 
[CocKBURN,  C.J. — The  drawback  could  never  have 
been  intended  to  relate  to  coal  retailed  in  the  town 
of  Harwich.  Archibald,  J.— The  Act  a^^rexjiU^ 
means  merely  tiO  oxjoe^t*  co8\  m  VwjossXi  "vsi  Q>\>Dkfist 
places  oi  MJie.'i  At  aW.  e^erL\.%*\Ti>i>afe  ^^^otl^  ^cKSssp., 
,  the  alloiFraaoe  oi  dr«iiNi\>«ycY  Tt«*i^  \il  ^J«^^  ^cim^aaA- 
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aionera  nnder  a  mistake  of  law,  cannot  be  re- 
cx>Tered  by  them. 

Day,  Q.C.  (with  him  Orantham),  appeared  for 
the  dommiaaionera,  bnt  was  not  heard. 

Pbb  CvaiAX  (Cocfcbnni,  C.J.,  MeUor,  and  Archi- 
bi^  JJ.) 

Judgment  for  lh«  CommUtumert  tn  both  at' 

Attorneys  for  the  coal  merchants,  F.  and  T. 
BmitK  and  Sons. 

Attomoys  for  the  commissionera.  Batty  and 
Whitetioim. 


Thareday,  Nov.  21,  IS72. 
Ex  jKirie  Bom'iER. 

Habeai  Corpu* — Prisoner  convicted  in  France — 
Surrender  to  aathorUiet  vnder  Extradiiion  Act 
1870  (33  §■  34  Vict.  e.  52). 

Th«  appHeant,  who  had  been  an  avoiui  in  Fra/nce, 
vxu  Ttow  a  prwonw  in  Jeriey.  He  had  been  con- 
victed par  coniunuuw,  l»/  the  Cour  d'Aeeiie  de 
CdtS  dv  Nord  of  three  ofineee,  abut  de  confiance, 
or  breach  of  trutl,  fraudTdent  bankruptcy,  and 
forgery.  The  firal  of  tkete  three  offetuxt  U  not  one 
for  which  a  turrender  u  slipula^  by  the  FreiKh 
b«(U)y  of_l843,  or  by  the  glalute  confirmittg  it,  viz.. 
6  I"  7  Vict.  c.  75,  and  there  has  been  no  extradition 
treaty  toUh  France  aince.  B j  33  ^  34  Viet.  e.  52, 
«.  3,  euh'tect.  2,  a  fugitive  criminal  ihcM  not  be 
luirrendered  to  a  foreign  elate  unlett  provition  it 
made  by  the  law  of  that  itate,  or  i>y  arrangement, 
that  th«  fugitive  mtniTioI  shall  not,  until  he  has 
been  restored,  or  had  oit  opportunity  of  returning 
to  Her  Majeety't  dominions,  be  detained  or  tried 
in  that  foreign  state  for  any  offence  committed 
prior  to  hie  surrender,  other  than  the  extradition 
erime  proved  Ini  the  facte  on  whichlhe  surrender  is 
ground^."  By  teet.  i,  "  an  order  in  council  for 
applying  thie  Act  in  the  case  of  any  foreign  state 
sKatinotbemadeunless  the  arrangement  ...  (2) 
is  in  conformity  with  the  proviaums  of  this  Act, 
and  in  particular  with  the  restrieiioni  on  the  sur- 
render qf  fugitive  criminals  contained  in  thii  Act." 
Byieel.27,6^7  Vict,  c  75,  amongst  other  Ads, 
is  repeoW,  "  and  this  Act  (with  the  exception  of 
anyUiing  contained  in  it  which  is  inconsislen 
with  the  treaties  referred  to  in  the  Acts  so  repeoiaJ) 
shoU  apply  {as  regards  crimes  committed  either 
before  or  after  the  passing  of  thie  Act),  in  the  ease 
of  the  foreign  states  with  which  those  treaties  are 
made,  in  the  same  manner  as  \f  an  order  in 
council  referring  to  such  treaties  has  been  made, 
in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  and  aa  if  such  order  had 
directed  that  euery  Into  and  ordinance  which  is  in 
force  in  any  British  possession  with  respect  to 
such  treaties  should  have  effect  as  part  of  this 
Act."  Affidavits  concerning  the  French  law  were 
produced  by  both  sides. 

Upon  a  rule  for  a  habeas  corpus  directing  the 
Oovemor  of  Jersey  Prison  to  produce  the  applicant, 
the  court  es^n-essad  doubts  as  to  the  sxetnpfton  of 
old  treaties  from  the  restrictions  of  the  Act  of 
1870.  They  held,  however,  Oud  (he  French  law, 
although  the  affidavits  were  contradictory,  carried 
'-'  ''•'  restriction  provided  for. 

-  "nnn  John  le  BoesigD^ 


waa  detained  in  the  aald  priMin,  to  undergo  and 
receive  all  and  Bingnlar  sach  matters  and  things 
as  the  court  shall  then  and  there  consider  at  and 
concerning  him  in  Ihia  behalf. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavita  npon  which  the 
mle  was  granted  that  Bouvier  was  arrested  and 
lodged  in  the  said  prison  on  the  22Qd  Oct.  1872 
on  a  warrant  granted  nnder  the  Extradition  Act 
1870  by  Her  Majesty's  Principal  Secretary  of 
State  for  the  Home  Department,  and  endorsed  by 
the  bailifi*  of  the  eaid  iHland  of  Jersey.  On  the 
24th  Oct.  be  was  taken  before  the  police  magis- 
trate of  the  said  island  on  such  warrant,  and  was 
by  him  ordered  to  be  handed  orer  to  the  French  an- 
taorities,  being  in  the  meantime  sent  bacic  to  prison, 
there  to  remain  for  the  period  of  fifteen  days,  being 
the  time  allowed  hy  the  said  Extradition  Act  1870fw 
obtaining  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  or  to  bring  other 
meaaures  for  an  appeal  from  the  said  order.  The 
warrant  had  been  granted  upon  a  judgment  of  La 
Cour  d' Assize  de  Cole  du  Nord,  in  France, 
dated  10th  Jniy  1872,  on  which  judgment  Bonvier 
had  been  condemned  on  three  several  charges  of 
abus  de  confiance,  forgery,  antt  fraudulent  bank- 
ruptcy. By  the  convention  between  Her  Uajesty 
the  Queen  and  His  M^esty  the  King  or  the 
Freni^,  signed  at  London  Feb.  13th,  1843,  and 
which  ia  the  only  convention  in  force  between 
England  and  France  forCheextradition  of  criminals, 
it  was  "  agreed  that  the  high  contracting  parties 
shall  on  requisition  made  in  their  name,  through 
the  medium  of  their  respective  diplomatic  agents, 
deliver  up  to  justice  persons  who,  being  accused 
of  the  crimes  of  murder  (comprebeuding  the 
crimes  desigoated  in  the  French  Penal  Code  by 
the  terms  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide,  and 
poisoning),  or  of  any  attempt  to  commit  murder, 
or  of  for^or^,  or  of  fraudulent  hankruptoy,  com- 
mitted withm  the  jurisdiction  of  the  requiring 
party,  shall  seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found 
within  the  territories  of  the  other,"  &c.  It  ap- 
peared, therefore,  that  otiis  de  con^n<e  was  not  an 
ofiance  included  in  the  above  convention,  and  it 
was  alleged  in  the  affidavit  of  A.  L.  M.  Bonvier 
"  that  as  a  judgment  is  indivisible  IJudicatio  est 
tota  in  tots,  et  tola  inqudlibet  jiarfe),  the  surrender- 
ing of  me  to  the  French  authorities  on  a  judg- 
ment, one  of  the  offences  for  which  such  judgment 
has  been  given  not  being  comprised  in  the  said 
Extradition  Act  1870,  would  be  surrendering  me 
to  punishment  for  an  offence  not  oontemplat^  by 
the  said  Act,  and  would  consequently  be  in 
violation  of  such  Act." 

On  the  4th  Dec.  1865,  notice  was  given  by  the 
French  Crovemment  to  terminate  the  above-men- 
tioned convention  on  the  4th  June  1866,  but  it  has 
been  continued  in  force  from  year  to  year  by 
mutual  agreement,  and  is  now  declared  to  be  in 
foroe  till  1st  Sept.  1873.  On  the  28th  Uarch 
1852,  a  new  convention  was  concluded  with  France 
for  the  surrender  of  criminals,  but  it  waa  not 
sanctioned  by  Parliament,  and  it  has  therefore 
never  had  any  effect. 

The  order  of  the  poUce  magiatrate  of  the  said 
island  of  Jersey  was  as  follows  : 

FohM  OoiTsalionnelle. 

Oct  Si,  1872.— Alfred  Lonis  Maria  Bonvier,  faoi  et 
banqueioata  frand>ileQi,«nrof£  en  prison  jiciai  Atre  letnis 
anx  autoritJB  Fian^aiiei  apti»  qnime  jqun. 
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state  nnless  provision  is  made  by  the  law  of  that 
state,  or  by  arrangement,  that  the  fugitive  criminal 
shall  not^  until  he  has  been  restored,  or  had  an 
opportimity  of  retaming,  to  Her  Majes^'s 
dominions,  be  detained  or  tried  in  that  foreiign 
state  for  any  offence  committed  prior  to  his 
surrender,  other  than  the  extradition  crime  proved 
by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is  grounded." 
By  sect.  4,  "  an  order  in  council  for  applying  this 
Act  in  the  case  of  any  foreign  state  shall  not  be 
made  unless  the  arrangement  ....  (2)  is  in  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  in 
particular  with  the  restrictions  on  the  surrender 
of  fugitive  criminals  contained  in  this  Act." 

In  moving  for  the  rule,  it  was  contended  that 
neither  under  the  treaty  or  convention,  or  under 
the  Extradition  Act  1870,  was  there  any  power  to 
surrender  a  fugitive  criminal  for  the  offence  of 
abtts  de  confiance ;  that  only  the  crime  of  fraudulent 
bankruptcy  was  mentioned  in  the  warrant;  and 
that  by  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  2,  of  the  Extradition  Act 
1870,  there  was  no  power  to  surrender  the  cri- 
minal, inasmuch  as  no  provision  or  arrangement 
had  been  made  as  intended  by  that  sub-section. 

In  showing  cause  against  the  rule,  the  following 
affidavit  was  usQd : 

I,  Adolphe  Moreaa,  of  No.  5,  Chancery-lane,  in  the 
ooan^  of  Middlesex,  Esq.,  make  oath  and  say : 

1.  I  am  the  officially  appointed  counsel  to  the  French 
Embassy  in  London,  and  1  am  well  acquainted  with  the 
law  and  constitutions  of  France,  and  that  part  thereof 
which  relates  to  legal  proceedings  in  matters  of  extra- 
dition. 

2.  I  say,  speaking  from  such  knowledge,  that  according 
to  the  law  of  France  provision  is  made  that  a  fugitive 
criminal  shall  not,  until  he  has  been  restored,  or  had  an 
opportunity  of  returning  to  her  Majesty's  dominions,  be 
detained  or  tried  in  France  for  any  offence  committed  by 
him  prior  to  such  surrender  other  than  the  extradition 
crime,  proved  by  the  facts  upon  which  the  surrender  is 
granted ;  and  I  say,  speaking  from  my  own  knowledge 
and  experience,  that  this  law  is  observed  in  practice  by 
the  French  tribunals  and  authorities. 

3.  The  general  principles  and  rules  of  the  French  law 
in  matters  of  extradition  are  comprised  in  a  circular  dated 
5th  April  1841,  containing  the  special  instructions  of  the 
Minister  of  Justice  {Qarde  des  Sceaux)  to  the  law  officers 
of  the  Government.  This  circular  is  printed  at  length  in 
a  book  entitled  **  Monographie  Alphab^tique  de  I'Extra- 
dition,  par  £!rariste  Blondel,"  which  is  now  produced  and 
shown  to  me,  marked  A,  and  which  is  a  recognised 
aathoirity  and  book  of  reference  in  the  French  courts ; 
and  I  say,  speaking  from  my  own  knowledge  and  actual 
experience,  that  the  law  is  correctlv  laid  down  in  such 
droular,  and  is  the  law  followed  by  the  French  courts  in 
inch  matters. 

i.  It  is  a  principle  of  French  and  of  international  law 
that  the  Individ  uu  whose  extradition  has  been  granted 
can  only  be  prosecuted  and  tried  for  the  very  crime  for 
which  his  extradition  has  been  obtained;  and  I  say, 
speaking  from  my  own  knowledge  and  actual  experience, 
that  this  is  the  invariable  practice  of  the  French 
tribunals. 

5.  All  these  principles  and  rules  are  to  be  found  laid 
down  bv  Monsieur  Felix  as  principles  and  rules  of  inter- 
national  law  in  his  "  Traits  du  Droit  International  prive," 
ToL  2  of  which  is  now  produced  and  shown  to  me,  marked 
B,  in  which  he  specially  refers  to  the  above  circular  as 
oontainiog  a  r^sumS  of  such  principles  and  rules  ;  and  I 
•ay,  speaking  from  my  knowledge  and  actual  experience, 
that  international  law  is  accepted  as  binding  law  by  all 
the  French  tribunals,  and  that  the  said  work  of  Monsieur 
Felix  and  the  said  circular  are  accepted  by  all  such 
tribunals  as  binding  authorities,  and  that  the  practice  of 
tuch  tribunals  in  such  matters  conforms  to  the  law  as 
hud  down  in  the  work  of  Monsieur  Felix  and  the  said 
circular. 

The  AH^fmeU'Cfener^i  (Sir  J.  D.  Coleridge)  and 
BoiP0i»  showed  cause  against  the  rule. — The  6  &7 
VkL  e,  75t  wMok  was  passed  to  give  effect  to  the 


treaty  of  1843,  referred  to  in  the  affidavits,  is  re- 
pealed ;  the  Extradition  Act  now  in  operation  is 
the  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  52  (The  Extradition  Act  1870), 
and  all  that  is  necessary  to  ascertain  in  the  present 
case  is  whether  the  proceedings  which  have  been 
taken  are  aathorisea  by  that  Act.  The  affidavits 
show  that  the  machinery  provided  by  it  has  been 
followed.  By  the  22nd  section  "  this  Act  (except 
so  far  as  relates  to  the  execution  of  warrants  in  the 
Channel  Islands)  shall  extend  to  the  Channel 
Islands  and  Isle  of  Man  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
they  were  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  the 
Boyal  Courts  of  the  Channel  Islands  are  hereby  re- 
spectivelv  authorised  and  required  to  register  this 
Act."  The  order  made  by  tne  police  magistrate 
referred  to  in  the  affidavits  is  therefore  warranted, 
as  he  had  the  same  power  as  a  police  magistrate  in 
England  would  have.  Then  by  sect.  27  it  is  pro- 
vided that  "  the  Act  (with  the  exception  of  any- 
thing contained  in  it  which  is  inconsistent  with 
the  treaties  referred  to  in  the  Acts  so  repealed) 
shall  apply  (as  regards  crimes  committed  either 
before  or  afler  the  passing  of  this  Act)  in  the  case 
of  the  foreign  states  with  which  those  treaties 
were  made,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  an  Order  in 
Council  referring  to  such  treaties  had  been  made 
in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  and  as  if  such  order  had 
directed  that  every  law  and  ordinance  which  is  in 
force  in  any  British  possession  with  respect  to 
such  treaties  should  have  effect  as  part  of  this  Act." 
The  condition  imposed  by  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  2,  is  in- 
consistent with  the  treaty.  If  therefore  the  machi- 
nery of  the  Act  has  been  followed,  the  case  is  the 
same  as  if  an  Order  in  Council  had  been  made.  If  the 
condition  in  sub-sect.  2  of  sect.  3  is  inconsistent 
with  the  treaty,  it  does  not  apply.  The  matter  is 
made  more  clear  by  the  18th  section,  which  pro- 
vides that,  "  if  by  any  law  or  ordinance  made  betore 
or  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  by  the  Legislature 
of  any  British  possession,  provision  is  made  for 
carrying  into  effect,  within  such  possession,  the 
surrender  of  fugitive  criminals  who  are  in  or 
suspected  of  being  in  such  British  possession.  Her 
Majesty  may,  by  the  Order  in  Council  applying 
this  Act,  in  the  case  of  any  foreign  state,  or  by 
any  subsecjuent  order,  either  suspend  the  opera- 
tion, within  any  such  British  possession,  of  this 
Act,  or  of  any  part  thereof  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
such  foreign  state,  and  so  long  as  such  law  or 
ordinance,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  have  effect  in 
such  British  possession,  with  or  without  modifica- 
tions and  alterations,  as  if  it  were  part  of  this 
Act."  The  intention  was  to  make  a  general  Act 
which  should  apply  to  all  cases  except  where  there 
was  anything  inconsistent  with  the  treaties 
referred  to.  The  treaty  of  1843  is  one  of  such 
treaties,  and  there  being  something  in  sect.  3, 
sub-seot.  2,  inconsistent  with  the  treatv,  the  con- 
dition so  imposed  does  not  apply  to  tnat  treaty. 
But,  further,  the  objection  which  was  taken  to  the 
proceedings  in  moving  for  the  rule  is  answered  by 
the  affidavit  of  Adolphe  Moreau.  It  is  clear  that 
Bouvier  could  not,  until  he  had  been  restored  or  had 
an  opportunity  of  returning  to  Her  Majesty *8  domi- 
nions, be  detained  or  tried  for  the  offence  of  ahus 
de  cottfiancet  or  for  any  offence  committed  by  him 
prior  to  such  surrender,  other  than  the  extradition 
crime  proved  by  the  facts  upon  which  the  surren- 
der is  granted.  The  law  of  France  is  not  as  stated 
on  behalf  of  Bouvier.  T\i\a  co\iLT\*\r^>a^  ^AvA\s^ 
the  Btatement  ol  tl\ie\aw  Vj  ^k^T^w^SssL^i^L^v^'^'^'^^^ 
of  M.  Moreaa,  aia  daacriXj^  '\ii  \i^&  «ffi^^'^^^»%  ^^ 
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more  so  as  the  circular  to  which  he  refers  is  also 
referred  to  by  an  author  of  such  repute  as  M. 
Felix  :  (see  the  passage  referred  to  at  yol.  2,  p.  333.) 
[Stopped  by  the  court]. 

O.  Brovme,  in  support  of  the  rule. — Under  sect.  3, 
sub-sect.  2,  the  court  will  order  the  discharge  of 
the  prisoner  Bouvier.  It  is  not  clear  that  by  the 
law  of  France  provision  is  made  that  he  shall  not, 
until  he  has  been  restored  or  had  an  opportunity 
of  returning  to  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  be 
detained  or  tried  for  any  offence  other  than  the 
extradition  crime  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the 
Kurrender  is  grounded.  M.  Moreau  is  not  justified 
in  his  declaration  of  the  law  of  France,  which  is 
contrary  to  that  set  forth  in  Bouvier's  affidavits, 
and  the  cases  cited  from  Dalloz  at  p.  93  of  Clarke 
upon  the  Law  of  Extradition  : 

The  rule  that  a  prisoner  sarrendered  npon  a  oharse  of 
orime,  but  aoousea  also  of  misdemeftnor,  should  only  be 
tried  for  the  orime,  had  been  acted  upon  in  the  case  of 
Dermenon,  who  was  ^ven  up  by  GeneTa  in  1840  on  a 
charge  of  fraudulent  bankruptcy.  The  renvoi  of  the 
Chambre  de  Mises  en  Accusation  ordered  that  if  acquitted 
on  this  charge  he  should  be  tried  for  simple  bankruptcy 
and  breach  of  trust.  He  was  so  acquitted,  and  the 
Minister  of  Justice  held  himself  bound  to  re-deliver  him 
to  Geneva.  That  State  refused  to  receive  him ;  but  the 
question  whether  tiiis  operated  as  a  new  extradition,  or 
whether  he  ought  to  be  liberated  at  the  French  frontier, 
was  held  to  be  a  purely  political  matter  :  (Dalloz,  Juriep. 
G^n.  1840, 1.,  438.) 

The  rule  was  also  recognised  in  the  case  of  Sauve,  a 
deserter  from  the  French  army,  accused  of  theft.  He 
was  delivered  up  by  Switzerland  on  the  express  condi- 
tion that  he  should  not  be  tried  as  a  deserter,  but  only 
for  the  theft,  for  which  he  had  been  condemned  par 
corUimiaee,  It  was  held  in  this  case  that  tiie  judges,  em- 
powered according  to  the  information  to  judge  of  the 
misdemeanor  as  well.as  the  orime,  ought  to  declare  them- 
selves without  jurisdiction  over  the  former.  Sauve  was 
tried  and  condemned  as  a  deserter,  but  this  judgment  was 
overruled  by  the  Conseil  de  B^vision  of  Paris,  and  he 
was  sent  back  to  be  aJlowed  to  purge  his  contumacy, 
and  to  be  tried  for  the  thefts  charged  against  him : 
(Dalloz,  Jurisp.  C^en.  1862,  V.  159.) 

Other  cases,  however,  show  that  the  principle 
must  be  faken  with  some  modifications  : 

In  the  case  of  Wolf  Cromhack,  in  1845,  the  prisoner 
was  deliTered  ap  by  Switzerland  for  "faum  en  icriture 
de  commerce."  The  order  of  extradition  was  g[eneral, 
but  this  was  the  only  description  of  forgery  specified  in 
the  treaty  under  which  he  was  claimed.  On  his  trial  the 
writings  proved  not  to  be  of  a  commercial  character,  and 
he  was  convicted  of  '*  faux  en  icriture  privie.**  He 
thereupon  prayed  the  court  that  he  might  be  sent  back 
to  Switzerland,  quoting  Dermenon*8  case  ;  but  this  point 
^9k^  overruled,  and  he  was  sentenced  to  five  years  of 
*'  r4clusion  "  and  to  "  V  exposition**  He  appealed  to  the 
Cour  de  cassation,  which,  after  deliberation  in  Chambre 
de  Conseil,  decidea  that,  as  the  treaty  provided  for  the 
delivery  up,  not  onlv  of  those  declared  guilty,  but  of 
those  pursued  as  such  in  virtue  of  warranto  certified  by 
the  proper  legal  authority,  the  legality  of  the  extradition 
and  of  ito  consequences  must  be  tested,  not  by  reference 
to  the  gravity  and  legal  character  of  the  crime  as  de- 
scribed  in  the  sentence  of  condemnation,  but  with  regard 
to  the  original  charge  against  him  upon  which  he  was 

Sur^ned.    The  appeal  was  therefore  rejected:  (Dalloz, 
nrisp.  G^n.,  1845,  L,  3  ) 

In  the  same  year  the  Ahhi  Qrandfaux,  charged  with 
*^  faux  enicriture  priv4e  et  d* enlevement  de  wineurc,*'  was 
given  up  by  Tuscany,  with  an  express  stipulation  that  he 
should  not  be  tried  for  the  latter  offence.    The  Chambre 
des  Mises  en  Accusation,  however,  finding  there  were  no 
sufficient  grounds  for  the  heavier  charge,  remanded  him, 
and  instructed  the  Cour  d' Assises  to  try  him  for  thesmaUer 
offence.    On  appeal  against  this  arrit,  the  Cour  de  Cassa- 
tion held  that  the  Criminal  Courto  must  proceed  without 
regard  to  the  conditions  of  extradition.     That  was  a 
jBMiter  for  the  consideration  of  the  (jk)vemment,  which 
Btlgrht prevent  the  exeontion  of  the  sentence  and  redeUver 
tae  crimiDBl:  (DaUos,  Juriep,  Q6n,  1845, 1.,  405.) 


The  other  French  decisions  refer  chiefly  to  the  incom- 
petence of  the  tribunals  to  consider  the  legality  of  the 
surrender  which  has  been  made.  The  doctrine  was  fully 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Burgerey  in  1841.  He  was  eiven 
up  by  the  republic  of  Berne  on  a  charge  which  did  not 
come  within  tiie  treaty.  He  appealed  against  his  oonvio- 
tion,  but  the  Coar  de  Cassation  held  that  the  two  coun- 
tries might  have  extended  or  modified  the  convention  by 
subsequent  agreements,  according  to  the  requirements 
and  obligations  of  the  friendly  relations  which  subsisted 
between  them ;  that  the  French  tribunals  were  not  called 
upon  to  inquire  into  the  reasons  which  had  determined 
the  Republic  of  Berne,  the  sole  guardian  of  its  own  inde- 
pendence and  dignity,  to  grant  the  extradition  ;  and  that, 
whether  it  had  been  demanded  or  spontaneously  accorded, 
the  prisoner  had  been  legally  remitted  to  the  lurisdiction 
of  the  law  by  which  his  orime  was  punishable :  (Dalloz, 
Jurisp.  Gen.  1841, 1.,  440.) 

[Blackburn,  J.  also  cited  the  following  from  the 

same  book,  p.  91 : 

Extradition  can  only  be  admitted  with  regard  to  a 
person  accused  of  a  crime  other  than  a  political  crime,  and 
not  of  a  misdemeanor.  It  follows  that  if  the  extradition 
has  been  obtidned  of  a  person  accused  at  once  of  a  crime 
and  a  misdemeanor,  he  ought  not  to  be  put  upon  his  trial 
for  the  misdemeanor. 

And  again  : 

The  order  of  extradition  states  the  act  upon  which  it  is 
founded,  and  that  act  alone  should  be  investigated. 

The  Attorney 'Gejieral  pointed  out  that  in  this  case 
the  warrant  of  committal  and  the  requisition  only 
mentioned  the  two  extradition  crimes — forgery  and 
fraudulent  bankruptcy.]  At  all  events,  it  does  not 
sufficiently  appear  between  such  contradictory 
authorities  what  the  French  law  is  on  the  subject, 
and  therefore  extradition  ought  not  to  be  granted 
under  the  present  Act. 

CocKBURN,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
should  be  discharged.  I  rather  hesitate  to  express 
any  decided  opinion  as  to  the  construction  to  be 
put  upon  the  27th  section,  although  I  see  plainly 
what  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature— that  is 
to  say,  it  was  intended,  while  getting  rid  of  the 
statutes  by  which  the  treaties  were  confirmed,  to 
save  the  existing  treaties  in  their  full  integrity 
and  force.  This  has  been  probably  effected,  but 
is  certainly  not  very  clearly  expressed.  Nothing 
would  have  been  more  simple  than  to  enact  that, 
althougb  it  ^as  expedient  to  repeal  the  statutes, 
yet  that  the  treaties  should  still  have  full  force  and 
efifect  ;  instead  of  which  this  complicated  and 
obscure  language  has  been  adopted.  If  it  were 
necessary  in  the  present  case  to  aecide  that  point, 
I  should  have  been  prepared  to  do  so,  and  to 
declare  that  the  object  nad  been  accomplished, 
though  at  the  same  time  I  should  be  disposed  to 
advise  the  Government  to  make  the  matter  safe 
by  amending  the  Act,  in  case  any  question  might 
hereafter  arise  upon  it.  Upon  the  second  ground 
upon  which  we  are  asked  to  discharge  the  rule,  I 
think  there  can  be  no  real  doubt,  oj  sect.  3,  sub- 
sect.  2,  the  statute  is  to  have  full  force  where  pro- 
vision is  made  by  the  law  of  the  state  demanding 
the  extradition  ot  the  criminal,  or  by  arrangement, 
that  the  fugitive  criminal  shall  not,  until  he  has 
been  restored,  or  had  an  opportunity  of  returning 
to  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  be  detained  or  triea 
in  the  foreign  state  for  any  offence  committed 
prior  to  his  surrender  other  than  the  extradition 
crime  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender 
is  grounded.  I  consider  that  the  requirements  of 
this  provision  are  vatisfied.  We  are  now  clearly  in- 
formed of  the  practical  working  of  the  French  law  by 
the  affidavit  of  M.  Moreau  referring  to  ihe  circular 
I  which  IB  hindrng  tjc^ou  Wia  CK^occtA  of  that  country. 
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It  expressly  provides  that  the  criminal  who  is  sur- 
rendered in  respect  of  one  offence  will  not  be  tried 
for  another,  until  he  has  been  restored  or  has  had 
an  opportunity  of  returning  to  Her  Majesty's 
dominions.  This  view  of  the  French  law  is  con- 
finned  by  M.  Felix,  M.  Blondel  and  other  authors 
of  the  highest  posible  authority.  I  am  satisfied 
that  we  must  discharge  the  rule. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  have  no  doubt  that  it  was  in- 
tended that  the  old  treaties  should  still  have  force 
and  effect,  and  that  they  should  be  enforced  by 
the  machinery  provided  under  the  Extradition 
Act  1870.  It  was  not  intended  to  abrogate  the 
old  treaties*  but  I  have  very  serious  doubts  whether 
the  Legislature  have  effected  by  the  27th  section 
what  was  intended.  If  it  was  necessary  to  decide 
that  point,  I  should  desire  to  take  time  to  con- 
sider, but  I  content  myself  with  saying  that  it 
seems  desirable  that  there  should  be  some  further 
legislation  upon  the  subject.  But  upon  the  other 
point  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  requirements  of 
sect.  2,  sub-sect.  3,  are  complied  with.  The  French 
law  does  provide  that  the  fugitive  criminal 
shall  not  be  tried  for  an  offence  committed  prior 
to  his  surrender  other  than  the  extradition  crime 
proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is 

Sounded.     When  we  read  the  affidavit  of    M. 
oreau  and  the  text  books,  this  is  made  clear.  The 
criminal  ought  tl^erefore  to  be  surrendered. 

Mbllor,  J. — I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  the 
construction  of  sect.  27  suggested  by  the  Attorney - 
General ;  but  I  feel  some  doubt,  and  it  would  be 
advisable  to  set  all  doubt  at  rest  by  further  legis- 
lation. Upon  the  other  point  I  entirely  agree  with 
the  judgments  of  my  Lord  and  my  brother  Black- 
bam. 

Rule  discharged. 

Attorney  for  the  Crown,  Tlie  Solicitor  to  the 
Treasury. 

Attorneys  for  applicant,  Saunders  and  Hawks' 
fordf  for  F,  Hawksford,  Jersey. 


Saturday,  Jan.  11,1873. 
Reg.  v.  Tub  Justices  of  Ex£Ter  ;  Ex  parte  Mann. 

Alehouse  licence — Anntial  value — Improvement  of 
premises — Illegal  condition  in  licence — Quashing 
—Certiorari— 9  Geo.  4,  c.  61— The  Review  of 
Justices'  Decisions  Act  1872  (35  ^  36  Vict.  c.  26)— 
r/t€  Licensing  Act  1872  (35  ^  36  Vict,  c.  94,  ss. 
45,46). 

it  a  general  annual  licensing  meeting,  the  occupies-  of 
a  house  licensed  as  a  public-house  under  9  Geo.  4, 
e.  61,  the  annual  valus  of  which  was  under  30Z.  a 
year,  applied  for  a  renewal  of  tlve  licence.  The 
justices  renewed  the  licence,  hut  with  the  following 
notice  upon  it : — "  This  licence  is  renewed  on  con- 
diiion  tiuU  the  licensed  premises  shall,  before  the 
next  geiheral  annual  licensing  meeting,  be  im- 
proved  and  made  of  the  annual  value  of  302.,  in 
default  of  which  this  licence  will  not  be  renewed.^' 

Held,  upon  a  certiorari  to  quash  this  condition,  that 
the  provision  in  sect.  46  of  tJie  Licensing  Act  1872 
cur  to  improving  the  premises  does  iwt  apply  to  a 
house  already  licensed  under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61 ;  and 
that  the  condition  was  null  and  void.  The  court 
Erected  thai  this  judgment  should  be  intirhated  to 
ike  jusliceSf  hut  they  refused  to  quash  the  coi.» 
ditum. 

Theju9tiee$  did  not  appear  to  oppose  the  writ,  but 
fikd  ms  oifidaiU  under  35^  36  Fid,  c  26,  a.  2  ; 


tlie  court  allowed  the  matter  to  be  dealt  with  by 

way  of  motion. 
A  certiorari  had  issued  to  bring  into  this  court  a 
licence  granted  by  justices  of  Exeter  to  John  Mann. 
It  was  sought  to  quash  a  condition  in  the  licence, 
on  the  ground  that  the  justices  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  express  in  the  licence  any  such  condition, 
as  the  house  was  licensed  under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act 
35  &  36  Vict.  c.  94,  and  at  the  time  of  the  holding 
of  the  last  general  annual  licensing  meeting. 

Upon  the  licence  and  under  the  seal  the  follow- 
ing memorandum  was  written : — "  Take  notice, 
that  this  licence  is  renewed  on  condition  that  the 
licensed  premises  shall,  before  the  next  annual 
licensing  meeting,  be  improved  and  made  of  the 
annual  value  of  302.,  in  detault  of  which  this  licence 
will  not  be  renewed." 

The  justices  had  purposely  refrained  from  show- 
ing cause  why  the  writ  of  cei'tiorari  should  not 
issue,  and  immediatelv  after  making  a  return  to 
the  writ  thev  directed  their  chairman  to  file  an 
affidavit,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Review  of 
Justices'  Decisions  Act  1872  (35  &  36  Vict.  c.  26). 

Sect.  2  enaots :  Whenever  the  deoision  of  any  justioe 
or  justioes  is  called  in  question  in  any  Superior 
Court  of  Common  Law  by  a  rule  to  show  cause  or  other 

grooesB  issued  upon  an  ex  parte  application,  it  shall  be 
bwful  for  any  such  justice  to  make  and  file  in  such  court 
an  affidavit,  setting  forth  the  gn^ounds  of  the  decision  so 
brought  under  review,  and  any  facts  which  he  may  con- 
sider to  have  a  material  bearing  on  the  question  at  issue, 
without  being  required  to  pay  any  fee  in  respect  of  filing 
such  affidavit,  or  az»y  stamp  duty  thereupon. 

Sect.  3 :  Whenever  any  such  affidavit  has  been  filed  as 
aforesaid,  the  court  shall,  before  making  the  rule  abso- 
lute against  the  justice  or  justices,  or  otherwise  deter- 
mining the  mattert  so  as  to  overrule  or  set  aside  the 
Ckcta  or  decisions  of  the  pstioe  or  iastices  to  which  the 
application  relatei,  take  into  consideration  the  matters 
set  forth  in  suon  affidavit,  notwithstanding  that  no 
counsel  appear  on  behalf  of  such  justices. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  that  the  justices, 
from  evidence  obtained,  were  of  opinion  that  the 
premises  occupied  bv  John  Mann  were  not  of  the 
anuual  value  of  30f.,  but  that,  inasmuch  as  the 

Premises  had  been  theretofore  licensed,  and  the 
usiness  thereof  properly  conducted  for  several 
years,  the  justices  haa  renewed  the  licence  condi- 
tionally "  on  the  required  improvement  in  value 
being  made  to  the  premises  before  the  next  annual 
licensing  meeting,  as  provided  by  the  45th  and 
46th  sections  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872;**  and 
that  the  justices  had  given  their  best  and  most 
careful  consideration  to  the  several  clauses  and  pro- 
visions of  the  Act,  and  more  particularly  to  the 
45th  and  46th  sections  thereof,  and  to  other 
the  matters  and  things  in  reference  to  the  renewal 
and  conditional  grant  of  the  licence;  and  that  the 
grounds  on  whicn  they  had  come  to  their  decision 
(which  was  unanimous)  were,  that  they  "  verilv 
believed  and  considered  the  same  to  be  in  accora- 
ance  with  the  Licensing  Act  1872,  and  other  the 
statutes  in  connection  therewith." 

John  Mann  had  fur  the  last  ten  years  holdeii  a 
general  public-house  or  lioensed  victualler's  licence, 
under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  which  contains  no  provision 
whatever  with  respect  to  the  rateable  or  annual 
value  of  the  house  to  be  licensed  thereunder. 
Exeter  is  a  city  containining  not  less  than  10,000 
inhabitants,  and  John  Mann's  premises  are  below 
the  annual  value  oC  ^l. 

F aland  (.Besley  mlYi  \i\mV— '^V^  ^c>a\^  ^^  xioa^^ 
absolute  ior  a  certioiarl  \ft&\.  \«tm.   TV^  \Nx-?iC\vfta^ 
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have  intimated  their  intention  not  to  take  an^ 
steps  to  prevent  the  condition  being  qaashed,  if 
the  court  thinks  that  it  ought  not  to  have  been 
imposed.  Therefore  the  matter  may  be  dealt  with 
at  once,  without  the  case  being  put  mto  the  Crown 
Paper.  [The  Court  assented  to  this  being  done.] 
The  only  question  then  will  be,  what  is  the  proper 
construction  to  be  put  upon  sects.  45  and  46  of  the 
Licensing  Act  1872.  These  sections  are  as  follows  : 
— Sect.  45 :  "  Premises  to  which,  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  this  Act  no  licence  under  the  Acts 
recited  in  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869 
(32  &  33  Vict.  c.  27),  [The  Acts  recited  are  11 
Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  64;  4  &  5  WiU.  4,  c.  85; 
3  &  4  Vict.  c.  61 ;  24  &  25  Vict.  o.  21 ;  26  &27  Vict. 
c.  33 ;  and  23  Vict.  c.  27.  See  especially  s.  1  of 
3  &  4  Vict.  0.  61,  and  s.  8  of  23  Vict.  c.  27]  autho- 
rising the  sale  of  beer  or  wine  for  consumption 
thereupon  is  attached,  shall  not  be  subject  to  any 
of  the  provisions  now  in  force,  prescribing  a  certain 
rent  or  value  or  rating  as  a  qualification  tor  receiv- 
ing any  such  licence.  Premises  not  at  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  this  Act  licensed  for  the  sale  of  any 
intoxicating  liquor  for  consumption  thereupon,  shall 
not  be  qualified  to  receive  a  licence  authorising 
such  sale  unless  the  following  conditions  are  satis- 
fied : — (a)  The  premises,  unless  such  premises  are  a 
railwav  refreshment  room,  shall  be  of  not  less  than 
the  following  annual  value :  If  situated  within  the 
City  of  London  or  the  liberties  thereof,  or  any 

Smsh  or  place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
etropoUtan  Board  of  Works,  or  within  the  four 
miles  radius  from  Charing-cross,  or  within  the 
limits  of  a  town  containing  a  population  of  not  less 
than  100,000  inhabitants,  50Z.  per  annum ;  or  if 
the  licence  do  not  authorise  the  sale  of  spirits,  20^ 
per  annum.  If  situated  elsewhere,  and  within  the 
limits  of  a  town  containing  a  population  of  not 
less  than  10,000  inhabitants,  30L  per  annum  ;  or  if 
the  licence  do  not  authorise  the  sskle  of  spirits,  201. 
per  annum.  If  situated  elsewhere,  and  not  within 
any  such  town  as  above  mentioned,  15^  per  annum, 
or  if  the  licence  do  not  authorise  the  sale  of  spirits, 
122.  per  annum.  (6)  The  premises  shall  be,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  licensing  authority,  structurally 
adapted  to  the  class  of  licence  for  which  a  certifi- 
cate is  sought:  Provided  that  no  house  not  licensed 
at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act  for  the  sale 
of  any  intoxicating  liquor  for  consumption  on  the 
premises,  shall  be  qualified  to  have  a  licence  at- 
tached thereto,  autnorising  such  sale,  unless  such 
house  shall  contain,  exclusive  of  the  rooms 
occupied  by  the  inmates  of  such  house,  if  the 
licence  authonse  the  sale  of  spirits,  two  rooms; 
and  if  the  licence  do  not  authorise  the  sale 
of  spirits,  one  room  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  public."  Sect.  46 :  "  Whereas,  in  certain 
cases,  a  licence  under  the  Wine  and  Beer- 
house Acts  1869  and  1870  is  not  to  be  granted 
unless  the  house  and  premises  in  respect  of  which 
such  licence  is  granted  are  of  such  rent  and  value, 
or  are  rated  to  the  poor  rate  on  a  rent  or  annual 
value  of  such  amount  as  is  respectively  in  that 
behalf  stated  in  the  Acts  recited  in  the  Wine  and 
Beerhouse  Act  1869,  and  it  is  expedient  to  substi- 
tute in  such  cases  'annual  value*  for  the  said 
rent,  value,  or  rating,  and  to  provide  for  the  ascer- 
taining the  annual  value  of  such  house  and  pre- 
mises :  b^  it  therefore  enacted,  that  in  cases  not 
provided  for  hv  the  last  preceding  section,  a 
Bcence  under  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Acts  1869 
and  28/^0,  shall  not  be  grants  in  respect  of  any  pre- 


mises which  are  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  licensing 
justices  who  grant  such  licence,  of  such  annuaJ 
value  as  is  mentioned  in  that  behalf  in  the  Acts 
recited  in  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869,  and 
those  Acts  should  be  construed  as  if  'annual  value* 
were  therein  substituted  for  'rent,*  'value,*  'rated 
on  a  rent  or  annual  value,*  and  other  like  expres- 
sions.    IS  at  the  first  general  annual  licensing 
meeting  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  the  licensing 
justices  are  of  opinion  that  any  premises  which  are 
licensed  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  at  the 
passing  of  this  Act,  are  not  of  such  annual  value  as 
authorises  the  grant  of  a  licence  for  such  premises, 
they  may,  notwithstanding,  renew   such  licence 
upon  the  condition  to  be  expressed  in  the  licence, 
that  the   holder  thereof  before  the  next  general 
annual  licensing  meeting,  improve  the  premises  so 
as  to  make  them  of  sufiicient  annual  value,  and  if 
the  holder  fail  to  comply  with  such  condition,  the 
licence  shall  not  be  renewed  at  such  next  general 
annual  licensing  meeting.**    It  is  to  be  observed, 
that  no  property  qualification  whatever  was  im- 
posed upon  public  houses  by  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61. 
This  Act,  formerly  called  the  Alehouse  Act,  is  in 
the  Licensing  Act  1872  called  the  Intoxicating 
Liquor  Licensing  Act  1828.     (See  sect.  74  of  the 
Licensing  Act   1872,  the  interpretation  clause.) 
That  Act  of  1828  was  passed  at  a  time  when  the 
houses    licensed  under  the  Acts  recited  in  the 
Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act   1869,    did  not   exist. 
Those  houses  were  first  created  by  11  G«o.  4  & 
1  Will.  4,  c.  64  (the  Beer  Act),  and  23  Vict.  c.  27 
(commonly  called  Mr.Gbidstone's  Act)  respectively. 
No  property  qualification  was  imposed  upon  beer- 
houses Dv  the  original  Beer  Act.    Beerhouses  were 
first  made  subject  to  the  property  qualification  by 
3  &  4  Vict.  c.  61,  which  Act  applies  to  beerhouses 
only.    By  sect.  1  of  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  61,  it  is  enacted 
that  "  no  licence  to  sell  beer  or  cider  by  retail .  .  . 
shall  be  granted  to  any  person  who  shall  not  be 
the  real  resident  holder  or  occupier  of  the  dwelling- 
house  in  which  he  shall  apply  to  be  licensed,  nor 
shall  any  such  licence  be  granted  in  respect  of  any 
dwelling-house  which  shi2l  not,  with  the  premises 
occupiea  therewith,  be  rated  in  one  sum  to  the  rate 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  township, 
or  place  in  which  such  house  and  premises  are 
situate,  on  a  rent  or  annual  value  of  15Lper  an- 
num,*' if  situated  within  the  Bills  of  Mortality,  or 
in  places  containing  10,000  inhabitants,  &c     By 
sect.  8  of  23  Vict.  c.  27,  it  is  enacted  that  "  no 
licence  to  sell  foreign  wine  by  retail  to  be  consumed 
on  the  premises,  shall  be  granted  for  any  refresh- 
ment house,  which,  with  the  premises  belonging 
thereto,  and  occupied  therewith,  shall  be  under  the 
rent  and  value  of  10{.  a  year.**    In  like  manner,  23 
Vict.  c.  27,  by  the  8th  section  of  which  a  property 
Qualification  is  imposed  upon  houses  licensed  for 
tne   sale   of  wine,  applies  to  wine  houses   only. 
These  are  tho  "Acts  recited   bv  the   Wine  and 
Beerhouse  Act  1869,**  to  wliich  reference  is  made 
in  the  46th  section  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872,  and 
none  of  them  touch  9  Greo.  4,  c.  61.     It  being  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature  to  remove  all  doubts  as 
to  the  real  value  of  the  house  licensed,  under  the 
"  Acts  recited,**  "  rateable  value  *'  being  an  uncer- 
tain value,  and  "  rent  or  value "  being  a  vague 
expression,  the  46th  section  of  the  Act  of  1872  was 

Eiassed  to  prevent  such  doubts  arising  for  the  fViture. 
Mkllor,  J. — It  is  strange  that  the  Legislature 
should  hjEkve  raised  the  value  of  the  wine  and  beer 
I  bouaea,  andYiai^^Y^  >)[i!^  ^^\]a  q^  >}[i^  q\^x«c  bouses 
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alone.  The  preamble  of  the  Act  inoludes  all  houses.] 
This  is  because  the  wine  and  beer  houses  had, 
untdl  the  passing  of  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act 
1869,  been  licensed  by  the  Excise  only,  whereas 
the  pnblic-house  licences  had  been  always  under 
the  control  of  the  justices.  It  would  be  confisca- 
tion to  impose  the  new  property  qualification  upon 
old  public  houses.  [Mellob,  J. — As  to  confisca- 
tion, was  it  not  a  kind  of  confiscation  to  change 
rateable  into  annual  value  P]  Not  so ;  it  was  only 
the  substitution  of  the  real  test  for  a  va^e  and 
imeertain  one,  which  was  often  evaded.  The  old 
pnblic-houses  are  expressly  excluded  from  the 
operation  of  sect.  45,  by  its  two  first  paragraphs. 
[XusH,  J. — ^Assuming  this,  was  there  any  le^l 
obligation  to  renew  P]  "No ;  but  it  is  the  practice 
to  renew  in  cases  where  there  is  no  complaint  as  to 
character.  [Cockburn,  C.J.— No  doubt  that  the 
justices  would  have  acted  harshly  if  in  such  a  case 
they  had  refused  without  reason,  but  still  they 
have  a  discretion  which  we  cannot  overrule.  But 
can  a  document  of  this  kind  be  so  divided  as  to 
be  quashed  in  part  P  We  are  confident  that  if  we 
say  that  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to  impose 
such  a  condition,  they  will  treat  it  as  a  nullitv 
when  the  time  comes.]  The  condition  is  illegal, 
and  ought  to  be  quashed.  Sect.  48  of  the  Licen- 
sing Act  1872  prescribes  that  licences  granted  at 
the  first  licensing  meeting  after  the  Act,  should  be 
in  the  forms  heretofore  in  use. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  justices. 

Coc&BU&N,  C.J. — The  condition  is  not  above,  but 
below  the  seal  to  the  licence,  which  is  good  in 
itself.  But  I  should  be  sorry  to  put  my  decision 
on  so  narrow  a  ground,  being  of  opinion  that  the 
iastioes  applied  sect.  46  of  the  Act  in  a  manner 
beyond  their  power.  Looking  at  sect.  45,  one  sees 
two  classes  of  cases — first,  licences  already  exist- 
ing ;  secondly,  licences  granted  after  the  passing 
of  the  Act ;  and  that  a  distinction  was  intended  to 
be  made,  and  is  in  fact  made,  between  them. 
^  Premises  not  at  the  time  of  this  Act  licensed," 
excludes  existing  licences,  before  proceeding  to 
legislation  for  the  future.  With  natural  tenderness 
for  vested  interests,  the  Legislature  has  forebome 
to  require  what  might  be  beyond  the  means  of  the 
applicant,  or  be  perhaps  physically  impossible. 
Where  there  is  a  public-nouse  licence  existing,  the 
section  does  not  apply.  The  justices  acted  beyond 
their  powers,  but  it  would  be  useless  for  us  to 
quash  a  condition  which  we  consider  altogether 
inoperative. 

MiLLoa,  J. — I  agree  with  the  decision  of  the 
court,  and  though  I  hesitate  as  to  the  construction 
of  the  Act,  I  do  not  hesitate  sufficiently  to  differ 
from  the  rest  of  the  court.  I  agree  that  it  is  idle 
to  quash  apart  without  quashing  the  whole  of  the 
licence.  The  opinion  expressed  by  the  court  will, 
no  doubt,  prevent  the  justices  from  acting  on  the 
condition  they  have  imposed.  It  is  verv  mconve- 
nient  that  the  court  should  be  called  upon  to 
decide  so  complicated  a  question  without  the 
assistance  of  counsel  on  botn  sides.  At  any  rate, 
the  jostioes  should  have  given  a  full  reference  to 
the  statute  on  which  our  opinion  is  requested.  My 
hesitation  is  grounded  on  the  apprehension  of 
Hmiting  the  provisions  of  an  Act  passed  on  grounds 
of  pnlmcpolicy,  with  intent  to  check  intem- 
pezanoe.  The  woi^  seem  to  justify  the  construction 
pat  oo  ihem  fay  the  court. 

LuBH,  J. — ^I  do  not  doubt  that  the  juaticea  have 
put  •  mcpoig  oozuiraction  upon  aecta.  45  and  46. 


Although  the  language  is  by  no  means  dear,  I 
think  our  judgment  accords  with  the  words  as 
well  as  the  intention  of  the  Act.  There  appear 
to  be  three  kinds  of  licence  referred  to :  existing 
public-house  licences,  existing  wine  and  beerhouse 
licences,  and  new  licences  of  both  kinds.  Sect.  45, 
in  substance,  says  that  existing  public-houses  shall 
not  be  subject  to  anv  value  Qualification,  and  then 
proceeds  to  deal  with  future  licences.  Then  comes 
sect.  46,  dealing  with  beer  and  wine  houses.  Now 
it  might  well  be  that  some  of  these  houses  had 
got  wron^lv  rated.  Such  houses  would  have 
become  disfranchised  bv  sect.  45,  were  it  not  for 
the  power  of  inserting  the  condition  given  by  sect. 
46.  The  two  sections  must  for  all  purposes  be 
read  together. 

Archibald,  J. — The  sections  are  by  no  means 
clearl  V  worded,  but  their  meaning  may  be  ascer- 
tained pretty  accurately.  Unless  the  earlier  para- 
graph of  sect.  45  be  unmeaning,  it  must  mean  that 
existing  public-houses  are  not  to  be  touched.  From 
the  use  of  the  word  **  authorises,"  in  sect.  46,  it 
also  appears  that,  these  houses  are  excluded  from 
the  operation  of  that  section.  The  general  inten- 
tion of  the  Act  may  be  seen  in  the  preamble,  but 
that  intention  could  only  have  been  meant  to  be 
carried  out  with  due  regard  to  vested  interests. 
There  would  be  no  hardship  in  slightly  increasing 
a  property  qualification,  wnereas  there  would  be  a 
groat  hardship  in  creating  one  where  it  did  not 
exist  before. 

Licence  sent  hack  to  tlie  justices,  with  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  court. 

Attorneys  for  applicant,  H,  J.  and  T.  Child,  for 
T.  Floud,  Exeter. 


Tuesday,  Jam,.  21,  1873. 
Arnold  t;.  Holbrook. 

Highwa/y — Limited  dedicaiion — Bight  of  owner  of 
sail  to  plough  up  footpaih — Biqht  of  djeviation 
where  highway  found&roue — "Nuisance — Biight  to 
abate. 

Appellant  was  the  occupier  of  a/n  arahle  field,  across 
which  a  footway  ran,  which  had  been  used  as  a 
highway  by  every  person  at  his  plea^sure,  but  such 
user  by  the  pvhlic  was  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
appdUmt  and  others,  the  owners  and  occupiers  of 
the  field,  to  plough  up  the  footway  whenever  they 
required  so  to  do  in  ploughing  the  field.  TJiefoot' 
way,  after  being  last  ploughed  up,  being  in  a  muddy 
and  bad  condition,  the  pvhlic  deviated  on  to  the 
land  on  either  side,  and  in  so  doing  injured  the 
appeUanfs  crovs.  To  prevent  this  deviation,  ap» 
peUant  placed  nurdles  at  intervals,  which  hurdles 
were  dcmgerous  to  the  public  in  the  dark.  An 
auction  of  trespass  having  been  brouaht  against 
respondent  for  entering  on  the  appellant's  land 
amd  knocking  down  some  of  the  hurdles : 

Held,  thai  the  public  had  no  right  to  deviale  when 
the  footway  was  founderous  and  impassable,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  that  such  a  right  had  been 
granted  by  the  owner  of  the  soil,  or  had  been  tnvo- 
riably  enjoyed ;  and  (2)  that  even  supposing  the 
existence  of  the  hurdles  a  nuisance,  the  respondent 
was  not  justified  in  abating  it,  in  absence  of  ^oof 
that  he  could  not  otherwise  enjoy  the  public  right. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge 

of  the  County  tfourt  of  Surrey,  holdan  ^\»'&c\^\f^x. 

on  the  8ih  March  \^11. 
The  action  waa  \>toti^\i  Aay  >i\i^  w^^^^^aJo^Xi  \*i 
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recover  the  sum  of  21 L,  as  damans,  from  the  ' 
respondent,  for  entering  upon  certain  land  in  the 
occupation  of  the  appellant,  and  pulling  up  and 
throwing  down  twenty  hurdles  of  the  appellant, 
set  up  upon  the  said  land.  The  respondent  ap- 
peared and  defended  the  said  action. 

The  appellant  was  the  tenant  and  occupier  of  an 
arahle  field,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Portslade,  in 
the  county  of  Surrey,  called  Aldrington  Laine, 
over  which  was  a  footpath  running  diagonally 
across  the  said  field,  in  a  straight  direction  from 
one  end  to  the  other,  «nd  which  path,  it  was  ad- 
mitted by  the  appellant,  the  public  had  a  right  to 
use ;  but  such  user  was  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
appellant  and  others,  the  owners  and  occupiers  of 
the  said  field,  to  plough  up  whenever  they  required 
so  to  do,  in  ploughing  the  said  above-mentioned 
field. 

The  right  of  the  appellant  so  to  plough  up  the 
said  path  had  been  determined  by  the  iuagment  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  the  action  of 
Arnold  v.  Blaker  (L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  433).  The  case 
for  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  action  was 
settled  by  Bramwell,  B.,  and  the  following  state- 
ments from  it  are  to  be  taken  as  parts  of  this 
case: — 

"  The  footway  in  question  is  the  nearest  foot- 
way by  half  a  mile  from  the  Portslade  station  of 
the  London,  Brighton,  and  South  Coast  Bailway 
to  the  village  ana  parish  church  of  Portslade,  and 
is  the  only  footpath  leading  from  the  village 
to  the  station.  The  said  railway  station  was 
opened  for  public  traffic  in  1^2,  and  since 
tnat  time  tne  number  of  inhabitants  of  the 
village  and  parish  of  Portslade  has  increased 
very  largely.  68,77i  railway  passen^r  tickets 
were  issued  at  the  said  railway  station  m  1867,  and 
65,631  in  1868.  Since  1842  the  said  footway  has 
been  much  more  used  by  the  public  than  before 
that  time;  and  the  jurv  found  that  any  path 
which  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  ploa^ning 
through  it,  as  formerly,  would  be  a  prejudice  to 
bim  and  not  a  benefit. 

Prior  to  the  last  ploughing  up  of  the  said  path, 
and  to  the  said  action  of  Arnold  v.  Blaker,  the 
surveyors  of  the  parish  of  Portslade  had  hardened 
the  said  path  by  bringing  chalk  and  stones  upon 
it,  and  had  maae  it  a  solid  and  raised  path,  of  the 
average  width  of  four  or  five  feet,  and  which  path 
the  plaintifi^,  in  consequence  of  its  being  so  made 
Bolia,  could  not  plough  up,  and  he  thereupon 
brought  his  said  action  agamst  the  surveyors  of 
highways  of  Portslade,  Blaker  being  one. 

After  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchecfuer 
Chamber,  the  appellant  gave  the  pari&h  authorities 
notice  in  writing  to  remove,  and  they  thereupon 
removed  the  material  hardening  the  path,  and  the 
appellant  afterwards  ploughed  up  the  path,  as 
portions  of  the  field  were  ploughea  up  in  the  ordi- 
nary cultivation  thereof,  and  sowed  the  whole  with 
wheat,  but  did  nothing  after  such  ploughing  up 
and  sowing  to  make,  set  out,  or  define  the  said 
path  for  the  use  of  the  public. 

After  the  appellant  nad  so  ploughed  up  and 
sown  the  said  neld  and  path,  the  public  continued 
to  walk  across  the  field  m  the  direction  where  the 
path  had  been,  but  soon  finding  the  ground  where 
the  path  had  been  in  a  muddy  and  bad  condition, 
they  walked  out  on  either  side  of  it  for  a  better 
way,  and  in  some  parts  of  it  to  a  width  of  eighteen 
feet  or  thereabouts,  injuring  thereby  the  appel- 
Uint's  crops. 


To  prevent  the  public  from  so  walking  out  on 
either  side,  the  appellant,  in  the  month  of 
December,  placed  hurdles  on  the  parts  which  had 
been  thus  trodden  over  by  the  public  at  irregular 
intervals,  but  not  opposite  to  each  other,  they  being 
about  twelve  yards  from  each  other,  at  right  aneles 
to  the  line  where  the  path  had  been  first  trodden 
out  on  either  side  of  it,  leaving  a  space  of  about 
six  feet  between  the  inner  ends  of  the  said  hurdles, 
which  hurdles  were  dangerous  to  the  public  in  the 
dark.  The  appellant  had  in  previous  years  placed 
at  intervals  bushes  for  a  similar  purpose,  after  the 
field  had  been  ploughed,  but  the  public  often 
walked  outside  of  them  when  the  path  had  become 
in  a  bad  condition. 

The  respondent  threw  down  three  of  the  said 
hurdles,  and  it  was  for  such  alleged  trespass  that 
thepresent  action  was  brought. 

The  appellant's  witnesses  were  cross-examined 
on  the  tacts,  and  at  the  close  of  the  appellant's 
rase,  the  learned  judge  suggested  an  adjournment 
to  enable  the  parties  to  come  to  some  terms,  the 
learned  judge  having  suggested  that  it  would  be 
more  advantageous  to  all  parties  that  the  footpath 
shotdd  be  hardened,  and  that  in  any  future  plough- 
ing the  appellant  should  plough  on  either  side  of 
the  path  instead  of  across  it.  But  such  adjourn- 
ment having  failed  to  produce  any  amicable 
arrangement,  the  learned  judge,  at  a  subsequent 
court,  without  calling  on  the  respondent,  gave 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  respondent,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  appellant,  after 
he  had  ploughed  up  the  said  path,  to  set  out  again 
a  proper  path  for  the  use  of  the  public,  instead  of 
leaving  tnem  to  tread  out  a  path  in  the  best  way 
that  they  could,  and  that  the  path  so  trodden  out 
having  become  in  a  muddy  and  foanderous  state, 
the  public  were  justified  in  deviating  on  the  appel- 
lant s  land  to  find  a  firmer  and  better  path  ;  that 
it  was  by  the  appellant's  own  negligence  that  the 
alleged  trespass  was  occasioned,  and  that  sach 
negligence  contributed  to  the  injury  complained 
of,  and  that  the  respondent  was  therefore  justified 
in  removing  the  said  hurdles. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  was,  whetner,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated,  the  respondent  was  or  was  not 
justified  in  removing  tne  said  hurdles.  If  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  was  justified  in 
doing  so,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  to 
stand ;  but  if  the  contrary,  the  judgment  was  to 
be  reversed ;  the  costs  to  be  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal. 

Manisiy,  Q.C.  (with  him  Orantham),  for  the 
appellant,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  was 
stopped ;  and  the  court  called  on 

Brown,  Q.C.  (with  him  Lord),  for  the  respon- 
dent, who  contended,  first,  that  the  public  had  an 
absolute  right  to  deviate  to  the  right  or  left  of  the 
footway,  where  it  was  founderous ;  secondly,  that 
Quite  irrespectively  of  this  right,  the  hurdles  in 
tne  present  case  being  dangerous  to  the  pubUc  at 
night,  any  one  of  the  public  might  throw  them 
down,  ana  thus  abate  a  public  nuisance.  First,  by 
the  ancient  common  law  relating  to  highways,  if  a 
highway  becomes  founderous,the  public  may  deviate 
to  the  right  or  the  left  of  it.  [Cockburn,  C.J. — 
Does  not  that  apply  to  the  case  of  a  prescriptive 
highway,  and  not  to  a  highway  dedicated  subject 
to  such  a  limitation  as  exists  in  the  present  case  P 
Where  such  a  limitation  exists,  is  not  the  right 
strictly  subject  to  that  limitation  P]    In  Taylor  yi 
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Whitehead  (Doug.  745),  where  it  was  held  not  to  be 
a  good  jastification  in  trespass  that  the  defendant 
had  a  riffht  of  way  over  part  of  plaintiff's  land,  and 
that  he  nad  ^ne  npon  the  adjoining  land  because 
^6  way  was  impassable  from  being  overflowed  by 
a  river,  Lord  Mansfield  distinguishes  such  a  case 
from  that  of  a  highway,  as  to  which  the  right 
would  be  indisputable.  His  Lordship  said  (p. 
749) :  "  The  question  is  upon  the  grajit  of  this 
way.  Now  it  is  not  said  to  be  a  grant  of  a  way 
generally,  over  the4and,  but  of  a  precise  specific 
way.  The  grantor  says,  you  may  go  in  this  parti- 
colar  line,  but  I  do  not  give  you  a  right  to  go 
ather  on  the  right  or  left.  I  entirely  agree  with 
my  brother  Walker,  that  by  common  law,  he  who 
has  the  use  of  a  thing  ought  to  repair  it.  The 
srantor  may  bind  himself;  but  here  he  has  not 
done  it.  He  has  not  undertaken  to  provide  against 
the  overflowing  of  the  river;  and  tor  aught  that 
appears  that  mayhave  happened  by  the  neglect  of 
the  defendant.  Highways  are  governed  by  a  dif- 
ferent principle.  They  are  for  the  public  service, 
and  if  tne  usual  track  is  impassable,  it  is  for  the 
general  good  that  people  snould  be  entitled  to 
pass  in  another  line."  So  in  BuUard  v.  Harrison 
(4  IL  &  S.  387),  where  it  was  held  that  a  person 
who  prescribes  in  a  que  estate,  cannot  justify  going 
out  of  it  on  the  adjoining  land  because  the  way  is 
impassable.  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.J.  takes  the 
same  distinction  between  a  private  way  and  a 
hifl^iway,  as  the  footpath  in  the  present  case  is. 
"  The  question,*'  said  his  Lordship,  **  intended  to 
be  agitated  upon  this  record  is,  whether  in  the 
case  of  a  private  way,  the  grantee  may  break  out 
and  go  extra  viam,  if  it  be  impassable,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  public  way.  As  to  that,  I  consider  Taylor 
▼.  Whiienead  has  settled  the  distinction,  that  the 
right  of  going  on  the  adjoining  land  extends  not 
to  private  as  well  as  public  wavs.  And  there  may 
be  many  reasons  in  tne  case  of  highways,  why  the 
pubUo  should  have  an  outlet,  because  it  is  for  the 
public  j^ood  that  a  passage  should  be  afforded  to 
the  subjects  at  all  times.  But  the  same  necessity 
does  not  exist  in  the  case  of  a  ^vate  right  ;**  and 
his  Lordship  referred  to  Williams'  note  to 
Pcmfret  v.  Bycroft  (1  Saun.  323,  note  6).  Li  Yotmg 
(1  Ld.  Bay.  725),  we  find  that  it  was 
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ruled  at  Nisi  Prius  that  every  man  of  common 
right  may  justify  the  going  of  his  servants  or  of 
his  horses  upon  the  bimks  of  navigable  rivers,  for 
towing  barges,  &c.,  to  whomsoever  the  right  of  the 
soil  belongs ;  and  if  the  water  of  the  river  impairs 
and  decreases  the  banks,  &c.,  then  they  shall  nave 
reasonable  way  for  that  purpose  in  the  nearestpart 
of  the  field  next  adjoining  to  the  river ;  and  Holt, 
G^.,  compared  it  to  the  case  where  there  is  a  way 
through  a  great  open  field,  which  way  becomes 
founderous,  the  travellers  maj  justify  the  going 
over  the  outlets  of  the  land  not  inclosed,  next 
adjoining.  [Cockbubn,  C.J. — The  word  "outlets" 
seems  to  mean  something  between  the  highwav 
and  the  field.  It  supposes  that  the  field  through 
which  the  road  runs  is  separated  from  the  road  by 
something  called  an  outlet*  Blackbubn,  J. — ^And 
that  is  an  authority  that  the  right  to  deviate 
is  not  without  stint  or  limit.]  In  Boll.  Abridg. 
tit.^  ** Chimin  Common,"  pi.,  p.  390,  we  read: 
''Si  la  soit  un  common  vhimin  pur  touts  les 
snbjeots  le  roy  et  ad  estre  use  temps  dont 
msniorie  que  (|Tiant  le  chimin  ad  estre  foun- 
dscoiis,  les  subjects  le  roy  hont  use  daler  per 
ovtibtts  ear  le  ierre  proohein  adjoynant,  le  chimin 
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gisant  en  le  open  field  nemy  enclose,  ceux  outletts 
sont  parcell  de  chimyn,  car  les  subjects  le  roy 
doint  aver  un  bon  passage,  et  le  bon  passage  est 
le  chimin,  et  nemy  solement  le  beaten  traoke, 
car  si  la  terre  adjoynant  soit  meme  ove  graine  les 
subjects  le  roy  (le  chimyn  esteant  founderous) 
poient  aler  sur  le  graine  (Trin.  10  Car.  B.  B.)  Per 
curiam. — Sur  un  tryall  al  barr  sur  un  information 
vers  Sir  Edward  Duncombe."  [Cockbuen,  C.J. — 
I  see  that  Comyn  (Dig.  tit.  **  Chimin,  A."  286)  uses 
the  same  word,  (nUlets :  "  If  a  highway  lies  in  an 
open  field,  and  passengers  use  to  turn  out  of  the 
great  track  when  it  is  founderous,  these  out- 
lets are  part  of  the  highway."]  In  Henri's  case 
(Sir  W.  Jones,  Rep.  296),  we  read,  "The  judges 
agree  that  it  hath  been  adjudged,  that  if  a  man 
do  inclose  where  he  may  by  law,  that  he  is  bound 
to  have  a  good  way,  and  also  to  keep  it  in  con- 
tinual repair  at  his  own  charge,  and  the  country 
ought  not  to  be  contributory  thereto.  Mr.  Attorney 
said  it  was  a  Norfolke  case,  that  in  an  action  of 
trespass  for  debrusing  his  close,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  time  out  of  mind  there  was  a  common 
footpath  through  that  close,  &c.  The  plaintiff 
replyed  that  the  defendant  went  in  other  places 
out  of  the  way  (which  was  a  kind  of  new  assign- 
ment) ;  the  defendant  rejoyned  that  the  footpath 
was  aideo  rutosa  et  funderosa  in  default  of  the 
plaintiff  which  ought  to  amend  it,  that  he  could 
not  pass  along  that,  and  therefore  he  went  as  near 
the  path  as  he  could  in  good  and  passable  way, 
and  this  was  resolved  a  good  plea  and  justification ; 
out  of  which  Mr.  Attorney  mferred  that  in  case 
where  a  man  incloseth  and  doth  not  make  a  good 
way,  it  is  lawful  for  passengers  to  make  gaps  in 
his  hedges  to  avoid  the  ill  way,  so  that  they  do  not 
ride  further  into  his  inclosed  grounds  than  is 
needful  for  avoiding  the  bad  way.  [Blackbubj^,  J. 
— The  inference  of  the  Attornev-Qeneral  is  not  a 
decision  of  the  court.  Lush,  J. — And  there  the 
owner  was  bound  to  repair.]  That  is  so  in  this 
case,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  so 
in  other  cases.  In  Ahsor  v.  French  (2  Show.  28), 
in  trespass*  the  defendant  pleaded  that  there 
was  a  highway  from  such  a  place  to  such  a  place, 
that  the  plaintiff  stopped  the  same  so  as  he  could 
not  pass,  and  that  therefore  he  went  over  the 
plaintiff's  close,  doing  as  little  harm  as  he  could, 
and  the  plea  was  held  ^ood  upon  demurrer,  "  for 
if  the  way  be  so  foul  as  is  not  passable,  I  may  then 
justify  the  going  over  another  man's  close  next 
a4joining."  [Blackburn,  J. — If  that  were  law  it 
would  follow  that  if  I,  being  owner  of  Whiteacre. 
vou  being  owner  of  Blackacre,  dedicate  a  strip  of 
land  at  the  edge  of  Whiteacre  as  a  highway,  I 
thereby  give  to  the  public  a  right,  in  case  the  way 
becomes  founderous,  to  go  over  your  property, 
Blackacre,  which  would  certainly  oe  a  very  start- 
ling thinj^.]  Blackstone  (2  Com.  36)  says  :  **  When 
the  law  gives  anything  to  one  it  f^ves  impliedly 
whatsoever  is  necessary  for  enjoying  the  same. 
By  the  law  of  the  Twelve  Tables  at  Borne,  where 
a  man  had  the  right  of  way  over  another's  land, 
and  the  road  was  out  of  repair,  he  who  had  the 
right  of  way  might  go  over  any  part  of  the  right 
he  pleased,  whion  was  the  established  rule  in  public 
as  well  as  private  ways.  And  the  law  of  Eng- 
land seems  to  correspond  with  that  of  Bome  as  to 
highways  and  private  ways  having  their  origin  in 
the  necessity  of  the  thinfj^,"  &c.  The  text  books 
on  the  subject  are  unanimous  in  favour  of  this 
right  of  the  public  in  case  of  hi^lrfra.^%.    Qt«\i^  ^\i 
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Sasements,  p.  492,  refers  to  a  "  mistake  of  Black- 
stone,  who  lays  it  down  that  in  public  as  well  as  in 
private  ways,  a  man  who  had  the  right  of  way 
might,  if  it  were  out  of  repair,  go  over  the  adjoin- 
ing land.  The  cases  cited  by  Blackstone,"  says  the 
author,  "  in  support  of  this  proposition,  appear  to 
be  those  of  pubUo  ways  onlj.  This  distinction  is 
also  recogni8e4  by  the  civil  law;  if  the  public 
highway  was  impassable,  a  traveller  might  pass 
along  the  land  adjoining;  but  no  such  right 
appears  to  nave  existed  in  respect  of  private  ways  ;** 
and  he  cites  the  Roman  law :  "  Cum  via  publica 
vel  fluminis  impetu  vec  ruin&  amissa  est,  vicinus 
proximus  viam  prsBstare  debet."  So  Glen  on  High- 
ways, p.  176 :  "  It  seems  to  be  established  that  if  a 
common  highway  is  in  furrows  and  out  of  repair, 
as  to  become  impassable,  or  even  dangerous  to  be 
travelled  over,  or  incommodious,  the  public  have  a 
right  to  go  upon  the  adjacent  land,  and  it  makes 
no  difference  whether  it  be  sown  with  grain  or 
not.'*  [Mellor,  J. — "No  doubt  it  has  men  the 
prevailing  impression  hitherto  that  such  a  right 
exists.  In  the  notes  to  Dovaston  v.  Payne  (2  S.  L.  C. 
131),  it  is  laid  down  that  "  if  a  highway  become 
so  out  of  repair  and  founderous  as  to  tie  impas- 
sable, or  even  incommodious,  the  public  have  a 
right  to  go  on  the  adjacent  ground,  whether  it  be 
cultivated  or  uncultivated ;  citing,  in  addition  to 
the  authorities  already  referred  to,  1  Hawk.  P.  C. 
76,  8.  2.]  The  same  view  is  expressed  in  the  last 
edition  of  Bum's  Justice  of  the  Peace,  tit.  "  High- 
ways," p.  984,  Beg.  v.  The  Inhahitants  of  Hornsea 
(23  L.  J .  69,  M.  C),  and  Dawes  v.  Hawkins  (8  C.  B., 
N.  S.,  848)  were  also  referred  to.  The  existence 
of  this  right  on  the  part  of  the  public  explains  the 
existence  of  the  strips  of  waste  land  by  tne  side  of 
roads.  **  It  is  said  tnat  in  former  times  the  land- 
owners, to  prevent  their  fences  being  broken  and 
their  crops  spoiled  when  the  roads  were  out  of 
repair,  set  back  their  hedges,  leaving  strips  of 
waste  land  at  the  side  of  the  road,  along  which  the 
public  might  travel  without  going  over  the  lands 
m  cultivation:"  (Williams'  Ileal  Property,  313.) 
[CocKBURN,  C.J. — In  all  these  cases  cited  the  high- 
way was  a  prescriptive  one,  and  there  is  a  body  of 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  in  the  case  of 
such  a  highway  the  public  have  a  right,  if  they 
cannot  otherwise  get  along  by  reason  of  the 
founderous  state  of  the  highway,  to  ^  upon  the 
adjoining  lands.  But  there  is  nothing  to  show 
that  this  footpath  is  a  prescriptive  highway ;  and 
if  it  is,  it  is  a  prescriptive  highway  restricted  by 
the  owner's  right  to  plough  it  up.]  If  this  is  a 
matter  in  doubt,  it  should  be  remembered  that  the 
evidence  for  the  defence  was  not  gone  into  before 
the  County  Court  judge,  who  decided  a^nst  the 
plaintiff  on  his  own  evidence.  Secondly,  these 
nurdles  are  stated  in  the  case  to  be  dangerous  to 
the  public  using  this  footway  by  night,  and  the 
defendant  was  therefore  entitled  to  Knock  them 
down.  [Blackburn,  J. — Is  there  any  authority  for 
the  proposition  that  if  something  is  so  near  to  a 
highway  as  to  be  dangerous,  but  is  not  on  it,  any 
one  mav  abate  it  as  a  nuisance  P]  In  HardcasUe 
V.  South  Yorkshire  Railway  and  River  Dun  Com- 
fany  (4  H.  &  N.  74),  Pollock,  C.B.,  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  says :  **  When  an  excava- 
tion is  made  adjoining  to  a  public  way,  so  that  a 
person  walking  upon  it  mignt,  by  making  a  false 
step,  or  being  affected  with  sudden  giddiness,  or 
in  the  case  of  a  horse  or  carriage  way,  might  by 
^ha  Bndden  starting  of  a  horse,  m  thrown  into  tlie 


excavation,  it  is  reasonable  that  the  person  making 
such  excavation  should  be  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences ;  but  when  the  excavation  is  made  at  some 
oistance  from  the  way,  and  the  person  falling  into 
it  would  be  a  trespasser  upon  the  defendant's  land 
before  he  reached  it,  the  case  seems  to  to  us  to  be 
different.  .  .  .  We  think  that  the  proper  and 
true  test  of  legal  liability  is,  whether  the  exoava-* 
tion  be  substaiiOaUy  adjoining  the  way,  and  it 
would  be  very  dangerous  if  it  were  otherwise— if 
in  every  case  it  was  to  be  left  as  a  fact  to  the  jury 
whether  the  excavation  were  sufficiently  near  to 
the  highway  to  be  dangerous."  [Cockburn,  C.J. 
— But  though  an  action  might  be  maintainable  in 
such  a  case,  could  any  person  go.  with  a  cart  load 
of  materials  and  fill  up  the  excavation?]  In 
Barnes  v.  Ward  (9  C.  B.  392),  where  the  defendant 
was  held  liable  for  an  injury  caused  by  an  excava* 
tion  acyoininff  a  public  footway,  IVmule,  J.,  in 
delivering  juc^gment,  says  that  "the  arguments 
for  the  pmintiff  were,  that  when  a  public  way  has 
existed  from  time  immemorial,  the  public  have  a 
right  to  enjoy  it  with  ease  and  security ;  and  that 
if  a  man  prevents  that  ei\joyment,  even  by  the  use  of 
his  own  property,  he  is  responsible  as  for  a  public 
nuisance ;"  whilst  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  it 
was  argued,  that  no  use  which  a  man  chooses  to 
make  of  his  own  property  can  amount  to  a 
nuisance  to  a  public  or  private  right,  uuless  it  in 
some  way  interferes  with  the  lawful  enjoyment 
of  that  right.  The  judgment  of  the  court  was 
this :  **  Considering  that  the  present  case  refers  to 
a  newly  made  excavation  adjoining  an  immemorial 
public  way,  which  rendered  the  way  unsafe  to  those 
who  used  it  with  ordinary  care — it  appears  to  us, 
after  much  consideration,  that  the  defendant,  in 
having  made  that  excavation,  was  guilty  of  a 
public  nuisance,  even  though  the  danger  consisted 
m  the  risk  of  accidentally  &viating  from  the  road ; 
for  the  danger  thus  created  may  reasonably  deter 
prudent  persons  from  using  the  way,  and  thus  the 
full  enjoyment  of  it  by  the  public  is  in  effect  as 
much  impeded  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  nui- 
sance to  a  highway."  These  remarks  are  strictly 
applicable  to  the  prer.ent  case ;  and  if  so,  the  de- 
fendant would  be  entitled  to  treat  the  hurdles  as  a 
nuisance ;  for  they  are  found  to  be  dangerous  to 
any  person  using  the  footpath  at  night  who  may 
deviate.  [Cockburn,  C.J. — The  deviation  in  the 
present  case  is  not  an  accidental  one,  but  a  designed 
and  wilful  one.] 

Ma/nisty,  Q.C.  in  reply. — In  Hardcastle  v.  South 
Yorkshire  Railway  and  River  Dun  Company  (ubi 
sup.)t  the  court  in  giving  judgment  says  :  "  When 
a  man  dedicates  a  way  to  the  public,  there  does  not 
seem  any  just  ground,  in  reason  and  good  sense, 
that  he  should  restrict  himself  in  the  use  of  his 
laud  adjoining  to  any  extent  further  than  that  he 
should  not  make  the  use  of  the  way  dangerous  to 
the  persons  who  are  upon  it  and  using  it.  To  do 
so  would  be  derogating  from  his  grant;  but  he 
gives  no  liberty  or  licence  to  the  persons  using  the 
way  to  trespass  upon  his  adjoining  land ;  and  if 
they  in  so  doing  come  to  misfortune,  we  think 
they  must  bear  it,  and  the  owner  of  the  land  is  not 
responsible.  [Blackburn,  J. — Even  supposing  the 
hurdles  in  the  present  case  to  be  a  nuisauce,  I  am 
much  startled  at  the  proposition  that  any  person 
who  Ukes  may  abate  it,  unless  he  cannot  otherwise 
enjoy  the  public  right.  Mellor,  J. — ^In  Dimet  v. 
PetUy  (15  Q.  B.  276),  it  was  held  that  a  prival« 
individual  cannot  justify  damaging  the  propeiij 
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of  another,  on  the  groand  that  it  is  a  nuisance  to  a 
public  right,  unless  it  does  him  a  special  injury. 
CocKBURN,  C.J. — If  our  decision  is  in  your  favour, 
do  you  claim  to  have  judgment  for  the  sum  of 
21  {.claimed  in  the  action?]  The  plaintiff*8  only 
desire  is  to  have  the  legal  question  determined; 
he  does  not  insist  on  the  21 Z. 

CocKBXTRN,  C.J. — We  must  deal  with  the  case  as 
it  now  comes  before  us.  If  it  had  been  desired  to 
adduce  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that 
should  have  been  done  at  the  trial.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  County  Court 
Judge  in  favour  of  the  defendant  must  be  reversed. 
It  is  Quite  unnecessary  to  quarrel  with  or  indeed  to 
oonsiaer  the  right  of  the  public,  as  stated  in  the 
old  cases,  where  the  highway  is  founderous,  to 
deviate  on  to  the  adjoining  lands.  It  may  be  that 
from  the  nature  of  the  times,  the  roads  formerly 
being  few,  the  right  of  the  public  to  do  so  was 
indispensable,  and  became  well  established.  It  may 
well  oe,  too,  that  the  liability  to  repair  the  roads  of 
the  country  not  being  in  those  days  well  settled, 
it  was,  for  the  public  good  and  convenience,  neces- 
sary to  establish  the  rule  that  where  the  roads 
were  not  in  a  proper  condition  to  travel  upon,  the 
public  might  do  the  best  they  could,  at  the  expense 
of  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lands.  But  the 
cases  seem  to  have  been  those  in  which  no  right 
was  reserved  to  the  owners  of  the  road  qualifying 
the  right  of  the  public  tq  use  it.  Whether  the 
user  of  the  road  in  the  present  case  be  modern  or 
not,  we  find  that  the  owner  has  reserved  to  himself 
the  right  to  plough  it  up  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
cultivating  nis  land ;  and  a  path  is  given  by  him 
to  the  public  in  a  precise  and  known  direction. 
When  tne  owner  is  ploughing  the  rest  of  his  field, 
the  pathway  soon  gets  into  a  muddy  and  perhaps 
impassable  condition.  But  inasmuch  as  the  owner 
has  a  right  so  to  plough  up  the  pathway,  unlike, 
in  this  respect,  the  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Brown,  a 
totally  different  state  of  things  arises  from  that 
existing  in  those  cases.  The  owner  has  a  le^l 
right  to  turn  the  pathway  into  a  condition  which 
reuders  it  impassable — ^he  has  reserved  that  ri^ht 
to  himself  contemporaneously  with  the  dedication 
of  it  to  the  public  as  a  highway — the  public  must 
therefore  take  it  icdem  qiialem  the  owner  has  dedi- 
cated it;  if  they  use  it  at  all  they  must  take  it  as  they 
find  it.  If  it  becomes  impassable,  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  ordinary  rule  of  law  as  to  highways  which 
has  been  cited  applies.  As  to  the  second  point 
insisted  on  by  Mr.  Brown,  I  cannot  conceive  that 
there  can  be  anything  in  the  circumstances  of  this 
case  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  ^o  and  knock 
4own  the  hurdles  put  up  by  the  plaintiff* — hurdles 
placed  where  they  are,  not  to  interfere  with  the 
user  of  the  pathway  by  the  public,  but  merely  to 
mark  out  the  limit  of  the  dedication.  It  may  be 
that  where  anything  is  so  closely  contiguous  to  a 
highway  that  persons  passing  along  the  highwav, 
thongh  using  reasonable  care,  ma^  still  be  liable 
to  injury  from  the  proximity  of  this  thing,  that  a 
right  of  action  may  accrue  to  any  person  who  is 
injured ;  but  it  is  a  very  different  thing  to  say 
that  any  person  can  go  and  abate  it  as  a  nuisance. 
The  caso  which  was  last  cited  shows  that  an  indi- 
vidual can  only  abate  a  nuisance  where  it  is  neces- 
sary to  the  user  of  his  own  right  that  the  nuisance 
should  be  abated.  No  such  nuisance  existed  in  the 
fH-esent  case;  and  the  abatement  was  only  neces- 
mty  to  aperaon  seeking  to  enjoy  a  right  of  devia- 
tioo  whun  doea  not  eixiat.    The  defeimant  had  no 


right,  for  the  sake  of  the  general  public,  to  throw 
down  the  hurdles.  On  both  points,  therefore,  the 
case  of  the  defendant  fails ;  and  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  must  therefore  be  reversed. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion — that 
the  judgment  of  the  County  Court  Judge  cannot 
stand;  and  that,  as  the  case  is  stated  before  us, 
all  we  can  do  is  to  reverse  that  judgment,  without 
ordering  that  the  appellant  is  to  have  judgment 
for  211. — a  course  which  the  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant are  contented  with.  The  first  question  is, 
whether  there  exists  a  right  of  deviation  here  be- 
cause the  footway  is  founderous  and  parts  of  it  im- 
passable. As  tq  that,  I  agree  that  there  are  many 
dicta  to  be  found  in  the  text  books  in  favour  of  the 
view  that  such  a  right  of  deviation  exists ;  but 
there  is,  notwithstanding,  no  authority  for  it.  Sir 
Edward  DuncomVs  case  (Cro.  Car.  366)  is  the 
foundation  on  which  the  whole  doctrine  rests,  and 
the  only  case  at  all  like  the  present.  In  that  case 
there  was  a  prescriptive  highway,  and  when  it  was 
out  of  repair  there  existed  a  prescriptive  right  of 
user  by  tne  public  of  what  is  called  the  outlets  of 
the  highway,  which  I  understand  to  mean  certain 
definite  portions  of  the  land  adjoining  the  high- 
way— not  at  all  that  the  public  had  a  right  to  go  any- 
where they  liked.  What  was  done  in  that  case  was 
this :  Sir  Edward  Dunoomb  having  taken  posses- 
sion of  the  outlets  and  inclosed  them,  tnereby 
deprived  the  public  of  a  right  which  they  formerly 
possessed;  and  it  was  held  that  there  was  an 
obUgation  on  him  to  keep  the  way  in  repair  at  his 
own  charge  and  peril — a  primary  liability  which 
the  parish  could  enforce  against  him,  as  he  had 
deprived  the  public  of  their  former  right  of  deviat- 
ing on  to  the  outlets.  And  I  think  it  would  be 
very  reasonable  to  hold  that  where  a  prescriptive 
highway  runs  across  an  open  common,  primdjads^ 
unless  something  is  shown  to  the  contrary,  wh^ 
that  highway  becomes  founderous,  the  public 
would  have  a  right  to  deviate  to  that  extent.  But 
where  there  is  no  prescriptive  right  of  this  kind,  I 
must  say,  though  there  are  several  dicta  of  great 
weight,  there  is  no  authority  to  show  the  exist- 
ence of  a  common  right  on  the  part  of  the  public 
to  deviate  to  the  lands  on  eitner  side,  whether 
those  lands  be  subject  to  any  prescriptive  obliga- 
tion or  not ;  and  where  there  are  in  tne  case  dis- 
tinct intimations  of  the  non-existence  of  such  a 
right  to  deviate,  it  would  require  extreme  authority 
to  satisfy  me  that  any  person  dedicating  to  the 
public  a  footway  of,  say  six  feet  broad,  across  his 
field,  would  thereby  give  the  public  a  right  to  de- 
viate on  either  side  into  his  field.  Whether,  in  the 
present  case,  there  was  any  prescriptive  light  so 
to  deviate,  is  a  different  question.  It  is  enough  to 
say  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  such  prescriptive 
right.  Because  the  owner  has  reserved  to  himself 
a  right  to  plough  up  the  footway,  it  cannot  be  said 
that  the  public  nas  therefore  a  right  to  deviate.  It 
would  be  a  different  matter  if  the  plaintiff  had  by 
any  wrongful  act  of  his  own,  stopped  up  the  high- 
way. I  think  that  the  case  cited  from  Showers 
shows  that  the  public  might  in  such  a  case  knock 
down  the  obstruction ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  that  point.  The  road  here  is  founderous, 
because  from  the  nature  of  it  it  is  necessarily  so 
when  ploughed  up.  until  it  becomes  hardened  by 
the  feet  of  the  passengers  over  it ;  but  it  cannot 
therefore  be  argued  that  the  public  may  deviate  on 
to  the  adjoining  ground.  Such  a  thing  would  b^ 
contrary  to  commou  bouba  ^Xidi  \\]aM\&^\  vcA>^«t^ 
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is  no  authority  in  support  of  it.  Sir  Edward 
Duncomb*8  case  is  not  applicable  to  a  case  like  the 
present.  Then  as  to  the  other  contention  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  that  he  can  justifj^  knocking 
down  the  hurdles,  because  they  constitute  a  nui- 
sance, I  will  only  say  that  the  case  of  Dimes  t. 
PeUey  {iM  svh.)  approprip^tely  states  the  law  on 
this  subject,  and  as  soon  as  it  is  looked  at,  it  will 
be  perceived  that  the  defendant  in  the  present 
oase  had  no  such  right.  The  judgment,  therefore, 
in  favour  of  the  defendant  must  be  reversed. 

Mellor,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
footway  in  the  present  case  seems  to  be  the  same 
which  was  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
in  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Bldker  (L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B. 
483).  The  case  was  not  argued  in  the  court  below, 
because  covered  by  the  decision  in  Mercer  v.  Wood- 
gate  (L.  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  26).  The  language  cited  by 
my  brother  Blackburn  in  that  case  from  Fisher  v. 
Prowee  (2  B.  &  S.  780),  is  apnlicable  here :  "  It  is 
of  course  not  obligatory  on  tne  owner  of  land  to 
dedicate  the  use  of  it  as  a  highway  to  the  public. 
It  is  equally  clear  that  it  is  not  compulsory  on  the 
public  to  accept  the  use  of  a  way  wneu  offered  to 
them.  If  the  use  of  the  soil  as  a  way  is  offered  by 
the  owner  to  the  public  under  given  conditions, 
and  subject  to  certain  reservations,  and  the  public 
accept  the  use  under  such  circumstances,  there  can 
be  no  iniustice  in  holding  them  to  the  terms  on 
which  the  benefit  was  conferred.  On  the  other 
hand,  gve&t  injustice  and  hardship  would  often 
arise  ifT  when  a  public  right  of  way  has  been  ac- 
quired under  a  prior  state  of  circumstances,  the 
owner  of  the  soil  should  be  held  bound  to  alter 
the  state  of  circumstances  to  his  own  disadvantage 
and  loss,  and  to  make  further  concessions  to  the 
public  altogether  beyond  the  scope  of  his  original 
mtention."  This  expresses  most  accurately  the 
right  doctrine  on  the  subject.  Once  we  see  that 
there  may  be  a  restriction  on  the  right  of  the 
public,  or  a  reservation  by  the  owner  who  dedi- 
cates, it  seems  unnecessary  to  consider  anything 
further ;  and  the  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Brown,  seeing 
that  they  were  all  cases  of  hignways  where  no  such 
restriction  or  reservation  existed,  may  be  left  out 
of  consideration.  I  think  the  case  of  Dimes  v. 
PeUey  (uhi  sup.),  is  decisive  of  the  second  point 
made  by  Mr.  Brown.  If  one  considers  what  it  is 
which  entitles  a  man  to  recover  damages  in  respect 
of  an  obstruction — namely,  that  he  suffers  some 
special  injuiy  from  its  existence — that  will  show 
the  nature  of  the  right  which  he  has  to  abate  a 
nuisance. 

Lush,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  both 
points,  and  for  the  reasons  already  given  by  my 
learned  brothers. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant. 

Attorneys  for  appellant,  Palmer^  Bull,  and  Fry, 
for  Upperton,  Upperton,  and  Ba^on,  Brighton. 
Attorney  for  respondent,  W,  darke. 


Wednesda/y,  Jan.  22, 1873. 
Ballet  (app.)  v.  Williamson  (resp.) 

Bight  to  deliver  a  public  address  in  Hyde  Park — 
Rules  of  thsparh^Zh  ^  36  Vid,  c.  15. 

SecL  4  o/  35  cf  36  vict,  c.  15,  gives  summary  juris- 
diction  for  the  conviction  cf  a/ny  person  doing  an 
act  in  contravention  of  any  regulation  in  the 
si^edide.   By  sect.  9,  any  rules  made  in  pursuance 


of  the  schedule,  when  Parliament  is  not  sittina, 
shaU  be  laid  before  both  Houses  within  three  weeks 
after  the  beginning  of  the  next  session,  and  any 
rules  or  farts  thereof  as  shall  be  disapproved  shaU 
nut  be  enfoj'ced.    Begulaiion  8  of  the  schedule  pro* 
vides  that  no  person  shall  deliver  or  invite  any 
person  to  deliver   any  public  address  in  a  park 
except  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  park ; 
and  regulations  19  and  20  provide  for  the  making 
and  issuing  rules  of  the  park  by  the  ranger  ana 
comtnissioners.    Rules  of  Hyde  Park  were  issued 
on  the  \st  Oct.  1872,  tlie  Act  having  passed  on  the 
27th  June,  and  the  hist  session  having  concluded 
on  the  10th  Aug.     One  of  the  rules  was  thai  no 
public  address  of  an  unlawful  character,  or  for  an 
unlawful  purpose,  may  be  delivered ;  another,  thai 
no  public  address  may  be  delivered  except  upon 
certain  conditions.      The  appellant,  having  in- 
fringed    these  conditions  in  delivering  a  public 
address  of  a  lawful  character  in  Hyde  Park,  was 
convicted  by  a  nuigistraie : 
Held,  upon  appeal,  that  these  rules  were  in  force,  air 
though  not  laid  before  Parliament ;  that  this  Act 
assumes  thai  the  parks  are  the  property  of  the 
Crown,  and  thai  the  public  have  no  rights  of  user 
except  by  favour  of  the  Crown ;  thai  the  rules  were 
within  the  authority  of  the  Act ;  and  thai  tlie  con- 
viction was  valid. 
This  was  a  case  stated  by  a  metropolitan  magis- 
trate, under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  upon  the  convic- 
tion of  the  appellant.    The  case  was  as  follows  : 

The  appellant  had  appeared  before  me  on  a 
summons  to  answer  the  complaint  against  him  by 
the  respondent,  who  is  a  superintendent  of  the 
Metropolitan  Police,  which  charged  him  with  un 
offence  under  sect.  4  of  the  Parks  Regulation 
Act  1872  (35  &  36  Vict.  c.  15),  for  that  he  did 
unlawfully  act  in  contravention  of  a  certain  regu- 
lation contained  in  the  first  schedule  annexed 
thereto — to  wit,  by  delivering  a  certain  public 
address  in  Hyde  Park,  not  in  accordance  with 
the  rules  of  the  said  park,  contrary  to  the  statute, 
&c.  I  convicted  the  appellant  of  the  said  offence, 
and  adjudged  him  to  pay  a  fine  of  hi.  and  2s, 
costs,  or  in  default  of  payment  to  be  imprisoned 
in  the  House  of  Correction  for  Middlesex  for  one 
calendar  month. 

The  following  facts  were  proved  before  me.  A 
copy  of  the  Rules  of  Hyde  Park,  made  under  the 
19th  and  20th  regulations  in  the  first  schedule  to 
the  Act  was  put  in  evidence.  The  first  schedule 
contains  the  lollowing : 

Begiilations  to  be  Observed  by  Pdnons  asiiig  the  Boyal 

Parks. 

7.  No  person  shall  drill  or  practise  military  evolntions, 
or  ase  arms,  or  play  any  game  or  mneio,  or  practise 
gymnastios,  or  sell  or  let  any  commodity,  in  a  park 
except  in  accordance  with  the  roles  of  the  park. 

8.  No  person  shall  dehver  or  invite  any  person  to 
deliver  any  public  address  in  a  park  except  in  accordanoa 
with  the  roles  of  the  park. 

14.  No  person  shali  commit  any  act  in  violation  of 
public  decency,  or  use  profane,  indecent,  or  obscene 
languaffe  to  the  annovance  of  other  persons  osing  a  park. 

16.  No  person  shall  wilfully  interfere  with  or  annoy 
any  other  person  using  or  enjoying  a  park,  or  any  part 
thereof,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  park,  or 
otherwise  using  or  enjoying  the  same  in  any  lawful 
manner. 

18.  No  person  shall  enter  into  or  remain  in  any  part  of 
a  iMurk  during  any  time  between  sunset  and  sunrise  ap- 
pointed  for  dosing  the  same,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
passing  along  a  way  kept  oi>en  for  the  use  of  the  pubUo. 

19.  For  the  purpose  of  this  schedule  "  the  Rules  of  tJlie 
Park"  shall  be  deemed  to  be  such  rules  as  mmj,  in 
relation  to  any  matter  within  tiie  jnrisdiotion  of  the 
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nuif«r  (if  any)  of  the  park,  be  from  time  to  time  made 
by  tbe  ranger,  and  in  relation  to  axiy  other  matter  to 
wnioh  these  regolations  are  applicable  be  from  time  to 
time  made  by  the  CommisaioDere  of  Her  Majesiy *8  Works 
and  Pablio  Bnildinn. 

2(X  Anj  mles,  wnether  made  by  the  ranger  or  by  the 
Commissioners  of  Her  Biajesiy's  Works  and  Public 
BnHdings,  shall  be  issued  nnder  the  common  seal  of  the 
■aid  oommissioners,  and  any  roles  porportinff  to  be  the 
mles  of  the  park  ma,j  be  proyed  by  the  proauotion  of  a 
oopj  thereof  pnrportmg  to  be  printed  by  the  printers  of 
Her  ICajeety. 

Copies  of  the  said  regulations  and  of  the  rales 
so  made  for  Hyde-park  were  posted  in  conspiouous 
places  in  the  said  park,  at  tne  several  entrances 
thereto,  on  boards  on  the  30th  Sept.  1872.  The 
following  are  the  concluding  Rules  of  Hyde-park : 

10.  No  chairs  or  other  seats  may  be  placed  for  hire 
except  with  the  licence  of  the  Commissioners  of  Her 
Migesty's  Works  and  Public  Buildings,  and  subject  to 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  such  licence. 

11.  No  public  address  may  be  deliyered  except  within 
forty  yaras  of  the  notice  board  on  which  this  rule  is 
inscribed. 

12.  No  public  address  of  an  unlawful  character  or  for 
an  unlawful  purpose  may  be  delivered. 

13.  No  public  address  may  be  delivered  unless  a 
written  notice  of  the  intention  to  deliver  the  same, 
signed  with  the  names  and  addresses  of  two  householders 
residing  in  the  metropolis,  be  left  at  the  office  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Her  Majesiy's  Works  and  Public 
Buildings  at  least  two  clear  days  before.  Such  notice 
must  s^te  the  day  and  hour  of  intended  deliviery.  After 
SQeh  a  notice  has  been  received,  no  other  notice  for  the 
dalirery  of  any  other  address  on  the  same  day  will  be 
valid. 

Dated  the  1st  Oct.  1872. 

Qbobob,  Banger. 
Sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  the  Commissioners  of 
Her  Majesty's  Works  and  Public  Buildings. 

Gbosob  Bussbll,  Secretary. 

In  one  spot  in  the  said  park  a  notice  was  put  up 
on  an  iron  post,  which  was  firmly  fixed  in  the 
ground,  on  a  granite  base,  and  on  which  was  in- 
scribed, in  a  conspicuous  manner,  on  an  iron  plate, 
the  11th  of  the  said  rules,  with  a  heading  to  it  as 
follows  :  "  The  notice  board  respecting  public 
addresses. — No  public  address  may  be  delivered 
except  within  fortj  yards  of  the  notice  board  on 
whicn  this  rule  is  inscribed." 

A  /oc  simile  of  this  notice  was  put  in  evidence, 
and  will  be  in  court  to  be  referred  to  if  deemed 
necessary. 

On  Sunday,  the  Srd  Nov.  1872,  several  hundreds 
of  persons,  carrying  flags,  and  headed  by  a  band 
of  music,  walked  into  the  said  park  and  assembled 
there  for  the  purpose  of  holding  a  public  meeting  ; 
a  chairman  was  appointed,  who  aadressed  the  as- 
sembly, and  the  appellant  then  addressed  the  per- 
sons there  assembled,  and  concluded  by  moving 
the  first  resolution,  and  others  also  ed^terwards 
delivered  addresses  at  the  same  meeting.  The 
addresses  delivered  by  the  appellant  and  by  the 
other  speakers  were  oeliverea  at  more  than  forty 
yards  distance  from  the  notice  board  containing 
only  the  11th  rule  before  mentioned,  viz.,  at  a  dis- 
tance of  106yd8.  therefrom,  and  at  a  very  much 
larger  distance  firom  the  notice  boards  containing 
complete  copies  of  the  regulations  and  rules. 
Several  persons  were  selling  fruits  in  the  said 
park  on  that  occasion.  There  were  numerous 
park  keepers  and  police  constables  in  the  park  at 
that  time.  They  were  well  aware  of  the  afore- 
said prooeedingB,  but  they  did  not  in  any  way 
interrere  with  those  persons  who  delivered  aa- 
or  scdd  imits.  nor  did  they  demand  their 
or  addroaseij  nor  did  they  warn  them  that 


they  were  infringing  the  law,  but  summonses  were 
applied  for  by  the  police  on  the  afternoon  of  the 
4tn  Nov.,  ana  granted  by  me  against  the  appellant 
and  other  speakers  who  addressed  the  meeting.  No 
notice  was  left  at  the  office  of  the  Commissioners 
of  Her  Majesty's  Works  as  required  by  the  13th 
rule. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended  a^ 
follows :  That  the  Parks  Regulation  Act  imposed 
upon  the  park  keepers  and  police  constables  the 
duty  of  demanding  the  name  and  address  of  any 
person  infringing  the  rules  of  the  park,  and,  in  the 
event  of  refusal  to  ^ive  such  name  and  address,  of 
taking  the  offender  into  custody.  That  it  was  the 
duty  of  such  park  keepers  and  police  constables  to 
have  taken  this  course  with  the  chairman  who 
first  addressed  the  meeting;  and  that  not  hav- 
ing done  so  the  appellant  was  justified  in 
concluding  that  the  delivery  of  an  address 
under  the  circumstances  was  a  lawful  act  and 
sanctioned  by  the  park  keepers  and  police  con- 
stables. That  under  the  7th  section  of  the  said 
Act  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  police  con- 
stables were  imposed  upon  the  park  keepers,  and 
that  the  latter  were  consequently  bound,  as  soon  as 
the  rules  of  the  park  were  inninged,  to  prevent 
the  continuance  or  the  repetition  of  such  infringe- 
ment. That  by  the  9th  section  of  the  Act  any 
rules  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  should,  in 
order  to  become  valid,  be  first  approved  by  Parlia- 
ment. That  if  the  rules  acouired  any  validity 
without  such  approval  of  Parliament,  it  was  only 
such  as  would  have  enabled  the  park  keepers 
and  police  constables  to  enforce  compliance  with 
such  rules,  but  not  such  as  would  render  noncom- 
pliance with  such  rules  a  misdemeanor  punishable 
py  fine  or  imprisonment.  That  the  lltn  section  of 
the  Act  prohibited  interference  with  any  right  to 
which  any  person  was  at  the  passing  of  tne  Act  by 
law  entitled.  That  the  appellant  was  at  the  time 
of  the  passing  of  the  Act  entitled  by  law  to  deliver 
a  public  address  in  Hyde  Park,  and  that  the  rules 
for  the  violation  of  wnich  the  appellant  was  sum- 
moned before  me,  and  convicted  amounted  to  such 
interference  witli  the  aaid  right  as  was  prohibited 
by  the  Act.  That  the  11th  of  the  rules  made  in 
pursuance  of  the  Act  was  ambiguous,  unreasonable, 
and  bad,  inasmuch  as  the  area  within  which  it  was 
lawful  to  deliver  public  addresses  in  Hyde  Park 
was  not  measurea  from  a  fixed  point;  a  notice 
board  being  movable  would  render  it  possible  for 
the  Ranger  of  Hyde  park  to  reduce  by  a  half  or  by 
three-fourths,  accoraing  to  the  position  in  which 
such  notice  board  was  placed,  the  area  within  which 
public  addresses  mi^nt  be  delivered.  That  the 
said  11th  rule  was  inscribed,  forming  part  of  a 
complete  copy  of  the  regulations  and  rules,  on 
several  boards  posted  at  the  various  entrance  gates 
of  the  park.  That  no  information  was  consequently 
conveyed  to  the  appellant  of  the  precise  place  at 
which  it  was  lawuil  to  deliver  public  addresses, 
and  that  the  appellant  could  not  be  convicted  of 
the  offence  that  he  had  delivered  a  public  address 
at  a  greater  distance  than  forty  yards  from  one 
particular  spot  only  where  a  notice  containing 
such  rule  was  posted  up.  That  the  authority 
given  by  the  19tn  section  of  the  first  schedule  of 
the  Act  to  the  Banger  and  Commissioners  of  Her 
Majesty's  Works  to  make  rules  from  '  time  to 
time '  was  intended  by  the  Legislature  to  be  used 
only  in  exceptional  circum8tauce^«wV\\c\vQ»N3\^TkK\k^ 
in  tho  ordinary  co\itae  oi  \iVm^%,\i^  Iqt^^^a^i.  ^\!\:w^ 


Q.B.] 
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the  12th  of  the  rules  bj  implication  legalises  the 
delirery  in  Hyde  park  of  k  public  addresH,  if  of  a 
lawful  character  and  for  a  lawfnl  purpoae,  and  that 
the  public  address  delivered  by  the  appellant  was 
of  snch  a  character  and  for  such  a  pnrpose.  That 
the  13th  of  the  mlcH  of  the  park  was  void,  ander 
the  l!)th  clause  of  the  regulations  in  the  first  sche- 
dule of  the  Act, as  notbeinf;withinthe  JDrisdiction 
of  the  Ranger  of  Hjde-park  or  of  the  stud  commis- 
aioDers.  That tbelSthrule  was nnreasonableandatao 
ambignous  and  bad,  inasmnch  as  it  left  it  uncertain 
whether  a  written  notice  ebould  be  given  by  each 
individual  who  intended  delivering  a  public  ad- 
dress or  by  one  individual  alone ;  and  that  it  left 
it  equally  doubtful  whether,  afler  one  individual 
had  delivered  a  public  address,  it  would  be  lawful 
for  another  individual  to  deliver  another  public 
address  in  the  park  on  the  same  day.  And, 
finallTi  that  on  the  question  of  a  pre-existing  right 
to  deliver  a  public  address  in  Hyde-park  before  the 
passing  of  this  Act  a  magistrate  would  have  no 

Ic  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  respon- 
dent that,  as  the  regulations  which  under  sect. 
4  of  the  Act  came  mto  force  one  month  after 
the  passing  of  the  Act  declared  that  no  person 

Bhouldtf    ■  ...        -, 


except  in  accord- 


d  deliver  any  public  addi 
ance  with  the  rvles  of  the  park,  no  public  address 
could  be  legally  delivered  unless  rules  were  made 
upon  the  subject,  and  that,  therefore,  it  became 
neoosaaiy  to  make  rales  to  give  effect  to  the  8th 
and  other  '  regulations '  in  which  '  rules  '  are  re- 
ferred to.  That  the  rules  dated  Oct.  1  last,  made 
by  the  ranger  and  by  the  oommissiDDers  were 
valid,  although  they  had  not  been  laid  before  Par- 
liament, as  they  had  power  under  the  l^h  regu- 
lation from  time  to  time  to  make  rules,  and  as 
sect.  9  of  the  Act  contemplated  rules  being  made 
when  Parliament  was  not  sitting.  That  sect.  11 
only  applied  to  rights  of  way  and  similar  rights, 
and  had  no  bearing  on  the  present  caSe.  That  the 
rolei  11  and  18  were  both  valid,  and  ought  to  have 
been  complied  with,  and  that  the  appellant  was 
properly  brought  before  mo  by  summons,  and  that 
I  had  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  the  offence. 

I  was  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  did  commit 
the  offence  mentioned  iu  sect.  4  of  the  Act — viz., 
that  he  unlawfully  and  wilfully  did  an  act  in  con- 
travention of  the  8th  regulation  by  delivering  a 
pnbUc  address  in  Hyde-park  not  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  such  park;  that  the  said  rules, 
dated  Oct.  1st  last,  were  valid ;  that  the  appellant 
delivered  his  public  address  not  in  accordance  with 
either  rule  11  or  13,  and,  further,  that,  notwith- 
standing the  contention  on  behalf  of  the  appellant 
that  he  nad  a  pre-existing  right  under  sect.  II  of 
the  Act  to  deliver  a  publio  address  in  Hyde-park, 
I  WOK  justified  in  and  had  jurisdiction  to  convict 
tbe  appellant.  I  therefore  convicted  him  accord- 
ingly. The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  court 
is  whether  I  was  wrong  in  point  of  law  in  con- 
victing the  appellant;  if  I  was  wrong,  the  con- 
viction is  to  be  quaehedi  otherwise,  to  be  con- 
firmed." 

;J5  &  36  Vict.  c.  15,  is  entitled  "  An  Act  for  the 
Begulation  of  the  Boyal  Parks  and  Gardens,"  and 
recites  that  it  is  expedient  to  protect  from  injury 
the  royal  parks,  gardens,  and  possessions  under 
tbe  management  of  the  oommiHaioners  of  Her 
Haiesty's  works  and  pabUo  buildings,  hereinafter 
called  "the  commi8(ianer8,"aDd to  secure  the  public 
/roin  moleatotioa  juid  knnoyance  while  eiyoying 


for  the  time  being  veBt«d  m  th«  oomauBBionerB,  knd  moh 
pkrka,  gaidenB,  ftud  poaseiuoDS  are  herein&ttw  molndad 
under  the  term  "  park." 

Sect.  4.  if  any  perBon  does  my  act  b  oontraventioii  ef 
any  regalation  oontAined  in  the  Bnt  eohednle  simex«d 
hereto,  he  Bhall.  on  conviotioB  by  a  ooort  of  BUmmai7 
jariiidiotioii,  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  eioeedingr  £5:  bat 
the  regnlstioiiB  cootiuaed  in  the  said  ichedale  Bhall  not 
tske  flffeot  until  the  eipintian  of  one  calendar  mostb 
after  the  pasBiD;  of  this  Act. 

Seet,  T,  Kvery  park  koeper.  in  addition  to  any  powera 
and  immnnities  specially  conferred  upon  him  by  this  Aot, 
■hall,  within  the  limits  of  the  park  ot  which  he  ii  keaHr, 
have  all  aach  powers,  privileges,  and  immanities,  and  b« 
liable  to  all  BOoh  dntieB  and  reBponsiftilitiea,  as  WiT 
polioe  constable  hae  within  the  poUoe  diitriot  in  whiw 
BQoh  park  ia  aitnated  ;  and  any  peraon  ao  appointed  a 
parkkeeper  aa  aforesaid  atiall  obey  aaeh  lawfnl  oom- 
mands  as  ho  may  from  time  to  time  receive  from  the 
commisaionen  in  reapeat  of  hia  oondnot  in  the  exeontioii 
of  hia  offloe. 

Seot.  9.  An;  rale  made  in  pnnaanoe  of  the  Brat  aohe- 
dnle  to  thia  Act  ahall  be  forthwith  Uid  before  both 
Houses  of  Parliament,  if  Parliament  be  sittinft.  or  if  not, 
then  within  three  weekB  after  the  bepnning  ot  the  then 
neit  enaninK  eeaaion  of  Parliament :  and  if  any  ia<^ 
rnloB  Bhall  be  disapproved  of  by  either  House  of  P*rli»- 
ment  within  one  month  aft«r  tbe  same  ahall  have  been 
BO  laid  before  Parliament,  snuh  rolea,  or  anah  parte 
thereof  aa  ahall  be  diaapproved  of,  ahall  not  be  enfotoed. 

Sect  10.  Copies  of  regDlatioae  to  bo  obaerred  in  pnr- 
ananae  of  thia  Act  by  persona  naing  a  Boyal  park  to 
which  thia  Act  applies  shall  be  put  up  in  suoh  park 
in  anoh  aonspicoous  manner  as  the  oommieBionera  may 
deem  best  oatonlated  to  give  information  to  the  perwma 
naing  the  park. 

Soot.  11.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  anthorise  any  inter- 
ference with  any  rights  ot  way  or  any  right  whatever  to 
which  an;  person  or  persons  may  be  by  lav  entitled. 

Scot.  llf.  All  powers  conferred  by  this  Aet  ahall  be 
deemed  to  be  in  addition  to  and  not  in  dentation  of  mar 
power  conferred  by  an;  other  Aet  ot  Parliament,  and 
an;  snch  powers  ma;  be  exercised  aa  it  tltia  Aot  had  not 
bean  paaaed. 

Sect.  13.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  be  deeiood 
to  prejndioe  or  affect  any  prerogative  or  right  ot  Her 
Majesty,  or  any  power,  right,  or  duty  of  the  oommis- 
aionera,  or  an;  powera  ot  duties  ot  any  offloera,  clerks,  ot 
•erranta    appointed    b;  Her  Majesty   or  by    the  oom- 


The  Act  obtained  the  Royal  assent  on  the  27th 
June  1872  ;  the  session  of  Parliament  concluded 
on  the  10th  Aug.  following;  and  the  rules  under 
the  Act  were  not  issued  until  October  of  the  same 
year. 

Baker  Greene  [with  him  Shackleton  HaU«ll) 
argued  for  the  appellant. — It  seems  to  have  bcMi 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  mles  issued 
under  the  Act  should  not  come  into  foroe  antil 
a  month  had  elapsed  aller  the  passing  of  the 
Act,  in  order  to  give  Parliament  an  opportunity 
of  declaring  that  it  disapproved  of  them.  [Biack- 
BURK,  J. — Where  are  there  any  words  making  it  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  validity  of  the  rules 
that  they  should  be  laid  for  a  month  before  Parlia- 
ment F]  There  are  no  express  words  to  that 
effect,  but  it  may  be  inferred  from  the'dth  section. 
[BlacB3UbJ(,  J. — That  section  merely  says  a  rule 


tional  to  delegate  so  absolute  a  power  of  legislation 
by  rules.  [Biackburn,  J. — Scarcely  a  railway  or 
dock  Aot  ia  passed  without  power  to  the  diraotors 
to  make  bye  laws  inflicting  penalties.]    If  any  of 
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the  rales  are  beyond  the  powers  granted  by  the 
Ist  schedule,  none  of  them  can  be  enforced,  and 
the  public  are  remitted  to  their  common  law  nghts 
to  assemble  in  the  parks.  [Blackburn,  J. — What 
possible  riffht  of  that  kind  can  they  have  P  People 
can  entertheparks  only  under  the  lea veand licence  of 
the  Crown.]  The  Act  itself  recognises  some  right 
in  the  nublic.  [Mellor,  J. — On  the  contrary,  it  is 
enactea  that  no  person  shall  do  either  of  the 
forbidden  things  except  in  accordance  with  the 
rules*]  At  all  eyents  penalties  cannot  be  inflicted 
until  Parliament  has  approved  of  the  rules. 
[GocKBURK,  C.J.  -The  words  are,  "  such  rules,  or 
such  parts  thereof^  as  shall  be  disapproved  shall 
not  be  enforced."  This  implies  most  clearly  that 
until  disapproved  the  rules  are  to  be  valid.]  There 
is  a  common  law  right  to  hold  public  meetings  in 
the  parks.  [Blackburn,  J.—On  what  grounds  P] 
For  many  years  they  have  been  held.  [Black- 
VUBJS,  J. — Sect  11  recognises  only  rights  to  which 
persons  may  be  by  law  entitled.  You  must  show 
a  legal  right.  Quain,  J. — And  such  a  lesal  right 
SB  a  right  of  way.]  Thejp«rks  are  public  pro- 
perty. [CocKBURN,  C.J. — ^What  authority  can  you 
find  for  that  P]  The  long  usage  of  popular  right. 
[OocKBURK,  C.J. — Clearly  there  is  no  immemorial 
n^ty  and  you  cannot  even  suggest  any  other 
ground  for  the  claim.] 

The  Attomey-Chneral  (with  Poland)  appeared 
for  the  respondent,  but  was  not  heard. 

CocKBURN,  C.J. — We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  conviction  must  be  affirm^.  The  Act  is 
tor  the  regulation  of  the  Boyal  parks,  and  for  the 
protection  of  the  public  in  their  enjoyment  of  the 
pmrkB  for  the  purposes  of  innocent  recreation  and 
exercise.  There  nas  been,  no  doubt,  a  habit  of 
using  the  narks  for  other  purposes  than  those  of 
recreation,  but  that  h&bit  is  of  recent  growth.  It 
has  produced  inconveniences  which  required  to  be 
remedied,  and  the  use  of  the  parks  for  these  pur- 
poses required  to  be  reeulated;  and  with  that 
riew  this  Act  was  passed.  The  Act  has  annexed 
to  it  a  schedule  of  certain  regulations,  which 
dedare  that  certain  things  shall  not  be  done  in  the 
Boyal  parks  except  under  certain  circumstances. 
But  these  regulations  were  evidently  intended  to 
be  supplemented  and  rendered  more  complete  by 
roles  to  be  made  for  the  purpose  by  the  ranger  or 
the  commissioners,  accorain^  as  tne  regulations 
applied  to  the  subjects  of  theur  respective  jurisdic- 
ftiODS.  Now,  the  regulation  in  question  is  that 
whioh  provides  that  no  person  shall  deliver  any 
pabMc  address  in  the  park  except  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  the  park.  Tnat  presupposes 
tliat  the  regulation  shall  oe  made  complete  oy  the 
npplementary  rules  to  be  made  by  a  competent 
Mrthority ;  and  in  this  instance  the  regulation  is 
supplemented  by  rules  11,  12,  and  13.  The 
derandant  has  been  convicted  upon  evidence 
which  does  not  admit  of  dispute,  of  infringing 
these  roles,  and  the  conviction  must  be  supported 
onleas  any  of  the  objections  urged  against  it  can 
be  sostained.  The  first  objection  is  that  the  rules 
are  not  to  come  into  effect  until  th^  have  been 
kid  before  Parliament  for  a  month.  But  I  cannot 
adopt  that  construction.  It  would  certainly  have 
been  more  satisfiM^ry  if  there  had  been  a  distinct 
eaaotment  that  the  nues  should,  or  should  not,  be 
opsriHthre  in  the  interval  until  they  had  been  laid  a 
naaHh  before  Parliament.  It  would  have  been 
heUsr  bnd  toeh  an  intention  been  plainly  expressed 
OM  waj  or  the  other,  as  it  was  in  the  various  Acts 


which   authorised    the  judges  to  make  rules  or 
orders  of  court ;  as,  for  instance^  in  13  &  14  Vict, 
c.  16,  where    the     words    are,    "  no    such    rule, 
order,    or    regulation    shall    have    effect   until 
three   months  after   the   same   shall   have  been 
so    laid    before    both    Houses    of    Parliament.'* 
But,  in  the  absence  of  such  plain  and  express 
words,  I  cannot  say  that  it  was  intended  that  the 
rules  should  not  come  into  effect  until  they  had 
been  laid  a  month  before  Parliament.  If  the  ref- 
lations themselves  are  to  be  considered  as  commg 
into  effect  from  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act, 
that  must  mean  the  regulations  supplemented  by 
the  rules ;  and  the  rules  must  be  considered  as 
coming  into  operation,  by  virtue  of  the  statute, 
after  a  month  from  the  time  the  Act  has  been 
passed,  subject  to  be  afterwards  disapproved  by  Par- 
liament.   Li  the  meantime  the  rules  must  be  con- 
sidered as  operative,  and  if  a  person  chooses  wilfully 
to  violate  them  he  is  subject  to  the  penalties  im- 
posed.   But  then  it  is  urged  that  the  rules  were 
such  as  the  ranger  and  commissioners   had  no 
power  to  make.    It  is  quite  clear,  however,  that 
all  these  rules  might  well  be  made  by  one  or  other 
of  these  authorities;  and  we  have  no  power  to 
reverse  them,  or  to  say  whether  they  are  or  are 
not  reasonable.  The  Legislature  has  reserved  that 
power  to  itself.     If,  therefore,  the  rules  made  are 
within  the  scope  of  the  authority,  it  must  be  left 
to  the  Legislature  to  alter  them  at  its  pleasure; 
we  have  not  the  power.    Then  it, has  been  urged 
that  the  Act  reserves  all  rights  to  which  the  pubUc 
are  by  law  entitled,  and  that  the  public  are  entitled 
to  use  the  Parks  for  the  purpose  of  public  meet- 
ings.   That,  however,  appears  to  me  to  be  a  start- 
ling proposition.    I  have  always  understood  that 
the   parks  were  the  property  of  the  Crown,  and 
they  are  so  treated  in  this  very  Act,  the  11th 
section  of  which  proceeds  upon  that  assumption. 
I  have  always  understood,  and  believe,  that  what- 
ever enjoyment  the  public  may  have  had  of  the 
parks  has  been  entirely  by  the  grace  and  favour 
of  the  Crown.    It  is  clear  that  the  Legislature,  in 
this  very  Act,  proceeded  upon  that  assumption. 
This  very  sectioo,  which  reserves  any  righto  the 
public  may  have,  deals  with  public  meetings  as 
within  the  scope  of  the  Act,  which  it  would  not  be 
if  the  people  had  any  such  right  of  meeting.    That 
is  not,  then,  an  argument  to  which  we  can  listen. 
It  seems  to  me  therefore  that  the  rules  were  made 
within  the  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  the  Act ; 
that  they  are  within  the  scope  of  that  authority, 
and  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  to  interfere 
with  their  operation;  and  that  the  conviction  is 
right,  and  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
There  is  only  one  objection  which  has  in  it  even 
the  appearance  of  plausibility ;  all  the  others  have 
been  disposed  of  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
and  do  not  require  to  be  mentioned.  The  one  ob- 
jection T  allude  to  as  plausible  is,  however,  clearly 
untenable.  The  parks  are  the  property  of  the 
Crown,  having  been  acquired  by  tbe  urown  within 
a  period  comparatively  modern.  They  had  been 
for  xnsnj  years  under  the  management  of  the 
Commissioners  of  the  Crown,  and  devoted  to  a 

great  extent  to  the  public  use  and  recreation.  No 
oubt,  if  anyone  were  to  advise  the  Crown  to 
deprive  the  public  of  that  use  which  they  had 
thus  enjoyed,  he  would  make  a  great  mistake  and 
would  be  checked  by  Parliament,  but  this  did  wc^t^ 
affect  ^e  question  of  \eg|a\  t\f^\i\>.   ^Vau  ^Vi^  xk^^ 
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was  attempted  to  be  made  of  the  parks  contrary 
to  that  T^hich  was  allowed  by  the  Crown,  the  law 
gave  the  Grown  a  legal  right  to  prevent  it ;  but 
the  means  of  enforcing  that  right  were  defective. 
The  only  method  was  by  an  "  information  of  intru- 
sion "  in  the  Exchequer,  a  clumsy,  cumbrous,  and 
inconvenient  proceeding.  Thence  it  was  that  the 
present  Act  was  passed,  only  to  provide  a  better 
remedy  for  an  existing  right.  The  rules  were  to 
be  made  public  a  month,  which  was  to  insure  a 
fair  warmng  to  the  public,  and  then  the^  were  to 
be  summamy  enforced.  The  only  plausible  argu- 
ment has  been  that  the  rules  are  required  to  be 
laid  before  Parliament  a  month  before  they  are  en- 
forced ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  to  render 
this  necessary.  Then  as  to  the  reservation  of  any 
rights  the  public  might  by  law  be  entitled  to, 
upon  this  matter  they  Imd  none.  There  is, 
indeed,  a  notion  that  people  are  entitled  to  do 
what  they  please  in  the  rarks  ;  but  it  was  a  notion 
without  an^  legal  foundation,  and  without  the  slin^ht- 
est  authority.  I  am  not  aware  that  there  is  even 
a  right  of  way,  for  Hyde  Park  is  closed  at  night, 
whereas  Richmond  Park  is  not.  As  to  the 
other  objections,  they  are  not  worth  mentioning, 
as  they  are  already  cusposed  of;  and,  in  conclusion, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  tne  conviction  was  perfectly 
valid. 

Mellor,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
As  to  the  main  point,  it  is  expressly  provided  that 
the  rules  do  not  take  effect  until  they  have  been 
published  a  month ;  and  if  it  had  been  intended  to 
provide  that  they  should  not  **  take  effect  **  until 
they  had  been  laid  a  month  before  Parliament,  it 
would  have  been  so  enacted  in  terms. 

QuADf,  J. — I  also  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
observe  that  the  enactment  is  not  that  the  rules 
ahall  not  be  valid  until  approved,  but  that  they 
should  cease  to  be  so  when  disapproved.  As  to 
any  conviction  which  might  occur  m  the  meantime, 
it  must  be  on  the  assumption  of  the  validity  of  the 
regulations. 

Judgment  for  respondent 

Attorneys  for  the  appellant,  Merriman,  PoweU 
and  Co. 

Attorney  for  the  respondent.  The  Solicitor  to  the 
Treasury. 

COUBT  OF  SXCHSQXTEB. 

Reported  by  T.  W.  Sauitdbbs  and  H.  Lbioh,  Eeqrs., 
Barrisiers-at-Law. 


Friday,  Nov,  22,  1872. 
Richardson  v.  Willis. 

Practice — Jurisdiction — Indictment  at  assizes  for 
libel — Acquittai  of  defendant — Action  by  defendant 
against  prosecutor  for  costs — Dedaraiion  alleging 
trial  a/nd  acqudticd — Plea,  "  Nut  tiel  record  ** — 
Evidence — Certified  copy  of  record  of  a>cquittal — 
6^7  Vict,  c.  96,  «.  6.— 14  J- 15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  13. 

1.  An  adi&n  brought  vn  a  auperior  Court,  under 
Q  Sfl  Vict,  C.96,  s.  8,  to  recover  the  costs  sustained 
by  the  vlai/ntif  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  libel  preferrea  against  him  at  the  assizes  by 
the  defendant,  upon  which  trial  a  verdict  of  "  Not 
guilty**  was  returned,  and  judgment  was  given 
for  tne  plaintiff,  who  was  duly  discharged,  is  a 
'Iproceeaing"  in  which,  under  sect.  13  of  the 
Evidence  Amendment  Act  (14  ^  15  Vict,  e,  99)  a 
certified  copy  of  the  record  of  such  trial  and  ac* 
gmUal,  under  the  hand  of  the  proper  qffieer  of  the 


court  of  assize,  is  cuimissihle  in  evidence  in  proof 
of  such  trial  and  acquittal,  in  answer  to  a  plea  of 
"  Nul  tiel  record:* 
2.  The  issue  on  a  plea  of  "  Nul  tiel  record "  is 
triable,  by  the  court,  and  not  by  a  jury,  and  is 
proved  by  the  production,  in  open  court,  of  the 
record  itself,  or  a  duly  certified  copy  of  it. 
8o  held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (KeUy,  C.B., 

and  Martin,  Bramwell,  and  Channell,  BB.). 
This  was  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for 
judgment  on  an  issue  on  a  plea  of  Nul  tiel  record. 
The  defendant  had  indicted  the  plaintiff  for  a 
libel,  and  on  the  trial  of  the  indictment,  on  the 
Grown  side  of  the  court,  at  the  last  Essex  Assizes 
at  Chelmsford,  before  Martin,  B.,  and  a  jury,  the 
plaintiff  was  acquitted;  and  thereupon,  under 
sect.  8  of  the  statute  (6  &  7  Vict.  c.  96),  became 
entitled  to  the  costs  sustained  by  him  by  reason 
of  the  said  indictment ;  it  being  enacted  by  that 
section  that,  ''in  the  case  of  any  indictment  or 
information  by  a  private  prosecutor  for  the  publi- 
cation of  a  defamatory  libel,  if  judgment  shall  be 
given  for  the  defendant,  be  shall  be  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  prosecutor  the  costs  sustained 
by  the  said  defendant  by  reason  of  such  indictment 
or  information  .  .  .  such  costs  so  to  be  recovered 
to  be  taxed  b^  the  proper  officer  of  the  court,  before 
whom  the  said  indictment  or  information  is  tried." 
The  costs  so  sustained  by  the  now  plaintiff  by 
reason  of  the  said  indi(i;ment  against  him  for  libel 
by  the  now  defendant,  were  auly  taxed  by  the 
deputy  clerk  of  assize  for  the  Home  Circuit  at 
52[.  Ss.  Being  unable  to  obtain  a  side  bar  rale 
for  their  payment,  in  consequence  of  the  indictment 
not  having  been  removed  by  certiorari  into  the 
Queen's  Bench,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  them  against  the  defendant. 

The  decku*ation  charged  that,  after  the  passing  of 
the  Act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  96  (amending  the  law  respect- 
ins  defamatory  words  and  libel)  the  defendant,  then 
being  a  private  prosecutor  within  the  meaning  of 
the  said  Act,  appeared  at  the  assizes  holden  in 
and  for  the  county  of  Essex  and  indicted  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  charge  of  falsely  and  maliciously 
publishing  a  defamatory  libel  oi  and  concerning 
the  defer.dant,  and,  as  such  private  prosecutor  as 
aforesaid,  preferred  a  bill  of  indictment  thereof 
against  the  plaintiff  before  the  grand  jury,  and 
gave  evidence  before  the  petty  jury  on  the 
same ;  and  that  the  said  pet^  jury  acquitted  the 
plaintiff  of  the  premises  in  the  said  indictment  so 
charged  upon  him  as  aforesaid,  and  found  him  *'  Not 
guilty  **  upon  the  same ;  whereupon  judgment  was 
given  for  the  said  plaintif,  and  he  was  duly  discharged 
of  and  from  the  premises  in  the  said  indictment 
specified ;  whereby,  and  by  reason  of  the  aforesaid 
statute  and  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  became 
entitled  to  recover  n*om  the  defendant  the  costs 
sustained  by  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  such 
indictment  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  costs  were 
duljr  taxed  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  court  before 
which  the  said  indictment  was  tried,  as  by  the 
aforesaid  statute  is  directed,  and  the  same  were 
allowed  at  the  snm  of  52L  8s.  Averment  of  the 
performance,  happening,  and  elapsing  respectively 
of  all  conditions,  things,  and  times  necessary  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  payment  of  the  same. 
Yet — breacn  assigned,  the  refusal  of  the  defenduit 
to  pay  the  said  sum  so  taxed  and  allowed,  which 
still  was  unpaid  and  owing  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  pleaded  and  demuired  to  the 
said  declaration  as  follows:  Pleas — &nt,  Nul  Hei 
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record  ;  Beoondljr,  that  ttie  defendant  did  not 
indiot  the  plaintiff  ae  alleged ;  thirdly,  that  the 
defendant  was  not  a  private    prosecntor  in  pre- 


ss alleged ;  fifthly,  demurrer  to  the  declaration  as 
bad  in  flnbatonce. 

A  ground  of  demorrer  relied  on  (amongst  others) 
by  the  defendant  was  that  an  action  does  not  lie 
for  the  coats  claimed,  the  remedy  being  by  rule  of 

Replication— first,  as  to  the  first  plea,  that  there 
is  a  record  of  the  said  jadgment  remaining  in  the 
■aid  ooart  of  assiees  of  over  and  terminer  and 
ganeral  gaol  delivery,  as  tne  plaintiff  hath  above 
aUeged.and  the  plaintiff  prays  that  the  said  record 
may  be  inspected  by  the  court  here ;  and  here- 
npon  (As  plamitff  ia  eomnvindM  that  he  have  the 
Mme  here  on  Friday,  22^1  Nov.  1872,  and  the 
same  ie  given  to  the  defendant  at  the  sam^  place, 
Ao.  i  secondly,  joining  issue  on  the  second,  third, 
and  fonrth  pleas  respectively;  thirdly,  joinder  in 
demurrer  to  the  deulu«tion. 

Notice,  that  the  plaintiff  would,  on  the  22nd 
Not.,  produce  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  the 
above-named  record  of  the  said  judgment,  was 
dntjr  served  by  the  plaintiff's  E^ent  on  the  defen- 
dant's attorneys. 

The  U  &  15  Vict.  o.  99  (the  Act  to  amend  the 
Law  of  Evidence),  enacts  ae  follows ; 

Sect.  13: 


»dletit  •«  far  M  mai 
npon  the  proof  of 
wat  whenevw  tn  a 


anv  protMOiiw 
pFore  th«  trial  and 

__   __, .        jon  oharged  with  any 

indletaUe  oSmca,  it  shall  not  be  neoararr  to  prodaoe 
ttw  neord  ct  the  oonviotioa  or  soqnittsl  of  snob  person, 
era  o^r thereof i  bat  it  shall  bk  mQeiMit  that  it  be 
eartUed,  or  porport  to  b«  oertifled,  nnder  tbt  hand  of 
tta  dark  c£  the  oonrt,  or  other  offioar  haTinfr  the  (matody 
o(  the  reoords  of  the  oonrt  where  laoh  aonviotion  or 
•aqoittal  to^  plaoa,  or  by  tha  deputy  of  >noh  olerk  or 
otMT  offloer,  that  the  paper  prodaced  ii  a,  oopj  of  the 
feewd  of  the  indiotinent,  trial,  ooavietiOD.  and  judgment 
■■■^       "le  fonnal 


«r  aoqnittaL  as  t 
paststbara^. 


I  ease  may  be,  omitthig  t 


Phi&ridt,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  produced, 
1. 13  of  the  14  &  15  Vict.  o.  99,  a  properlr 


>pyi  under  tiie  band  of  the  deputy  clerk 
at  the  record  of  the  trial  and  acquittal 


oartioed  c 


of  tbe  plaintiff  as  in  the  replication  and  decltnation 
raapectively  mentioned;  and  thereupon  he  prayed 
br  judgment  for  tbe  plaintiff  on  tbe  issue  above 
mentioiied. 

WmU  for  the  defendant  contra,  moved  for  judg- 
inant  forthe  defendant,  and  contended,  in  the  first 
plaoe,  that  the  plaintiff's  motion  was  misconceived. 
Tbe  amilication  to  produce  the  record  of  the  trial 
and  jndgmettt  ooold  only  be  made  to  the  court  of 
•■■iae  where  Oxe  jadgment  was.  It  is  an  issue 
friable  by  a  jury  and  not  by  this  oomi.  Hod 
tiwn  been  a  record  in  the  Exchequer  it  miffht  be 
OODoeded  that  the  plaintiff's  application  would  have 
been  well  foonded.  But,  where  an  action  is  brought 
oo  an  aoqnittal  which  took  place  before  a  court  of 
Msiae,  the  question  can  onlv  be  determined  in  that 
ooart,  and  oj  a  jury,  and  tnere  is  no  authority  for 
bringmg  the  imieent  defendant  here.    [Kbllt,  G.B. 


■  laid  down  in  the  books  of  proo- 

tioe  that  tbe  inoe  on  a  plea  of  Nwl  tiel  record, 

iriMt*  Aa  reoord  of  another  coort  is  pleaded,  must 

ba  tcM  bj  Oe  oourt  and  not  by  a  jury,  and  must 

Xu.  Cai.— Vol.  YUL 


be  proved  by  the  production  of  a  trafiscript  or 
exemplification  of  the  reoord  in  open  court :  (2 
Chit.  Arch.  Pract.  12th  edit.  p.  940.)  And  in 
2  Tidd'a  Praot.,  8th  edit.,  it  is  said  at  p.  773,  "  An 
issue  ia  either  in  law  upon  a  demurrer,  or  in  &ot, 
which  is  triable  by  the  court  apon  Nui  tiel  record." 
And  again  at  p.  108,  "  the  issne  of  IfiU  tUl  re«oni 
is  triable  by  the  record  itself  if  it  be  of  the  same 
court,  or  by  the  tenor  of  it  if  it  be  of  a  different 
court."]  The  defendant  is  not  here  pleading  any 
proceedings  in  another  court  in  bar  of  the  present 
proceedings,  nor  does  the  jud^ent  produced  here 
show  the  plaintiff  to  be  entitled  to  any  costs  at 
all.  [Bbamwzll,  B. — Suppose  the  action  had  been 
broncht  in  the  Queen's  Bench  or  in  this  court, 
would  that  document  have  been  evidence  thenP] 
It  would  seem  that,  upon  tbe  authorities  referred 
to  by  Martin,  B,,  it  would.  [Bbamwell,  B. — What 
difference  is  there  between  that  case  and  the  present 
one  F]  But  again,  sect.  IS  of  the  Evidence  Amend- 
ment Act  (14  &  15  Vict,  o.  99)  as  clearly  as  can 
be,  oonfines  the  matter  to  a  "  eriminai  proeeediTxg," 
and  does  not  extend  to  an  action,  the  result  or  con* 
sequence  of  a  criminal  proceeding  ;  and  therefore 
the  record  itself  ought  to  be  prodnoed,  the  "  oerti* 
fied  copy,"  which  is  made  evidence  by  that  section 
applying  to  proof  in  "  oriminal  proeeedinge  "  only. 
Kelly,  C.B.— I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the 
court.  No  authority  has  been  proceed  to  us  to 
support  Mr.  Willis's  proposition,  that  tbe  issue  to 
be  aeoided  in  the  present  case  should  be,  or  rather 
must  be,  tried  b^ore  a  jury.  On  the  contrary, 
when  we  come  to  look  into  the  matter,  we  find  it 
to  be  clearly  laid  down  in  the  books  of  practice, 
to  which  my  brother  Martin  has  referred  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  as  a  decided  and  undoubted 
rule  that  such  an  issue  shall  be  tried  by  the  court 
or  a  judge,  and  not  by  a  judge  and  a  jury ;  and 
that  the  Question  is  settled  by  the  production  in 
court  of  tne  record  itself,  or  a  certified  copy  of  it. 
The  contention,  therefore,  which  has  been  argued 
for  to-day  by  the  defendant's  counsel  is  not,  I 
think,  maintainable.  A  second  question  then  was 
raised,  namely,  whether  the  acquittal  obtained  by 
the  defendant  in  another  court  must  be  proved  in 
this  court  by  the  prodnction  of  the  reoord  itself, 
or  whether  it  would  be  sufficient,  under  sect.  13 
of  the  Evidence  Amendment  Act  (14  &  15  Vict. 
c.  99),  that  it  should  be  proved  by  the  pro- 
dnction of  a  copy  of  the  record  of'the  trial  and 
acquittal,  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  proper 
officer  of  tbe  court  of  assize  in  which  the  trial  and 
acquittal  took  place.  Now  the  preamble  of  that 
Act  says,  "  Whereas  it  is  expedient,  as  far 
as  [>ossible,  to  reduce  the  expense  atbendaut," 
not  upon  criminal  proceedings,  but  "  upon  the 
proo/ o/ criminal  proceedings,"  and  it  wss  strongly 
urged  before  na  by  Mr.  Willis  that  this  "  certified 
copy  "  was  only  sufficient  in  a  "  criminal  proceed- 
ing." Now,  is  there  any  doubt  in  the  present  case, 
that  it  is  expedient  to  produce  this  document  not 
in  a  "criminal  proceei^ng,"  but  "in  proo/  of  a 
criminal  proceeding."  Again,  the  words  of  the 
statute  are,  "whenever  in  any  proceeding  tohof- 
«jw  it  may  be  necessary  to  prove  the  trial  and 
conviction  or  acquittal  of  any  person,"  Ao. — 
words  which  are  as  large  as  warns  can  be.  In 
the  present  case  it  is  not  the  trial,  not  the  eon- 
vtdton,  but  the  ocQuiffal  of  the  person.  Is  there, 
then,  anything  in  tbe  latter  part  of  the  aaebvacL 
which  can  be  taken  to  \vm\\.  ui«  ts^en^vsa  ^  'Can 
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former  put  of  it.  I  cannot  think  tliat  there  is. 
Most  clearly  this  is  a  proceeding  in  which  it  became 
necessary  to  prove  the  ctcquittal  of  the  person,  the 
defendant,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  13.  The 
objection  raised  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in 
my  judgment,  fails  entirely,  and  the  plaintiff  there- 
fore is  entitled  to  judgment. 
Martin,  B. — I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion. 

Bramwell,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
first  objection  taken  by  Mr.  Willis  is  that  the 
issue  in  this  case  cannot  be  tried  by  this  court,  but 
must  be  decided  by  the  court  of  assize,  which  tried 
the  indictment  against  the  present  plaintiff,  and  a 
jury.  Now  1  am  entirely  against  Mr.  Willis  on 
that  point,  and  so  are  the  books  of  practice. 
Another  point,  which  has  not  been  taken  at  the  Bar, 
has  occurred  to  me.  which  is  probably  only  one  of 
form.  On  the  present  record  in  this  court  the 
plaintiff  is  distinctly  directed  or  **  commanded  "  to 
have  the  record  here  in  court,  to  be  inspected  by 
us ;  yet  Mr.  Willis,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
has  argued  that  we  should  not  and  could  not  do 
the  very  thing  which  we  as  a  court  have  already 
said  we  would  do.  If  that  be  so,  his  course 
should  have  been  to  have  moved  in  the  first  place 
to  rescind  that  direction  or  command  of  the  court 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  improper  as  being  uetra 
vires.  With  regard  to  the  secona  objection  urged 
by  Mr.  Willis,  there  is  no  limitation,  in  the  loth 
section  of  the  Act,  to  proof  in  "  criminal "  pro- 
ceedings. The  words  are  as  wide  and  general  as 
they  possibly  can  be,  " <my  proceeding  whatever" 
There^is  another  point  which  did  occur  to  me,  and 
to  which  I  made  allusion  in  the  course  of  the 
argument.  The  first  part  of  the  section  in  ques- 
tion specifies  only  the  proof  of  **  the  trial  and  con- 
viction or  acquittal  of  any  person,"  and  for  a 
moment  I  was  inclined  to  think  that  it  might  be 
said  that  the  section  would  not  apply  to  a  judg- 
ment ;  but  a  consideration  of  the  latter  part  of  the 
section  disposes  of  that  objection  at  once,  for  the 
words  there  used  are  *'  the  record  of  the  indictment, 
trial,  conviction,  and  judgment,  or  acquittal." 

Channell,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
question  is,  is  this  document  a  certified  copy, 
under  the  hands  of  the  proper  oflBcer,  of  the  record 
of  the  trial  and  acquittal  or  the  plaintiff,  and,  if  so, 
is  it  receivable  in  evidence  as  proof  of  such  trial 
and  acquittal  P  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is,  and  that 
sect.  13  of  the  Act  in  question  (the  14  &  15  Yict. 
c.  99),  expressly  makes  it  so. 

Judgme7itfor  the  plainti^,  as  prayed,  with  costs. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  /.  and  B,  OJdnian,  8, 
G^ray's-inn-square,  W.O. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  Evans,  Lavng,  and 
Eagles,  10,  John-street,  Bedford-row,  W.O, 


Monday,  Jan.  20,  1873. 
BicHA&DsoN  V.  Willis. 

Libel — Indictment  for  by  a  private  prosecutor — 
Judgment  for  the  defendant — Recovery  of  his  costs 
—6^7  Vict.  c.  96  s.  8. 

By  the  Sth  section  of  the  6  ^  7  Viet.  e.  96  (Libel 
Act),  if  a  private  prosecutor  proceeds  by  indict- 
ment  for  a  libel  and  the  defendant  is  acquitted, 
such  defendant  may  recover  from  the  prosecutor 
his  costs  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  such  in- 
dietment  io  be  taxed  by  the  proper  of^oer  of  the 
court  before  which  it  was  tried. 

HM,  ihai  the  proper  and  onUf  mode  of  recovering 
sfiehiMmh90icus6d,  $s  by  an  action. 


This  was  a  demurrer  to  a  declaration  in  an  action 
brought  under  the  provisions  of  the  6^7  Vict, 
c.  96  s.  8  (The  Libel  'Act)  to  recover  from  tho 
defendant  the  costs  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in  an 
indictment  for  libel,  wherein  the  defendant  was  the 
prosecutor  and  the  plaintiff  was  the  defendant,  and 
upon  which  indictment  the  present  plaintiff  was 
found  not  guilty  (a).    The  declaration  stated  "  for 
that  after  the  passing  of  an  Act  passed  in  the  6  A 
7  Yict.  entitled,  &c.,  the  defendant  then  being  « 
private  prosecutor  within  the  meaning  of  the  said 
Act,  appeared  at  the  assizes  holden  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Essex,  and  indicted  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  charge  of  faJsely  and  maUdously  publishing  a 
defamatory  libel  of  and  concerning  the  defendant, 
and  as  such  private  prosecutor  as  aforesaid  pre- 
ferred a  bill  of  indictment  therefor  against  the 
plaintiff  before  the  grand  jury,  and  gave  evidence 
oefore  the  petty  lury  on  the  same,  and  the  plaintiff 
sajTS  that  the  saia  petty  jury  acquitted  him  of  the 
premises  in  the  said  indictment  so  charged  upon 
nim  as  aforesaid,  and  found  him  "not  guilty" 
upon  the  same.    Whereupon  judgment  was  given 
for  the  said  plaintiff,  and  he  was  duly  discharged 
of  and  from  the  premises  in  the  said  indictment 
specified.    Whereby  and  by  reason  of  the  aforesaid 
statute  and  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  became 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  costs 
sustained  by  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  by  reason  of 
such  indictment  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  costs 
were    duly  taxed  by  the  proper  officer  of    t^e 
court  before  which  tne  said  indictment  was  tried 
as  by  the  aforesaid  statute  is  directed,  and  the 
same  were  allowed  at  the  sum  of  52Z.  ^.,  and  all 
conditions  have  been  performed   and  all    things 
have  happened  and  all  times  have  elapsed  neces- 
sary to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  payment  of  the 
same.    Yet  the  defendant  has  wholly  neglected 
and  refused  to  pay  the  said  sum  so  taxed  and 
allowed  as  aforesaid,  and  the  same  is  still  unpaid 
and  owing  to  the  plaintiff,"  &c. 

The  de^ndant  pleaded  several  pleas  traversing 
the  material  allegations  of  the  declaration,  and  also 
demurring  to  the  declaration. 

WiUis  appeared  for  the  defendant  in  support  of 
the  demurrer.  An  action  is  not  the  proper  remedy 
whereby  the  plaintiff  can  obtain  his  costs.  H!e 
should  obtain  them  by  execution  upon  the  taxation 
of  the  officer  of  the  court.  [Martin,  B. — I  am  not 
aware  of  any  power  which  a  judge  at  the  trial  has 
to  issue  execution.  Ksllt,  0.  B. — The  word  "  re- 
cover "  must  surely  mean  recover  by  action].  The 
record  of  the  indictment  could  be  removed  into 
this  court  and  execution  might  then  issue. 
[Martin,  B. — I  never  heard  of  such  a  thing,  and  I 
have  spoken  to  Mr.  Avery,  of  the  Oentral  (Criminal 
Oourt,  a  gentleman  of  very  great  experience,  and 
he  has  never  heard  of  such  a  proceeding.] 

PhUbrick,  for  the  plaintiff,  was  not  called  upon. 

(a)  By  the  8th  section  it  ia  enacted  that  **  in  case  of 
any  indictment  or  information  by  a  private  proseontor 
for  the  publication  of  any  defamatory  libel,  if  jndffment 
shall  be  riven  for  the  defendant,  he  shall  be  entiUed  to 
recover  from  the  prosecutor  the  coets  sustained  by  th« 
said  defendant  by  reason  of  such  indictment  or  informa- 
tion ;  and  that  upon  a  special  plea  of  justification  to  atuA 
indictment  or  information,  if  the  issue  be  found  for  ths 
prosecutor,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  from  ike 
defendant  Uie  ooets  sustained  by  the  prosecutor  by  roaiqi 
of  such  plea,  such  costs  so  to  be  recovered  by  the 
defendant  or  prosecutor  respectively,  to  be  taxed  by  tiM 
proper  officer  of  the  oourt  before  wmch  the  said  indiQi* 
ment  or  iafonnation  is  tried." 
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Kbllt,  C.B. — ^The  statute  provides  tliat  in  cer- 
tttn  circamstances  the  defendant  in  an  indictment 
for  libel  shall  recover  his  costs  from  the  prosecntor, 
aid  an  action  in  the  present  instance  is  Drought  to 
leoover  them,  and  by  the  general  rale  of  law,  where 
no  other  means  of  redress  are  pointed  out,  the 
party  has  his  remedy  by  an  action  in  one  of  the 
Dnperior  Coorts. 

Mabtot,  Pigott,  and  Pollock,  BB.,  concarred. 

Judgment  for  the  plavntiff. 

AUomey  for  the  plaintiff,  OJdman. 
Atlomey  for  the  defendant,  Joh/n  Evans. 


Thwrsday,  Jan.  16, 1873. 

England  v.  Cowlet. 

trover — Convereion — Trespass — Landlord  prevent' 

mf  owner  from  removing  his  goods — Interference 

wUh  oumer's  right  of  dominion — What  amotmts 

to  a  conversion. 

(7.,  ike  landlord  of  a  house,  the  rent  of  which  was  in 

amrearfrom  the  tenant,  being  informed  that  E., 

ike  holder  of  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  tenant's  furniture 

in  ike  house,  was  removing  the  furniture  betwtien 

eight  and  nine  o'clock  in  me  evening,  went  to  the 

house,  accompanied  by  a  policeman,  and  informed 

B.  ikaJt  he  was  the  landlord  and  thai  unless  a 

quarterns  rent,  which  he  claimed  to  be  due,  was 

paid  to  him  he  would  not  permit  the  furniture  to 

oe  removed.     Thereupon,  no  physical  force  having 

been  used,  E.  desisted  from  removing  the  furniture, 

and  quitted  the  house,  leaving  a  man  behind  in 

possession.     On  the  foUounng  day   0.  levied  a 

distress  on  the  goods  in  the  house  for  the  quartef^s 

reni.    E.  brought  trover  aaainst  C.for  the  wrong' 

fid.  conversion  of  his  goods,  and  the  jury  having 

found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  it  was 

HM  by  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 

{Kelly,   O.B.,  and  Bramwell  and  Pollock,  BB., 

OssenHente  Martin,  B.),  discharging  a  rule  for  a 

new  irUd,  that  C.  had  not  so  interfer&d  with  the 

possession  or  dominion  of  the  goods  as  to  amount 

to  a  conversion,  or  to   give  the  plaintiff  E.  a 

righi  to  maintain  trover. 

T%e  depriving  an  oumer  of  the  use  of  his  goods  so  as 

to  amount  to  conversion,must  be  a  totafand  entire 

deprivaHon  of  the  general  dominion  over  them, 

a  preventing  him  from  doing  anything  at  all  with 

ikem,  and  not  merely  preventing  him  from  using 

ikem  in  one  particular  way. 

8ed  contra  {per  Martin,  B.),  an  oumer  of  goods  is 

entiUed  to  the  use  of  them  at  all  times,  and  in  all 

places,  and  the  preventing  him  from  having  the  use 

of  ikem  cU  anu  time  or  in  any  way  in  which  he 

desires  to  use  them  is  a  conversion. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  by  the  plaintiff  to 

recover  damages  against  the  defendant  for  wrong- 

Ailiy  converting  to  the  defendant's  own  use,  and 

dejniving  the  plpntiff  of  the  use  and  possession 

of  certain  goods,  household  furniture,  &c.,  of  the 

plaintiff,    to    which  the  defendant    pleaded    not 

guilty  by  statute  2  Greo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  21,  upon  which 

plea  issue  was  joined  and  taken.     The  fa^ts  as  they 

anpeared    at   the  trial  before  Bramwell,  B.,    at 

Qoildford,    at   the   last  summer  assizes  for  the 

comity  of  Snrr^,  were  shortly  as  follows  :  On  the 

20th  April  1871,  the  defendant,  a  Mr.   WiUiam 

Gonrley,  the  owner  of  a  leasehold  house,  No.  19, 

Bmrwtenraoe,  Ohelsea,  let  the  same  house  to  a 

MtB,  SSkm  Itoiey,  under  an  agreement  in  writing 


of  that  date,  for  a  year,  from  the  25th  March  1871 
at  the  yearly  rental  of  601.,  and  by  the  terms  of 
the]  said  agreement  the  rent  was  to  be  payable 
quarterly,  on  the  four  usual  quarter  days,  free 
m>m  all  deductions  in  respect  of  parochial  or  other 
rates  and  all  taxes  (except  property  tax) ;  the  first 
quarterly  payment  of  the  said  rent  was  to  h6  made 
on  the  24th  June  then  next ;  and  it  was  thereby 
also  further  agreed,  between  the  defendant  and  the 
said  Mrs.  Morley,  that  she  should  be  allowed  the 
sum  of  61.  bs.  out  of  the  quarter's  rent  due  and  pay- 
able on  the  said  24th  June  then  next.  Under  that 
SOTeement  the  said  Mrs.  Morley  took  possession  of 
the  said  house  as  tenant  to  the  defendant. 

Shortly  afterwards,  viz.,  about  the  beginning  of 
May  following,  Mrs.  Morley,  having  a  quantity 
of  mmiture  and  household  goods  belonging  to  her 
deposited  in  a  warehouse  as  a  security  to  a  person 
who  had  lent  her  money  thereupon,  and  being 
desirous  of  redeeming  them  for  the  purpose  of 
therewith  furnishing  the  house  she  had  so  taken 
of  the  defendant,  applied  to  the  plaintiff  to  lend 
her  the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  enable  her 
to  redeem  her  said  |^oods.  This  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  do  upon  having  its  repayment  with  interest  by 
agreed  instalment  secured  to  him  by  a  bill  of  sale 
of  the  said  goods  and  furniture,  to  which  Mrs. 
Morley  assented. 

In  pursuance  of  that  agreement  the  plaintiff, 
on  the  10th  May  1871,  redeemed  the  goods  for 
Mrs.  Morley,  and  removed  them  from  the 
warehouse  to,  and  placed  them  in,  the  house. 
No.  19,  River- terrace,  and  on  the  same  day 
(the  10th  May)  Mrs.  Morley  executed  and  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiff  a  bill  of  sale,  comprising 
the  whole  of  the  eoods  and  fumitnre,  for  1501., 
being  the  amount  of  principal  money  advanced  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  interest  calculated  thereon ;  and 
by  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  sale  the  sum  of  1501., 
was  to  be  repaid  to  the  plaintiff  by  weekly  instal- 
ments of  30«.,  covering  a  period  of  100  weeks  from 
the  date  thereof. 

Mrs.  Morlev  falling  into  arrear  with  her  weekly 
instalments  due  to  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  deter- 
mined to  take  possession  of  the  goods  and  furni- 
ture, under  the  powers  of  his  bill  of  sale,  and 
accordingly  on  the  6th  August  1871,  he  placed 
a  man  in  possession,  who  remained  about  a 
week.  Mrs.  Morley  not  having  called  upon 
or  sent  to  the  plaintiff,  or  communicated  in 
anj  way  with  him  on  the  subject  of  her  debt 
to  him,  the  plaintiff  went  to  the  house  and 
found  that  she  had  left  and  gone  away,  having 
previously  sent  away  some  of  the  goods  from 
the  house.  Thereupon,  on  the  11th  Aug.,  the 
plaintiff  sent  his  men  with  vans  to  the  nouse, 
for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  goods  and 
furniture  comprised  in  his  bill  of  sale.  Upon 
the  men  and  vans  arriving  at  the  house, 
about  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening,  they  com- 
menced removing  the  goods  and  furniture,  and 
had  already  plac^  a  portion  of  them  in  the  vans, 
when  the  defendant,  the  landlord,  who  had  been 
apprised  of  what  was  taking  place,  arrived,  and 
at  once  informed  the  plaintiff's  men  that  he  was 
the  landlord  of  the  bouse,  and  that  unless  a 
quarter's  rent  (amounting  to  121.  10s.)  which  was 
due  was  paid  to  him,  he  should  not  allow  the  goods 
to  be  taken  away.  The  men  informed  the  defen- 
dant that  they  had  orders  to  remove  the  goods, 
and  they  should  do  so,  whereupon  the  defendant 
obtainea  from  the  police  %tA^\oxi  \\i^  ^akv^Wt^r^  ^ 
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two  police  offioera,  to  prevent  the  floods  being 
taken  awaj. 

Whilst  thia  was  goioK  on,  the  plaintiff  himself 
arrived  at  the  bouBo,  and  asserted  hia  right  to  the 
goods  under  the  bill  of  sale,  wherenpon  tbe 
defendant  informed  him  that  he  (defendent) 
was  the  landlord,  and  that  he  would  not  allow 
an^  goods  to  be  removed  until  121.  lOg.,  which  he 
claimed  for  a  quarter's  rent  of  the  house,  was  paid. 
The  plaintiff,  thereupon,  according  to  his  own 
version  of  the  affair  aitd  that  of  nis  witnesses, 
tendered  to  the  defendant  the  anm  of  61.  5«.,  the 
amoimt  of  the  qaarter'e  rent  due  at  Midsummer, 
less  the  agreed  deduction  before  mentioned,  bat 
this  the  defendant  declined  to  accept.  The  defen- 
dant, however,  in  his  evidence,  denied  that  the 
plaintiff  had  made  him  any  tender.  He  admitted 
that  he  said  "  he  would  not  allow  the  goods  to  be 
removed  that  night,"  as  he  intended  to  distrain 
upon  them  the  next  day,  and  that  that  was  bis 
reason  for  preventing  their  removal. 

The  defendant  threatened  to  have  the  plaintiffs 
men  locked  up  if  tbey  removed  anv  more  goods. 
The  plaintiff  thereupon,  having  made  a  list  of  the 


goods  which  had  been  plsced  therein  previously 
tbe  arrival  of  the  defendant,  but  leaving  a  man  in 
possession  of  the  premises. 

By  tbe  defendant's  inBtmotions  a  man  was 
employed  by  the  police  to  watch  oataide  the  house 
alt  that  night,  to  see  that  no  further  attempt  to 
remove  the  goods  was  made,  and  on  the  next 
morning,  the  12th  Ang.,  a  distress  waa  levied  by 
a  broker  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant,  on  the  goods 
remaining  in  the  house  for  a  quarter's  rent,  which, 
after  making  the  allowance  mentioned  in  the  agree- 
ment, amounted  to  6L  5«.,  and  a  man  was  left  in 
possession  until  the  following  day,  the  13th,  when 
the  rent  was  paid  by  some  person  on  behalf  of 
Mrs.  Morley. 

In  summing  up  to  the  jury  the  learned  baron 
told  them  that,  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant  did  not  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  goods, 
did  not  take  possession  of  or  asanme  dominion 
over  tbem,  but  merely  prohibited  the  plaintiff  from 
removing  them  fi'om  one  place  to  another,  allow- 
ing the  plaintiff  to  continue  in  possession  if  he 
liked  to  do  ao,  then  there  wss  no  conversion,  and 
the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  their  verdict. 
And  again,  did  the  defendant  claim  the  goods  as 
fais  own,  as  had  been  stated  by  the  plaintiff  and 
his  witnesses,  or  not  F  and  if  he  did,  then  their 
verdict  would  be  for  the  plaintiff,  and  for  the  full 
vatae  of  the  goods,  which  it  was  agreed  amounted 
to  401. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and 
leave  was  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter 
the  verdict  for  him  for  40(.,  if  the  conrt  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  learned  baron  ought  to  have 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Jtf.  Chambart,  Q.C.,  having  subsequently,  in 
Uiohsetmas  Term  last,  obtamed  a  rule  rai  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  to  set  aside  the  defendant's 
verdict  and  enter  it  for  the  plaintiff  for  40i.,  pur- 
suant to  such  leave,  on  the  ground  that  the  judge 
ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  that  a  oonversion 
of  the  goods  had  been  proved;  or  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdiot  waa  agoinat  the 
weight  of  evidence ;  or  why  tbe  verdict  should  not 
be  Bet  aaide  and  a  verdiot  entered  for  the  plaintifl 


for  such  sum  as  the  court  shonld  direct,  on  the 
grotmds  first  stated. 

HoU,  for  the  defendant,  now  showed  cause 
against  it,  and  contended  that  the  learned  judge 
had  rightly  directed,  and  left  the  proper  queettona 
to  tbe  jury,  and  that  the  latter  by  their  verdict 
had  found,  as  was  clearly  shown  by  the  evidences 
that  the  defendant  had  merely  verbally  told  the 
plaintiff  that  he  must  not  remove  the  goods  until 
the  rent  was  paid.  There  was  nothing  approach- 
ing to  a  conversion  which  was  necessary  to 
support  an  action  of  trover  in  that.  Tbe  plaintiff 
acquiesced  in  the  defendant's  assertion  of  his 
right  as  landlord.  There  was  no  asportation  of  a 
single  article  of  furniture  by  the  defendant 
[Martim,  B. — If  I  were  about  to  drink  a  glass  of 
wine,  and  A.  were  to  threaten  to  knock  me  down 
if  I  drank  it,  should  I  not  have  a  right  of  action 
against  him  ?  BaiitWEU,  B.— But  if  my  brother 
Martin  put  down  the  glass  upon  the  table  without 
drinking  the  wine,  there  would  aurely  be  no  con- 
version by  A.  in  that  case?]  No  case  has  gone  so 
far  as  to  say  that  there  would  be  a  conversion 
under  such  circumstances.  [Mabtin,  B.,  referred  to 
Fouldetv.  WiUxnighby  {8M.&W.540;  1  DowL  N.  8. 
806 ;  10  L.  J.  N.  8.,  864  Ei,),  and  the  judgment  of 
Alderaon,  B.,  therein,  whore  that  learned  judge  says, 
"Any  asportation  of  a  chattel  for  the  useof  the  defen- 
dant, or  a  third  person,  is  a  conversion,  because  it 
is  inconsistent  with  the  general  right  of  dominion 
which  the  owner  has  in  the  chattel,  who  is  entitled 
to  the  useof  it  at  all  timea  and  in  all  places.  So 
if  a  man  has  poasesaion  of  any  chattel,  and  refuse 
to  deliver  it  up,  that  ia  oonveraion,  because  there 
is  an  asaertion  of  a  right  InoonsiHtent  with  any 
right  of  general  dominion  over  it."]  Alderaon, 
B.,  aaya  where  a  man  "has  po$$e«gion,  of"  goods, 
&o.,  and  again,  that  "  any  asportation"  of  a  chattel 
would  be  a  conversion,  and  in  Foulde*  v.  Wil- 
loaghby  the  defendant  had  poBiesHon  of  the  plain- 
tiff^s  houses.  But  that  ia  not  the  present  casa 
at  all.  'There  waa  no  "asportation  here,  nor 
was  the  defendant  in  "  possession"  of  the  goods  at 
any  moment  of  time;  nor  did  he  ever  deal  with 
them  in  any  way.  [Kelly,  G.B. — Suppose  he  had 
gone  out  of  the  room  and  had  tockea  the  door  Pj 
That  might  have  been  a  different  matter  alto- 
gether. But  as  the  facts  stand,  it  is  submitted 
that  Fouldet  v.  WUlongliby  is  ratber  in  favour  of 
than  against  tbe  present  defendant ;  for  although 
the  defendant  had  posseesion,  it  was  held  that 
mere  asportation  is  not  sufBcient  to  support  an 
action  of  trover.     He  cited : 

Heold  T.  Cony,  11  C.  B.  977 ;  21  L.  J.  87,  C.  P.  1 
Bumugha  v.  Bayna,  2  L.  T.  Bep.  M.  S.  16 1  S  H.  & 

N.  396,  29  L.  J.  185,  Ex. ; 
Fowler  T,  Hollini,  in  the  Eioheqaer  Chambar,  87 

L.T.E8P.  N.  S.  168;  LBep.7Q.B.  816;  41  L  J. 

377,0.8.; 
and  contended  that  the  mere  verbal  atsertion  of  » 
rigbt  by  the  defendant  did  not  and  could  nob 
amount  to  an  interference  with  the  plaintiff's 
dominion,  and  the  latter  should  have  paid  no  atten- 
tion to  it,  but  have  removed  his  goods  in  spite 
of  it. 

Joyce  (with  whom  was  M.  Chamherg,  Q.C.),  for 
the  plaintiff,  contra,  supported  the  rule,  and 
argued  that  the  defendant,  by  his  oonduoti  had 
prevented  the  plaintiff  from  removing  his  goods, 
and  so  had  interfered  with  tbe  plaintiff's  domi- 
nion over  them,  and  bad,  in  effect,  exeroisad 
a  dominion  of  his  own  over  them.  He  admit* 
tedly  and  avowedly  interfered  with  and  prevented 
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the  removal  of  the  goods,  in  order  that  he  mi^ht 
he  able  to  distrain  upon  them  on  the  followmg 
day;  and  having  so  far  saooeeded  in  inducing  the 
plaintiff  to  abstain  from  exercising  his  right  <^  re- 
moval, he  cannot  now  be  heard  to  say  that  he  did 
not  interfere  or  exercise  any  dominion  over  the 
goods  merely  because  the  plaintiff  need  not  )iave 
submitted  to  his  dictation.  His  conduct  produced 
a  certain  result,  and  for  that  result  he  must  be 
answerable.  And  in  the  notes  to  WiXbraham  v. 
Bnow  (2  Wms.  Saund.  47  m.)  it  is  said,  "  So  where 
a  carpenter  who  worked  in  the  Song's  vard  refused 
to  go  there  any  more,  upon  which  the  surveyor 
would  not  let  him  have  his  tools  until  the  King's 
work  was  done,  under  a  pretended  usage  to  do 
00 ;  a  demand  aud  refusal  having  been  proved,  it 
was  held  by  Holt,  C.J.  that  the  denial  oi  goods  to 
him  who  has  a  right  to  demand  them  is  an  actual 
conversion,  and  not  evidence  of  it  only ;  for  what  is 
a  conversion  but  an  assuming  upon  one's  self  the 
property  in  and  right  of  disposing  of  another 
man's  goods  P  Aod  whoever  detains  another 
man's  goods  without  cause  takes  upon  himself  the 
right  of  disposing  of  them."  That  is  a  distinct 
and  decisive  authority  in  &vour  of  the  plain- 
tiff. 

Pollock,  B. — As  there  is  a  difference  in  opinion 
amoxigst  the  members  of  the  court,  with  respect 
to  this  case,  I  have  to  deliver  my  judgment  nrst, 
and  I  think  that  the  plaintiff's  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged.  I  am  quite  of  opinion  that  the  action 
of  trover  is  a  useful  one,  and  should  be  preserved, 
and  that  the  courts  should  not  look  too  closely  or 
scrutinisingly  into  the  means  whereby  the  pro- 
perty in  goods  is  interfered  with.  But  in  all  the 
cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  trover  will 
he,  it  appears  that  the  defendant  has  either  been 
in  the  adbual  possession  of  the  goods,  or  that  he 
has  used  physical  force  to  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  exercising  his  right  of  dominion  over  them. 
In  this  case  there  was  no  use  of  any  physical  torce 
by  the  defendant,  and  no  possession  of  the  goods 
l^  him.  The  plaintiff  stood  by  quietly  and  ac- 
(juiesced  in  all  tnat  the  defendant  said,  and  did  not 
insist  on  the  maintenance  of  his  own  rights.  If 
persons  mean  to  stand  and  insist  upon  their  rights 
they  should  assert  them,  and  act  upon  the  asser- 
tion at  the  time  those  rights  are  questioned.  Nor 
can  the  plaintiff  plead  that  he  was  prevented  by 
"  fear  "  from  asserting  his  rights  on  the  occasion, 
for,  as  is  said  (Go.  Lit.  2535)  (referring  to  the  na- 
ture and  amount  of  "fear"  sufficient  to  prevent  one 
having  title  from  entering  into  lands,  in  which  case 
he  would  be  held  to  have  possession  and  seisin  b^ 
verbally  claiming  the  lana  to  be  his),  "  Here  it 
is  to  be  observed  that  every  doubt  or  fear  is  not 
sufficient,  for  it  must  concern  the  safety  of  the 
person  of  a  man."  .  .  .  Again  it  must  not  be  a 
vain  fear,  but  such  as  may  befall  a  constant  man ; 
as  if  the  adverse  party  lie  in  wait  in  the  way  with 
weapons,  or  by  words  menace  to  beat,  mayhem, 
or  kill  him  that  would  enter ;  and  so  in  pleading 
must  be  shown  some  just  cause  of  fear,  for  fear  of 
itself  is  internal  and  secret."  Then,  again,  it  was 
said  that  the  defendant  here  insisted  on  the  deten- 
tion of  the  goods,  but  that  cannot  be  so,  for  he 
never  had  the  possession  of  them.  There  was  no 
detention  of  the  goods  here  sufficient  to  maintain 
an  action  of  trover,  and  the  argument  that  has 
been  urged  as  to  the  defendant  being  now 
estopped  from  denying  that  he  did  what  the  plain- 
tiff taaigea  him  with  naving  done  is  not,  I  think, 


maintainable,  and  savours  too  much  of  fiction  to 
be  admissible. 

Bramwsll,  B. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same 
opinion,  and  upon  the  same  grounds.  An  action 
or  trover  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  maintainable  in 
this  case.  In  the  first  place,  nothing  was  actuallv 
done  by  the  defendant ;  there  was  nothing  beyona 
a  verbal  threat  that  he  would  have  the  men  locked 
up  if  they  persisted  in  removing  the  goods,  and 
that  is  not  sufficient  to  support  such  an  action. 
The  plaintiff  need  not  have  been  therebv  prevented 
from  doine  with  his  goods  that  which  he  was  pro- 
posing and  anxious  to  do.  He  might  have  per- 
sisted, in  spite  of  the  defendant's  threats,  in  remov- 
ing the  goods,  and  had  he  been  actually  physically 
stopped  and  prevented  from  doing  so,  ne  might 
have  brought  an  action  of  tresp^  a^nst  the  de* 
fendant  for  so  stopping  him,  whilst,  if  he  had  suc- 
ceeded in  removing  the  goods,  why  the  goods 
would  have  remained  in  nis  possession.  But  I 
think,  further,  that  trover  could  not  have  been 
maintained,  even  if  the  defendant  had  attempted 
and  had  succeeded  in  preventing  the  plaintiff  irom 
removing  the  goods,  bv  phvsicalnr  putting  his  hand 
upon  them  or  upon  tne  pWntiff  himself  In  the 
old  form  of  pleading  the  words  were  that  the  de- 
fendant converted  uie  goods  of  the  plaintiff  to  his 
own  use.  The  words  "  or  wrongfully  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  the  use  and  possession  of  the  plaintiff's 

foods"  (See  Schedule  B.,  Common  Law  Procedure 
xt  1852)  were  inserted  in  the  Act  in  the  House  of 
Lords  by  Lord  Denmau  in  order  to  make — as  it 
was  supposed  would  be  their  effect — the  action  of 
trover  intelligible  ;  but  it  was  not  intended  thereby 
to  extend  its  operation.  The  deprivation  there 
intended  and  meant  is  a  wrongful  deprivation  of  A. 
by  B.  of  the  whole  and  entire  use  and  possession  of 
A's  goods,  and  not  the  merely  deprivmg  A.  of  the 
means  of  his  enjoyment  of  the  goods.  One  way  of 
depriving  an  owner  of  the  use  of  his  goods  is  to  say 
to  him,  "  You  shall  not  have  them ; "  and  it  is 
immaterial  to  the  owner  whether  the  defendant 
has  destroyed  them,  or  merely  kept  them  from  the 
owner.  But  here  the  defendant  neither  converted 
the  goods  to  his  own  use,  nor  did  ho  use  them, 
take  them,  or  sell  them;  nor  did  he  so  convert 
them  as  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  possession 
of  them.  All  that  the  defendant  did  was  to  pre- 
vent the  plaintiff  from  using  the  goods  in  a  par- 
ticular way.  Suppose  a  man  has  a  duelling  pistol 
in  his  room,  and  wants  to  go  into  the  room  to  get 
it  in  order  to  fight  a  duel,  and  A.  stands  at  the 
door  and  says,  **  x  on  shall  not  go  into  that  room." 
Would  that  bfe  a  conversion  of  the  pistol  by  A.  ? 
Again,  suppose  a  man  is  riding  along  a  turnpike 
road,  and  A.  comes  up  and  stops  him,  and  says, 
"  You  shall  not  pass  that  way,"  would  that 
be  a  conversion  oy  A.  of  the  horse  P  So, 
again,  if  one  man  having  a  watch  in  his 
pocket,  is  going  out  to  pawn  it,  and  another 
says  "  You  shaU  not  go ;"  would  that  be  a  con- 
version of  the  watch  P  Surely  not,  in  either  of  the 
cases  put,  and  numberless  illustrations  might  be 
added.  It  seems  to  me.  if  I  may  say  so,  with 
deference  to  those  who  may  entertain  a  contrary 
opinion,  to  be  idle  and  absurd  to  say  that  there 
would  be  a  conversion  in  any  such  a  case.  The 
expression  in  the  books  '*  depriving  of  the  use," 
means  an  entire  and  total  aepriving  of  A.  by  B. 
of  the  general  dominion  of  his  goods,  the  prevent- 
ing the  owner  doing  anything  at  all  with  them, 
ax^  not  merely  saying  that  he  Siall  not  d$^  «»isi.^  ^:sci& 
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particular  thing  with  them.  In  this  case,  too,  the 
plaintiff's  man  was  left  in  possession  of  the  goods 
all  the  night,  and  the  plaintiff  might  have  carried 
them  off.  Again,  if  this  is  to  be  held  to  be  a  con- 
yersion,  the  defendant  would  be  liable  for  the  full 
value  of  the  whole  of  the  goods,  which  would  be 
very  unreasonable.  Both  in  reason  and  justice, 
and  tipon  authority,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff's  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Mabtin,  B. — I  am  of  the  contrary  opinion,  and 
think  that  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute.  This 
is,  in  my  judgn^ent,  a  very  important  matter,  and 
the  question  raised  is  a  serious  one,  and  therefore 
I  do  not  lightly  differ  from  the  rest  of  the  court. 
I  well  know  the  aversion  which  my  brother  Bram- 
well  entertains  towards  the  action  of  trover,  but  I 
must  say  for  m vself  that  I  think  it  ought  to  be 
maintained,  and  that  we  should  not  seek  to  fritter  it 
away.  The  real  question  here  is,  whether  or  not 
there  was  a  conversion  by  the  defendant  of  the 
plaintiff's  goods,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  P  The  facts  are  that  the  plaintiff,  being  the 
owner  of  the  goods  under  a  bill  of  sale,  is  in  the 
act  of  removing  them  under  the  powers  of  the  deed, 
when  the  defendant  steps  in,  accompanied  by  a 
policeman,    and    says   to   the   plaintiff,    "these 

foods  shall  not  be  moved  from  the  house,  and 
will  give  vou  in  charge  of  the  police  and 
have  you  locked  up  if  you  persist  in  moving  a 
Ringle  article,"  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff 
refrained  from  further  removing  the  goods,  and 
left  the  house.  This,  in  my  opinion,  was  a 
depriving,  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff  of  the 
possession  of  his  goods  amply  sufficient  to  entitle 
the  latter  to  maintain  trover,  and  I  think  it  is 
contrary  to  reason  and  common  sense  to  say  that 
it  was  not.  An  owner  of  goods  is  entitled  to  the 
use  of  his  goods  at  all  times  and  at  all  places,  and 
the  preventing  him  from  having  the  use  of  them  at 
any  time  or  in  any  way  or  manner  in  which  he 
desires  to  use  them  is  a  conversion.  A  man  is 
not  to  be  called  on  to  use  physical  force  to  remove 
his  goods,  when  confronted  by  a  person  who 
forbids  their  removal,  under  threat  of  handing 
over  the  owner,  if  he  persists,  to  the  police  who 
are  there  to  help  the  other  in  preventing  their 
removal. 

Kelly,  C.B.— I  agree  with  the  majority  of  the 
court  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.  (His 
Lordship  here  recapitulated  the  facts.)  Now, 
looking  at  the  facts,  I  confess  I  can  see  nothing 
which,  in  my  opinion,  amounts  to  a  conversion. 
The  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  the  goods  in  the 
house  as  far  as  he  possibly  could  be.  No  doubt 
the  defendant  comes  to  the  house  and,  alleging 
rent  to  be  due,  says  that  the  goods  must  not  be 
removed  until  such  rent  is  paid;  but  that  does 
not,  I  think,  amount  to  an  assertion  of  a  right  on 
his  part  to  the  exclusion  of  the  plaintiff.  There 
is  no  case,  I  think,  as  far  as  I  am  aware,  from  the 
earliest  times,  in  which  this  has  been  held  to  be 
a  conversion,  where  the  defendant  had  not  got 
the  entire  and  absolute  dominion  over  the 
goods,  or  where  he  had  not  prevented  the 
owner  frora  having  possession  of  them.  In 
Fowler  V.  Holline,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber 
(uhi  8up.)y  the  defendant  no  doubt  had  entire 
possession  of  the  goods;  but  I  was  of  opinion, 
together  with  my  brothers  Byles  and  Brett,  that 
as  the  defendant  was  in  possession  of  and  dealt 
with  the  goods  as  broker  only,  and  not  as  owner, 
he  was  not  guilty  of  a  oonversion  so  as  to  render 


him  liable  in  an  action  of  trover ;  but  my  brothers 
Martin,  Ghannell,  and  Cleasby  were  of  a  contrary 
opinion.  So  it  was  in  WUbraham  v.  Snow  (uhi  gup,). 
But  the  strongest  dictum  on  the  point  is  that  of 
Alderson,  B.,  in  Fouldes  v.  WiUoughby  (ubi  8up.),  to 
which  my  brother  Martin  has  already  referred.  But, 
as  Iftaid  before,  in  none  of  the  books,  from  the  ear- 
liest time  to  the  present  moment,  is  there  to  be  found 
a  case  in  which  there  has  been  held  to  have  been  a 
conversion  where  the  goods  remained  all  the  time 
in  the  possession  or  part  possession  of  the  owner; 
and  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  incumbent  on  the 
courts  to  at  all  extend  the  definition  of  the  term 
"  conversion."  Sufficient  remedies  exist  at  present, 
either  by  an  action  on  the  case  or  of  trespass,  as 
the  case  may  be,  for  any  injury  or  loss  which  a 
person  may  sustain. 

Rule  discharged. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  0.  H.  Lind,  5,  New- 
inn,  Strand,  W.C. 

Attorney  for  the  defendant,  W.  Day,  1,  Queen- 
street,  May  Fair,  W. 


CBOWar  CASES  sesebvbd. 

Reported  l^  Johv  Tbompson,  Esq.,  Barrister-ai-lAw. 


Saturday,  Jan.  18,  1873. 

(Before  Gockburn,  G.  J.,  Bovill,  G.  J.,  Kbllt, 
G.  B.,  Martin,  B.,  Bba.i(well,  B.,  Keating,  J., 
Blackburn,  J.,  Mellor,  J.,  Pigott,  B.,  Lush,  J., 
Brett,  J.,  Gleasbt,  B.,  Grove,  J.,  Denman,  J., 
and  Archibald,  J.) 

Beg.  v.  Elizabeth  Bird. 

Larceny — Indictment — Description  of  money. 
An  indictment  charged  the  stealing  of  "nineteen 
shillings  in  money  "  of  the  moneys  of  A.  B.  It 
appeared  that  A.  B.  got  into  a  merry-go-round  at 
a  fair,  and  handed  the  prisoner  a  sovereign  tn 
pay^nentfor  the  ride,  asking  her  to  give  cMmge. 
The  prisoner  gave  A.  B.  11a.,  and  said  she  would 
give  the  rest  when  the  ride  was  finished.  After  the 
ride  was  over  the  prisoner  said  A.  B.  only  gaioe 
her  \s.,  and  refused  to  give  her  the  19«.  change. 
Held  thai  the  prisoner  could  not  he  convicted  upon 

this  indictment  of  stealing  19s. 
Gase  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  at  ^e 
General  Gourt  of  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county 
of  Buckingham,  holden  at  Aylesbury,  in  the  said 
county,  on  the  15th  Oct.  187^. 

Elizabeth  Bird  was  tried  upon  an  indictment, 
which  charged  that  she,  the  said  Elizabeth  Bird, 
"  on  the  12tb  Oct.  1872,  19«.  in  money,  of  the 
moneys  of  Maria  Lovell,  feloniously  did  steal, 
take,  and  carry  awav,  against  the  peace  of  our 
lady  the  Queen,  her  (5rown,  and  dignity." 

It  was  proved  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Bird  was 
the  dangnter  of  a  man  who  travelled  about  to 
fairs  with  a  "  shooting  gallery**  and  a  "  merry-go- 
round**  or  "  revolving  velocipede  machine,  for 
riding  on  which  he  made  a  cnarge  of  Id.  to  each 
person  for  each  ride. 

On  the  day  in  question  the  said  Maria  Lovell 
got  into  the  "  merry-go-round,**  which  was  then 
m  charge  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Bird,  and  handed 
to  the  said  Elizabeth  Bird  a  sovereign  in  payment 
for  the  ride,  asking  her  to  give  her  the  chanse. 
The  said  Elizabeth  Bird,  thereupon,  handed  to  we 
said  Maria  Lovell  11(2,,  and  said  that  she  would 

five  her  the  rest  of  the  change  when  the  ride  was 
nished,  as  the  **  merry-go-round  *'  was  then  about 
to  start.    The  said  Maria  Lovell  assented  to  this* 
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ix>at  ten  zninates  afler,  when  the  ride  was 
the  found  the  said  Elizabeth  Bird,  who  was 
attending  to  the  shooting  gallery,  and  asked 
»r  her  change,  to  which  the  said  Elizabeth 
^lied  that  she  had  only  received  from  her 
r  which  she  had  given  the  proper  change, 
le  declined  to  give  any  more, 
m  these  facts  it  was  contended  by  the 
9]  for  the  prisoner — first,  that  the  prisoner 

not  be  convicted  of  stealing  tne  198^ 
le  no  specific  19«.  had  ever  been  ap- 
ated  as  the  change  for  the  sovereign 
d  to  the  prisoner;  nor  had  there  been  a 
;,  either  actual  or  constructive,  of  the  198. 
•he  said  Maria  Lovell ;  secondly,  that  under 
K>ve  form  of  indictment,  the  prisoner  could 
3  convicted  of  stealing  the  sovereign;  and 
iven  if  the  indictment  was  sufficient,  there 
10  evidence  of  a  felonious  takinf^  of  the 
ign,  as  it  was  not  taken  from  Mana  Lovell 
it  her  will;  and,  further,  that  the  prisoner 
not  be  convicted  of  larceny  of  the  sovereign, 
ulee,  because,  assuming  that  there  was  any 
ice  of  a  bailment,  which  was  denied,  the  bail- 
was  not  to  re-deliver  the  same  money  which 
slivered  to  the  prisoner, 
erruled  the  objections,  and  directed  the  jury 
f  they  were  satisfied  that  the  a^dd  Miaria 

gave  the  prisoner  the  soverei^,  and  that 
Lew  it,  and  wilfully  refused  to  give  the  said 

Lovell  the  remainder  of  the  change,  they 

properly  convict  the  prisoner  of  stealing 
9. 

jury  having  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty,  I 
ed  the  above  points  for  the  consideration  of 
»urt  for  the  Consideration  of  Crown  Cases 
red,  and  judgment  was  in  the  mean  time 
»ned  and  tne  prisoner  admitted  to  baiL 

question  for  the  opmion  of  the  court  is 
or,  under  the  circumstances  above  stated, 
isoner  was  properly  convicted  on  the  above 
nent. 

3d  this  eleventh  day  of  November,  1872. 
(Signed) 

Buckingham  and  Chandos. 

Chairman  of  the  above  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions. 

case  was  first  argued  in  the  Court  for  the 

leration  of  Crown  Cases  Beserved,  before 

C.B.,  Martin,  B.,  and  Brett,  Grove,  and 

JJ.,  who  directed  it  to  be  argued  before  all 

iges. 

kam  for  the  prisoner. — ^The  conviction  can- 
ported.    First,  there  was  no  larceny  of  the 
i^,  because  the  prisoner  was  not  bound  to 
it  to  the  prosecutrix.    To  make  the  pri- 
a  fraudulent  bailee  she  must  have    been 
to  return  the  sovereign  in  specie : 

U  V.  Hassell,  L.  &  C.  58 ;  8  Cox  C.  C.  491 ; 
J,  V.  Garrett,  2  Poa.  A  Fin.  U ; 
r.  V.  Hoare,  1  Fob.  &  Fin.  647. 

CBUBK,  J. — May  the  prisoner  not  have  been 

«  of  the  sovereign  subject  to  her  right  of 

1  it  for  Is.  P]    ]Not  here,  as  the  sovereign 

mded  to  the  prisoner  with  the  intention 

should  become  her  property,  and  credit  was 

to  her  for  the  change.    [Cockbukn,  C.J. — 

lere  any  intention  to  p^  with  the  sove- 

']    It  is  submitted  that  there  was : 

f.  T.  TfumoB,  9  Oar.  A  P.  741 ; 
y.  T.  Hanwy,  1  Leaoh  C.  0.  407 ; 
Mfs  «M«,  ifiMtP.  0. 671 ; 


Reg  V.  Oliver,  Bell  C.  C.  287 :  Coz  C.  0.  984; 
Reg,  ▼.  PHnce,  11  Cox  C.  C.  145 ;  L.  Bep.  C.  C.  B.  150 : 
WaUh*8  case.  Baa.  A  By.  215 ; 
Reg,  ▼.  Reynolds,  2  Cox  C.  C.  170 ; 
Rex  V.  NichoUon,  2  Leach  C.  C.  610. 

If  the  prosecutrix  intended  to  part  with  the  pro- 
perty, the  mere  fact  that  the  possession  was 
obtamed  by  a  fraud  does  not  make  the  offence 
larceny: 

Rex  V.  Jackson,  1  Mood.  C.  C.  119 ; 
•     Rex  V.  Atkinson,  2  East  P.  0.  cap.  16,  sect.  104 ; 
Reg.  V.  North,  8  Cox  C.  C.  483 ; 
Reg,  V.  Wvlliams,  7  Cox  C.  C.  855 ; 
Reg,  V.  2PKale,  37  L.  J.  97,  M.  C. ;  11  Cox  C.  C.  32. 

[CocKBURN,  C.J. — Suppose  the  prosecutrix  never 
intended  to  part  with  the  property  in  the  sovereign 
until  she  got  the  Ids,  change  P]  It  is  contended 
that  the  property  in  the  sovereign  was  parted 
with,  and  that  tne  prosecutrix  could  not  have 
maintained  an  action  to  recover  it,  as  she  never 
intended  to  have  that  sovereign  returned  to  her. 
Secondly,  the  conviction  for  stealing  19<.,  as  alleged 
in  this  indictment,  cannot  be  sustained.  Berore 
the  14  <fe  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  18,  it  was  necessary  to 
allege  in  the  case  of  money  stolen  the  specific  coins, 
and  it  was  customary  to  char^^  the  stealing  of  so 
many  pieces  of  the  current  com  of  the  realm  called 
sovereigns,  shillings,  ^.,  as  the  case  might  be,  and 
it  was  necessary  to  prove  that  some  one  of  the 
specific  coins  alleged  were  stolen.  To  remove 
difficulties  that  had  arisen  on  this  state  of  the  law, 
sect.  18  enacts  that  "  in  every  indictment  in  which 
it  shall  be  necessary  to  make  any  averment  as  to 
any  money,  &c.,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  describe 
such  money,  Sec.,  simply  as  money,  without  alle- 
gation so  &r  as  regaros  the  description  of  the  pro- 
perty specifying  any  particular  coin,  and  such 
allegation  so  far  as  regards  the  description  of  the 
property,  shall  be  sustained  by  proof  of  any  amount 
of  coin,  although  the  particular  species  of  coin,  of 
which  such  amount  was  composed  shall  not  be 
proved.  Now,  under  the  allegation  of  stealing 
19«.  in  this  indictment,  the  prisoner  could  not 
be  convicted  of  stealing  a  sovereign.  That 
was  a  variance.  The  prosecutrix  was  bound  to 
prove  that  shillings  had  been  stolen.  Having 
particularised  the  money  stolen,  it  should  have 
been  proved  that  shillmg  pieces  were  stolen. 
[Gbove,  J. — The  allegation  is  not  nineteen  pieces 
of  the  current  coin  called  shillings,  but  19^.  iu 
money.  Blackburn,  J. — That  means,  I  8hould 
say,  money  to  the  value  of  19«.]  The  word 
shilling  must  be  taken  as  descriptive  of  the  things 
stolen,  and  must  be  proved, 

Archb.  Crim.  Pleadings,  190  (edit.  1862) ; 

Reg.  V.  Deeley,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  303 ; 

Reg.  V.  Oioen,  1  Moo.  C.  C  118 ; 

Reg,  V.  Craven,  Bas.  &  By.  46 ; 

Reg.  V.  West,  Dears.  &  B.  109 ;  7  Cox  C.  C.  183 ; 

Reg.  Y.  Bond,  1  Den.  C.  C.    ; 

Reg.  V.  Jones,  1  Cox  C.  C.  106. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prosecution. 

The  judges  retired  to  consider,  and  on  their 
return  into  court, 

CocKLBXTBN,  C.  J.  said :  The  majority  of  the  judges 
are  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  was  not  properly 
convicted  of  stealing  the  19<.  charged  in  the 
indictment,  for  she  had  not  taken  them  from  the 
prosecutrix,  and  could  not  therefore  be  convicted 
on  this  fndiotment.  The  majority  of  the  judges 
do  not  say  that  she  might  not  have  been  conyicted 
on  an  indictment  charging  her  with  stealing  the 
sovereign  if  the  issue  had  Seea  ^nra^xV|  \fi&w\i;^>^o% 
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Beg.  17.  John  Johnson. 
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jury,  (a)    Upon  the  present  indictment,  however, 
she  must  be  discharged. 

Convidion  quashed. 


Saturday,  Jan,  25, 1873. 

(Before  Kellt,  C.B.,  Mellob,  J.,  Pigott,  B., 
Denman,  J.,  and  Pollock,  B.) 

Beg.  V,  John  Johnson. 

Perjury — Deputy     coroner — Jurisdiction — Inquisi" 

tionr-S  8r  7  Vict,  c.  83. 
On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed 
at  an  inquest  before  the  deputy  coroner^  evidence 
was  given  by  the  prosecution  thai  the  coroner ^  who 
was  also  a  Uov/nty  Court  registrar,  was  absent  on 
his  va^caiion,  a  vacation  and  air  and  exercise 
having  been  recommended  by  medical  advisers  for 
his  Jiealth,  which  had  become  'permanently  vm- 
paired.    It  also  appeared  that  the  coroner,  awrvng 
his  absence,  spent  three  or  four  days  every  week 
in  shooting,  and  thai  by  far  the  greater  number 
of  inquests  held  in  the  district  were  held  by  the 
deputy  coroner. 
Hela,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  judge,  and  not 
for  the  jury,  whether  the  coroner  was  absent  at 
the  tims  for  a  lawful  or  reasonable  cause,  within 
6^7  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  1. 
Keld,  also,  thai  the  inquisition  was  valid,  and  thai 
the  deputy  coroner  was  lawfully  acting  at  the  time 
(sect.  2  of  saws  statute). 
Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  by 
Denman,  J.,  at    the  last  winter  assizes  for  the 
county  of  Durham. 

Jolm  Johnson  was  tried  and  found  guilty  of  per- 
jury, subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the 
following  case : 

The  perjury  alleged  was  committed  bv  false 
oaths  taken  before  Thomas  Dean,  who  held  an  in- 
quest, as  deputy  coroner,  touching  the  death  of 
one  Owen  O^anlon. 

Thomas  Dean  was  called  and  produced  an  ap- 
pointment, dated  1866,  of  himself  as  deputy 
coroner  for  Darlington  Ward.  This  appointment 
was  duiy  signed  and  sealed  by  William  Dale 
Trotter,  the  then  present  coroner  for  the  said 
ward,  and  properly  countersigned  as  required  by 
law. 

The  inquest  was  opened  on  11th  Oct.  1872,  and 
continued  by  acyoumment  from  time  to  time  on 
several  days  up  to  and  after  the  7th  Nov.,  the  day 
of  the  pequry  m  question. 

The  said  Thomas  Dean,  upon  cross-examina- 
tion, and  the  said  coroner,  who  was  also  examined, 
proved  that  since  1866  b^  far  the  largest  number 
of  all  the  inquests  held  m  Darlington  Ward  had 
been  held  by  the  said  Thomas  Dean,  as  deputy 
coroner.  That  on  the  11th  Oct.,  when  the  inquest 
in  question  commenced,  the  said  coroner,  who  was 
also  an  attorney  in  practice,  and  Begistrar  of  the 
County  Court,  and  held  other  offices,  was  absent 
from  ms  home  and  usual  place  of  business  as  an 
attorney,  having  left  home  on  the  24ith  Sept.  pre- 
vious, in  order  to  take  a  vacation  until  the  14th 
Oct.,  such  absence  and  vacation,  and  air  and  exer- 
cise, having  been  recommended  to  him  by  medical 
advisers  as  necessary  for  his  health,  ^niich  had 

(a)  In  Beg.  v.  QuwhU,  ante,  p.  90,  a  similar  oaae  to 

ibi&,  the  oonrt  below  uaended  tbe  indiotment,  and  snb- 

^^*^*^y««vn  for  the  word  Ids.  6d.,  and  the  CJourt 

^  ™,g^<faw*ian  of  Crown  CSases  Beserved,  afiBrmed 


become  permanently  impaired  from  an  operation 
which  he  had  undergone  some  eighteen  months 
previously.  That  &tween  the  last-mentioned 
dates  he  spent  three  or  four  days  every  week  in 
shooting.  That  owing  to  his  engagements  as 
Begistrar  of  the  County  Court  the  above  period 
was  the  only  time  of  the  year  during  which  he 
could  obtain  any  vacation,  that  being  the  period 
appointed  for  the  vacation  of  Begistrars  of  Cfounty 
Courts.  Mr.  Trotter  also  stated  that  when  the 
inquest  in  question  began  he  was  not  in  such  a 
state  of  health  as  to  be  able  properly  to  discharge 
the  duty  of  holding  an  inquest  of  the  kind  and 
duration  which  that  in  question  appeared  likely 
to  be. 

Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of 
the  prisoner,  that  the  proceeding  before  the  said 
Thomas  Dean  was  coram  nonjudice,  because  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  prosecution,  in  order  to  show 
jurisdiction  in  a  deputy  coroner,  to  administer  an 
oath  to  prove  affirmatively  that  there  was  lawful 
or  reasonable  cause  for  the  absence  of  the  coroner 
(citing  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  83  s.  1,  proviso  2),  and  that 
the  facts  here  did  not  amount  to  any  evidence  of 
such  cause.  He  also  contended  that  the  question 
was  one  for  the  jury  and  not  for  me. 

The  counsel  for  the  Crown  contended,  that  even 
if  the  facts  proved  were  insufficient  to  show  that 
there  was  lawful  or  reasonable  cause,  still,  inas- 
much as  by  sect.  2  of  the  same  Act,  it  is  provided 
that  inquisitions  are  not  to  be  quashed  by  reason 
of  their  having  been  taken  hj  a  deputy,  the  oath, 
on  which  the  perjury  was  assigned,  being  an  oath 
on  which  a  good  mquisition  might  have  been 
founded,  could  not  be  said  to  be  coram  nonjudice, 
but  was  one  legally  administered  in  a  judicial  pro- 
ceeding, and  therefore  one  on  which  perjury  could 
be  leg^v  assigned. 

I  held,  that,  even  assuming  it  to  be  for  the 
prosecution  to  make  out  affirmatively  in  such  a 
case,  that  there  was  lawful  or  reasonable  cause  for 
the  absence  of  the  coroner  (which  point,  however, 
I  reserved  for  this  Court)  there  was  in  this  case 
such  lawful  or  reasonable  cause,  but  I  reserved  for 
this  court  the  question  whether  there  was  evidence 
upon  which  I  could  properly  so  hold. 

The  first  question  of  law  reserved  for  the  opinion 
of  this  Court  is  whether  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
prosecution  to  make  out  that  there  was  lawful  or 
reasonable  cause  for  the  absence  of  the  coroner 
from  the  inquest  in  question.  If  it  was  not,  the  con- 
viction to  stand.  If  it  was,  then  the  second  ques- 
tion reserved  is  whether  it  was  for  me  or  for  the 
jury  to  decide  whether  there  was  such  lawful  or 
reasonable  cause.  If  for  the  jury,  the  conviction 
to  be  quashed  unless  the  first  question  be  decided 
in  the  ne^tive.  If  for  me,  then  the  third  question 
reserved  is  whether  there  was  evidence  upon  which 
I  might  properly  decide  as  I  did.  If  so,  the  con- 
viction to  stand.  If  not,  to  be  quashed  unless  the 
first  question  be  decided  in  the  ne^tive. 

I  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  eighUsen  months 
imprisonment,  and  refused  to  admit  him  to  bail. 

The  6  <&  7  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  1,  enables  a*  coroner 
to  nominate  and  appoint  from  time  to  time  a  fit 
and  proper  person  (such  appointment  being  sabjeot 
to  the  approval  of  the  Lord  Chancellor)  to  act  for 
him  as  his  deputv  in  the  holding  of  inquests. 
Provided  that  a  duplioate  of  saoh  appoiz&meiit 
shall  be  transmittea  to  the  derk  oi  the  peaoeb 
Providsd  a\«o  ^\^  lio  ^<s^utj  «ha]l  aofe  **  eacoept 
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his  absence  from  any  lawful  or  reasonable  ex- 
cuse." 

Sect.  2  recites  that  it  is  expedient  to  make  pro- 
Tisions  for  supporting  coroners*  inquisitions  and 
far  preventing  the  same  from  being  quashed  on 
account  of  technical  defects,  and  enacts  that  no 
inquisition  found  upon  or  by  any  coroner*s  inquest 
shall  be  quashed,  stayed,  or  reversed  (inter  alia) 
nor  (except  only  in  oases  of  murder  or  man- 
slaughter) "  by  reason  of  any  such  inquisition  not 
being  duly  sealed  or  written  upon  parchment,  nor 
by  reason  of  any  such  inquisition  having  been 
taken  before  any  deputy  instead  of  the  coroner 
himself." 

T.  C.  Foster  for  the  prisoner. — The  conviction 
cannot  be  upheld,  for  the  inquisition  was  taken 
coram  non  judice.  Before  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  83, 
there  was  no  power  to  appoint  a  deputy  coroner  in 
a  county.  No  doubt  it  must  be  assumed  that  the 
deputy  coroner  was  appomted  and  his  appoint- 
ment approved  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  but  it 
was  not  proved  at  the  trial  that  a  duolicate  of 
his  appointment  had  been  transmittea  to  the 
clerk  of  the  peace.  [Denman,  J. — No  such  point 
was  raised  on  the  trial  or  reserved  for  this  court.] 
Then,  it  was  not  proved  that  the  coroner  was  so 
ill  as  to  be  unable  to  attend,  or  that  his  absence 
was  lawful  and  reasonable.  On  the  contrary,  it 
appeared  that  he  was  absent  on  his  vacation,  and 
was  able  to  go  out  shooting.  [Mellor,  J. — Is  the 
degree  of  illness  material  P  He  was  recommended 
by  medical  advisers  to  take  air  and  exercise  as 
necessary  for  his  health.  Denman,  J. — The  words 
of  the  proviso  in  sect.  1  are  "  lawful  or  reasonable 
absence.'*  At  the  trial  the  prosecution  did  not  rely 
on  the  illness  of  the  coroner.  Was  not  his  absence 
lawful  under  the  circumstances  P]  The  case  finds 
that  by  far  the  greater  number  of  inquests  were 
held  by  the  deputy  coroner.  [Kelly,  C.B. — That 
does  not  affect  this  particular  inquest.  He  referred 
to  Beg.  V.  Perkin  (7  Q.  B.  165).]  It  was  a  question 
for  the  jury  whether  the  coroner's  absence  was 
reasonable  or  not.  [Mellor,  J. — It  would  be  very 
singular  if  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  cause  of  absence  was  a  lawful  one.]  The 
learned  counsel  then  cited  Taylor  on  Evid.  s.  30. 
Next,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  second  section  of  the 
Act.  That  enactment  was  ps^sed  to  cure  inquisi- 
tions from  formal  defects.  This  was  an  objection 
to  the  authority  of  the  judge  himself,  before  whom 
the  inquisition  was  taken. 

Giffard,  Q.C.  {B.  Luck  with  him)  for  t?Qe  prose- 
cation  was  not  called  upon  to  argue. 

Kelly,  G.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
viction must  be  affirmed.  As  to  the  first  question, 
I  have  no  doubt  that  it  was  the  province  of  the 
judge  to  determine  what  was  a  lawful  or  reason- 
ible  cause  for  the  absence  of  the  coroner,  and  that 
the  judge  would  have  done  wrong  if  he  had  lefl 
that  question  to  be  determined  by  the  jury.  But 
independently  of  that,  the  case  is  concluded  by 
sect.  2  of  the  Act.  The  same  question  arises  now 
as  would  have  arisen  if  there  had  been  a  proceed- 
ing in  the  Gourt  of  Queen's  Bench  to  quash  this 
inquisition.  If  the  inquisition  is  upheld  it  follows 
that  the  inquest  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
duly  held,  and  that  false  evidence  given  upon  it 
was  punishable  as  perjury.  Sect.  2  recites  that  it 
it  expedient  to  make  provision  for  supporting 
ooroniers'  inquisitions,  and  then  enacts  that  no 
inqnisition  ahall  be  quashed,  stayed,  or  reversed 
byrMwon  of  a  number  of  things  specified,  and  then 
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proceeds,  "  nor  except  in  cases  of  murder  or  man- 
slaughter by  reason  of  any  inquisition  having  been 
taken  before  any  deputy  instead  of  the  coroner 
himself."  This  was  a  case  of  perjury  and  not  of 
murder  or  manslaughter,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  inquisition  was  a  valid  one  within  this  enact- 
ment. 

Mellor,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  con- 
sider that  prima  fa/iie  the  inquisition  must  be 
held  to  have  been  lawfully  holden  before  the 
deputy  coroner.  But  it  was  said  that  upon  the 
evidence  given  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and 
not  for  the  judge,  whether  there  was  a  lawful  or 
reasonable  cause  for  the  absence  of  the  coroner.  I 
think  that  where  the  question  arises  incidentally 
at  the  trial  like  the  admissibility  of  secondary 
evidence  where  it  is  necessary  to  show  that 
searches  and  all  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made 
to  find  the  missing  document,  it  is  a  question  to 
be  determined  by  the  judge.  At  the  trial  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  deputy  coroner  before  whom 
the  perjury  was  committed  was  disputed  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  lawful  or  reasonable 
cause  for  the  absence  of  the  coroner.  That  ques- 
tion was  an  incidental  matter  arising  at  the  trial 
which  it  was  for  the*  judge  to  decide.  But, 
further,  this  inquisition  is  protected  by  sect.  2  of 
the  statute. 

PiGOTT,  B. — I  rest  my  judgment  on  the  second 
ground  that  the  inquisition  is  protected  by  sect.  2, 
winch  must  be  taken  to  uphold  everything  which 
led  to  the  inquisition.  I  do  not,  however,  differ 
from  the  other  members  of  the  court  on  the  firs  t 
point. 

Denman,  J. — It  is  not  necessary  to  hold  that  in 
oases  of  inquests  held  by  a  deputy  coroner  he 
must  be  presumed  prima  facve  to  be  acting 
legally,  and  assuming  it  to  be  competent  to 
the  prisoner's  counsel  to  contend  successfully  if 
he  can  establish  it,  that  if  the  deputy  coroner  is  not 
acting  in  the  absence  of  the  coroner  from  lawful 
or  reasonable  cause,  there  must  be  an  acquittal  I 
will  consider  this  case.  The  prosecution  took  upon 
itself  at  the  trial  to  make  out  that  the  deputy 
coroner  was  duly  appointed.  The  deputy  coroner 
was  cross-examined,  and  the  facts  stated  in  the 
case  elicited.  It  was  then  said  that  no  evidence 
of  the  perjury  could  be  given  as  the  deputy 
coroner  was  not  properly  acting,  and  no  lawful  or 
reasonable  cause  was  shown  for  the  absence  of  the 
coroner  himself,  and  that  whether  the  absence  was 
lawful  orreasonable  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and 
not  for  the  judge.  I  hela  that  it  was  a  question 
for  the  judge,  and  that  there  was  upon  the  evi- 
dence a  lawful  or  reasonable  cause  for  the  absence 
of  the  coroner  on  this  inquest.  When  the  statute 
sa^  that  when  a  deputy  coroner  shall  be  acting 
owing  to  the  lawful  absence  of  the  coroner,  it 
seems  clear  that  the  question,  what  is  a  lawful 
cause  of  absence  is  a  question  for  the  judge. 
But  however  that  may  be,  sect.  2  gives  the  go 
by  to  that  Question.  That  section  assumes  that 
there  might  oe  some  objection  to  the  acting  of  the 
deputy  coroner,  but  says  that  the  inquisition  shall 
nevertheless  be  valid.  It  follows  that  the  holding 
of  the  inquest  was  a  judicial  act,  and  that  the  false 
evidence  was  given  in  the  course  of  a  judicial 
proceeding. 

Pollock,  B.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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Bbg.  v.  Slowlt  asd  Huktebet — Imgolbbt  t>.  Bilbt. 


Balttrday,  Jan.  25, 1873. 

(Before  Krli.t,  C.B.,  Mbllob,  J.,  Pioon,  B., 

DsHitAX,  J.,  and  Pollock,  D.) 

Beo.  o.  Slowlt  ahs  Hukfhkbt. 

Larceny — Qoodt  ohiained  by  trick — Credit. 

Proieeulor  sold  onions  to  the  pruoners,  who  agreed 

to  pay  ready  money  for  them-     The  ontont  te^e 

vnloaded  at  a  place  indicated  by  the  prieoners,  and 

the  prosecutor  was  Aen  indtteed  to  make  out  and 

sign  a  receipt  which  the  prisoners  got  from  Aim, 

and  then  refated  to        '        "  '  '' 


price.  The  jury  coiwieted  the  prisoners  of  iarcemi, 
aid  that  they  never  intended  to  pay  for  the 
I,  and  that  the  fraud  was  meditatedby  them 


from  the  beginning. 
Hdd,  that  the  conviction  was  right. 
Case  reaerved  for  the  opmion  of  this  Court  by 
Byles,  J. 

The  priBonera,  at  tbe  last  Winter  AeeizeB  for  the 
oODntj'  of  SnBBex,  at  Lewea,  irere  jointly  indicted 
fbr  stealing  oniona. 

The  prosecutor,  having  a  cart  loaded  with 
otu(mB,  met  the  prisoners,  who  agreed  to  buy  all 
the  omons  at  a  certain  price,  viz.,  31. 16s.  fbr  ready 
money,  the  prisoners  saying,  "  You  shall  have 
your  money  directly  the  onions  are  unloaded." 

The  onions  were  accordingly  unloaded  by  the 
prosecutor  and  the  prisoners  together,  at  a  place 
indicated  hy  the  prisoners. 

The  prosecutor  thm  asked  for  his  money.  The 
prisoners  thereupon  asked  for  a  bill,  and  the  pro- 
eecntor  made  out  a  bill  accordingly.  One  of  the 
prisoners  said  they  must  have  a  receipt  from  the 
prosecutor,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  other  made 
a  cross  upon  the  bill,  put  a  Id.  postage  stomp  on 
it,  and  toen  said  they  had  a  receipt,  and  refused  to 
restore  tbe  onions  or  pay  the  price. 

The  next  morning  tne  prisoners  offered  the 
onions  for  sale  at  Hastings. 

Ihe  jury  convicted  both  the  prisoners  of  larceny, 
and  said  they  found  that  the  prisoners  never  in- 
tended to  pay  for  the  onions,  and  that  the  fraud 
was  meditated  by  both  the  prisoners  from  the 

The  prisoners'  counsel  insistmgthat  under  these 
drcumstanoes  there  was  no  larceny,  I  reserved  the 
point  for  the  decision  of  tbe  Court  of  Criminal 
Appeal.  (Signed)        J.  Baxhabo  Byles. 

Willoughby,  fbr  the  prisoners.— The  prisoners 
were  not  properly  convicted  of  laroeny,  for  the 

Srosecntor  gave  credit  to  the  prisoners  for  the 
!.  16«.,  and  delivered  the  onions  to  them  on  snch 
credit.  [Kellt,  C.B.— What  credit  was  given? 
The  case  is  like  Beg.  v.  MeOrath  (39  L.  J.  7,  M.C. : 
11  CoE  C.  C.  347)].  This  is  a  different  case. 
There  tbe  money  was  obtained  against  the  will  of 
the  owner.  Here  the  onions  were  unloaded  by  the 
prosecntoT.  Moreover,  it  was  proved,  though  not 
stated  in  the  case,  that  the  prosecutor  called  on 
the  prisoners  in  the  evening  for  the  money.  The 
learned  coansel  then  dted  2  East,  P.  C.  669  (edit. 
AJ>.  1805),  and  the  cases  of  Bex  v.  Harvey  and  Beg. 
V.  Nicholson  there  cited.    Also 

Rat  T.  Oliver,  2  Leaoh,  1072 ; 
B.  v.  Adamt,  2  Bus.  on  CrimM,  308 ; 
Tooke  v.  Hollmomorth,  S  T.  B.  231  (BnOn,  J.) ; 
Big.  v.  anaU,  6  C.  *  F.  46  ; 
Beg.  Y.  Btewart,  1  Coi  C.  C.  171 ; 
Beg.  v.  IfKale,  S7  L.  J.  97,  M.  C. ;  71  Cox  C.  C.  88. 
Pocoek  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called  npon 


tended  by  the  prosecutor  to  j^ve  credit  for  the 
price  of  the  onions,  even  for  a  single  hour,  it  would 
not  have  been  larceny,  bnt  it  is  clear  that  no  credit 
was  given  or  ever  intended  to  be  given.  Any  idw 
of  that  is  negatived  by  the  statement  in  the  caae 
that  the  prisoners  agreed  to  buy  for  ready  money. 
In  all  snch  sales  the  deUvery  of  the  thing  sold, 
or  of  the  money  tbe  prioe  of  the  thing  sold, 
must  take  place  before  the  other,  i.e.,  th« 
seller  delivers  the  thing  with  one  hand  while  he 
receives  tbe  mon^  with  the  other.  No  matter 
which  takes  place  nrat,  the  transaction  is  not  oom- 
plete  until  both  have  taken  place.  If  the  seller 
delivers  first  before  the  money  is  paid  and  the 
buyer  fraudulently  runs  off  with  the  article,  or 
if  on  the  other  hand,  the  buyer  pays  first,  and  the 
seller  fraudnlentljr  runs  off  with  the  money,  vrithont 
delivering  the  thing  sold,  it  is  equally  larceny. 

Mellob,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
prisoners  obtained  possession  of  the  onions  by  a 
trick,  and  never  intended  to  par  lor  them,  as  the 
jury  found.  From  the  very  drst  thej^  meditated 
the  fraad  to  get  possession  of  them,  which  puta  an 
end  to  any  qnestion  fd  its  being  larceny  or  not. 

PiooTT,  B.— The  facts  are  that  the  prosecutor 
never  intended  to  part  with  possession  of  the 
onions  except  for  ready  money.  He  did  part  with 
tbe  possession  to  the  prisoners  who  obtained  the 
possession  by  fraud.  The  prisonei?  then  brought 
in  aid  force  to  keep  possession,  and  refused  to 
restore  the  onions  or  pay  the  price.  Therefore, 
the  pOHsession  was  obteined  against  tbe  will  of  the 
prosecutor. 

DsKicAir,  J.,  and  Pollock,  B.,  ooncurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


nozza  couKT. 

Kepoitsd  bj  0.  WiLii  Kiaa,  and  H.  Oodi 

BiuTistsn.a(-La«, 


Monday  Feb.  10,  1873. 

Ihgoldbi  v.  Bilbt. 

Benefit     building     society — Foreclosure — Decree — 

Fvinre  tubscrivlioaa. 
A  ftuiUinj   society  is  entUhd  to  a  foredosure   of 
mortgages  to  members  made  in  respect  of  their 
shares,  aUhoagh  the  deeds  and  rules  contain  onl/y 
powers  of  sale  in  case  of  default  in  payment  of 
stibseripiions,  ^e. 
i  decree  for  foredoswre  in  micA  a  c/ise  properly  in- 
cludes an  account  of  all  eubacripfions  "  due  and 
owing  and  payable,  aTtd  hereafter  lo  become  due 
and  owing,  and  payable,"  and  an  aecnvnt  of  the 
mortgagor's  share  of  profits  made  by  the  society, 
if  the  rules  provide  for  their  distribution, 
tfo  interest  is  chargeable  upon  fines  imposed  vjton 
the  mortgagor  for  default,  or  for  acting  in  contra- 
oenfwn  of  the  rules  of  the  society. 
The  bill  in  this  case  prayed  for  foreclosure  rf 
several  mortgages  to  the  PWet  Benefit  Bnilding 
and  Investment  Society,  and  tbe  main  question 
raised  on  the  hearing  was  as  to  the  accounts  to  be 
dirocted_  by  the  decree.     By  the  19th  rule  of  the 
society  it  was  provided  that  when  any  building 
shares  had  been  allotted  to  any  member  tbe  direc- 
tors should  authorise  the  trustees  to  pay  such 
member  tbe  sum  of  money  which  he  should  be 
entitled  to  receive  on  eiecuting  a  mortgage  of  tbe 
premises  and  depositing  the  title  dee&  with  the 
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tmstees ;  that  in  case  the  member  did  not  finish 
the  boilding  of  the  premises,  the  trustees  should 
hftTe  power  either  to  sell  them  or  to  finish  them, 
adding  the  expense  to  their  charge ;  that  in  case 
of  default  by  the  member  in  the  payment  of  his 
mbacriptions,  the  society,  without  tne  concurrence 
and  consent  of  the  member,  should  have  power  to 
aelL 

The  mortgages  in  question  were  executed  in 
reapeot  of  certain  shares  held  by  the  defendant 
William  Biley,  and  it  was  thereby  declared  that 
they  were  to  secure  all  fines,  redemption,  and  other 
mone^  payable  by  the  shareholder;  that  the 
aeconty  should  not  be  redeemed  until  the  whole 
of  the  subscriptions,  fines,  redemption,  and  other 
moneys  had  been  duly  paid ;  and  that  in  case  of 
de&nlt  the  society  might  enter  into  possession  and 
sell  in  case  the  moneys  received  were  insufficient, 
or  if  the  mortgagor  &iled  to  perform  the  covenants. 

A  large  proportion  of  the  premises  comprised 
in  ^e  mortgages,  being  in  a  very  unfinished  state, 
and  the  mortgagor  having  failed  to  pay  ground- 
rents,  subsi^riptions,  and  premiums  for  insurance, 
the  bill  was  filed  for  foreclosure  accordingly. 

Mcuikeson,  Q.G.,  and^  W.  W.    Cooper,  for  the 

society,  asked  for  a  decree  mtUcUia  mtUandis  in 

the  form  directed  in  Mosley  v.  Baker  (6  Hare  87 ; 

3  De  Q.  McN.  A  6. 10S2),  which,  however,  was  a 

redemption  suit,  but  included  an  account  of  all 

anbecnptions  "due  and  owing  and  pavable,  and 

hereafter  to  become  due  and  owine  and  payable," 

by  the  defendant  as  a  member  of  uie  society,  and 

taking  into  consideration  the  probable  duration 

of  the  society  according  to  its  rules,  &;c.    They 

also  referred  to 

Fleming  v.  Self,  3  De  G.  MoN.  A  G.  997 ; 
Mattertom  v.  Blderfield,  L.  Bep.  4  Ch.  207. 

The  14th  rule  of  the  society,  provided  that  all 
shares  of  five  years'  standing  should  be  entitled 
to  an  equable  proportion  of  the  profits,  and  they 
asked  for  an  account  in  respect  of  such  profits. 

Pry,  (^.C.  and  Kingdon,  for  the  defendant  Lea, 
who  claimed  a  charge  upon  the  premises,  con- 
tended that  there  was  no  case  for  a  foreclosure, 
since  the  mortgage  deeds  provided  only  for  re- 
demption and  sale,  and  foreclosure  formed  no  part 
of  the  contract  between  the  parties.  The  cases 
cited  were  all  cases  of  redemption,  and  it  was  not 
the  course  of  the  cx)urt  to  order  foreclosures  of 
mortgages  to  building  societies.  In  any  case  the 
fnture  subscriptions  ought  not  to  be  included  in 
the  account,  for  the  terms  of  the  security  do  not 
provide  for  their  payment  in  cane  of  de&ult.  The 
mortgagor  is  certainly  entitled  to  take  profits  into 
acooont. 

C.  0.  Berkeley  appeared  for  another  incum- 
brancer. 

Lord  BoiciLLT. — I  think  that  although  the 
books  do  not  give  any  case  of  foreclosure  on 
mortgages  to  building  societies,  there  is  no  doubt 
of  their  right  to  that  remedy.  With  regard  to 
future  payments,  a  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  have 
them  secured.  I  have  thought  so  ever  since  the 
decision  in  Mosley  v.  Baker  (ubi  suj^.).  It  is  in 
conformity  with  tne  plan  of  these  societies,  and  I 
think  the  rule  is  recognised  as  the  cureus  curUs  in 
MaiterMon  v.  Elderfidd  (ubi  sup,).  Of  course 
the  mortgagor's  remedv  is  to  pav  off  all  he  is  now 
liable  to  pay;  and  in  that  case  tne  suit  would  be 
stopped.  I  shall  make  the  order,  but  the  mort- 
gai^  most  be  allowed  profits  on  shares  of  five 


vears'  standing  up  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the 
bill.  No  interest  is  to  be  charged  upon  any  fines 
he  may  be  liable  to  pay. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs.  Ingle,  Cooper,  and 
Holmes. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Futvoye  and  Co, ; 
J,  Funston;  PhUip  Wood, 


V.C.  WICKEH8'  COU&T. 

Reported  by  Edwaiid  Winslow  and  Hxnbt  Qoobfbox,  Esqn 

BarriBtere.At-Law. 


Jan.  13  and  14, 1873. 

Cbosse  v.  Duckebs. 

AgricuUfiral  lease — Surrender  by  operaiion  of  Iom 

— Custom  ofdisirid — Injunction, 
Upon  an  interlocutory  application  the  court  wiU  not 
decide  a  disputed  question  of  title,  btU  if  it  is 
satisiied  thai  injury    is    threatened    or    appre- 
hended, and  the  evidence  thai  such  is  the  case  is 
not   distinctly  rebutted,   an  injun^ction  wUl  be 
granted. 
The  court  will  not  permit  a  defendant  to  take  ad' 
vantage  of  an  act  done  with  the  intent  to  defeat 
possible  equitable  rights  of  the  jolaintif,  and  wiU 
graivt  an  injunction  accordingly;  and  where  a 
defendant,  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  held 
under  a  lease,   stipulating  that  hay  was  to  be 
eaten  down  on  the  land,  removed  a  large  quantity 
off  the  land  after  differences  had  arisen  as  to  his 
tenancy,  the  court   restrained  him  from  selling 
and  disposing  of  the  luiy  so  removed. 
The  plainfciff  in  tnis  case  sought  for  an  injunction, 
upon  motion,  to  restrain  the  defendant  n*om  con- 
travening the    terms    of  an   agricultural   lease, 
granted  to  the  defendant's  father,    by  breaking 
up  and  tilling  more  than  a  certain  extent  of  lan£ 
by  sowing  with  wheat  more  than  a  certain  acreage, 
and  by  removing  from  the  demised  land  grass  and 
hay  which,  under  the  terms  of  the  lease,  ought  to 
have  been  eaten  down  on  the  land  itself. 

The  bill  stated  the  lease  to  the  father  of  the 
defendant,  by  an  agreement  dated  the  30th  Nov. 
1857,  letting  from  year  to  year  a  £Eu-m  containing 
about  208  acres  in  the  parish  of  Malpas,  in  the 
county  of  Chester,  at  a  rent  of  2802.  The  tenant 
was  not  to  break  up  or  convert  into  tillage  certain 
fields  specified ;  not  to  have  more  than  sixty  acres 
in  tillage  or  broken  up  in  one  year,  nor  more  than 
twenty  acres  in  wheat  during  the  last  year  of  his 
holding;  the  tenant  was  to  cause  all  the  hay, 
straw,  and  fodder  to  be  eaten  and  consumed  upon 
the  premises,  and  to  leave  all  muck,  hay,  straw, 
and  fodder  on  giving  up  the  tenancy,  without 
requiring  compensation  from  the  landlord. 

Thomas  Duckers,  the  father,  died  on  the  2nd 
Nov.  1865.  Bv  his  will  he  appointed  three  exe- 
cutors, the  defendant  alone  proving  it,  in  April 
1866.  The  bill  then  stated  that  he  entered  into 
possession  of  the  farm,  and  that  bein^  allowed  to 
continue  his  father's  tenancy,  he  remained  in  such 
possession;  that  on  the  17th  Julv  1872  he  re- 
ceived notice  to  quit ;  that  he  had  in  1872  more 
than  sixty  acres  in  tillage ;  that  he  had  in  wheat 
more  thsm  twenty  acres ;  and  that  he  had  removed 
to  some  adjoining  land  called  the  "  Stack  Yard,*' 
in  the  occupation  of  a  Mr.  Holland,  about  forty 
tons  of  hay  during  the  year  1872,  which  hay  he 
intended  to  sell  or  dispose  of. 

The  defendant  demed  that  he  had  entered  into 
possession  of  the  farm  as  executor  of  hi&f&tkVi<^x. 
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He  stated  that  during  his  father's  lifetime  he  had 
resided  with  him.  and  occasionally  assisted  him  in 
the  management  of  the  farm ;  that  he  applied  to 
the  plaintiff's  agent  for  the  farm,  and  that  the 
agent  sent  him  a  letter  in  which  he  informed  him 
that  Mr.  Crosse  had  written  to  him  (the  agent), 
saying  that  he  should  *'haye  pleasure  in  con- 
tinuing him  as  tenant,  and  that  he  had  great  con- 
fidence in  his  character  and  respectabihty."  He 
then  stated  that  he  did  not  then  know  that  his 
father  had  signed  any  agreement  for  the  farm,  but 
always  thought  he  held  only  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  country,  and  that  he  considered  he 
was  accepted  as  tenant  on  his  own  account.  He 
continued  to  pay  the  same  rent  as  his  father  had 
paid ;  he  also  sold  as  much  produce  off  the  farm 
as  he  pleased,  and  had  spent  money  in  improve- 
ments. About  Christmas  1871  he  was  asked  by 
the  plaintiffs  agent  to  sign  an  agreement  for  the 
farm,  but  he  refused,  on  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  provide  for  unexhausted  improvements;  and 
at  a  subsequent  interview  he  stated  that  his 
father's  agreement  was  not  binding  on  him. 
Some  correspondence  followed  this  refusal,  and  in 
July  1872  notice  to  quit  at  the  end  of  his  year's 
holding  was  given.  Evidence  was  adduced  that 
the  d^endant,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
district,  and  as  the  eldest  son  of  his  father,  was 
entitled  to  the  occupation  of  his  Other's  farm. 

LincUey,  Q.C.  and  H.  A.  Oiffard  for  the  plaintiff. 
— The  anus  is  on  the  defondsmt  to  prove  that  there 
was  a  change  in  the  tenancy.  The  Statute  of 
Frauds  (29  Car.  2,  s.  3)  requires  a  writing  to 
establish  a  surrender  {MoUeit  v.  Brayne,  2  Camp. 
103).  There  is  evidence  of  a  conversation  in  which 
the '  defendant  expressed  a  wish  to  take  the  farm. 
This  does  not  show  the  intention  of  the  defendant 
not  to  take  it  on  the  terms  upon  which  his  father 
held  it.    They  also  cited 

Chitty  on  Contraots,  pp.  308,  309 ;  and 

Johnston  Y.  Htuidleston,  4  fi.  &  C.  922. 

Dickinson,  Q.  C.  and  /.  W.  Ghitty  for  the  defen- 
dant.— ^This  is  an  interlocutory  application,  and 
there  is  a  question  of  disputed  title.  There  was 
complete  surrender  by  the  executor  by  operation 
of  law.  The  eldest  son  was  by  custom  the  new 
tenant,  and  he  was  allowed  to  remain  in  posses- 
sion: 

Oakley  v.  Monk,  L.  Bep.  1  Ex.  159. 

The  Vice-Chascellor.  —  That  was  a  case  of 
tenant  for  life  and  remainderman.  Mr.  Lindley,  I 
am  with  you  on  the  main  question,  though  I  do 
not  intend  now  to  decide  finally  the  question  of 
title,  and  whether  the  defendant  is  bound  by  his 
father's  lease  or  not.  I  think  that,  assuming  him 
to  be  so  bound,  there  may  be  ground  for  granting 
an  injunction  as  to  selling  the  hay,  but  you  must 
satisfy  me  that  there  is  any  reason  to  apprehend 
damage  if  I  grant  no  injunction  as  to  the  rest  of 
the  notice  of  motion. 

Lindley,  in  reply,  said  that  the  evidence  of  the 
defendant  as  to  what  he  meant  to  do  was  not  to  be 
trusted,  and  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  lefb  in 
that  position.  He  asked  for  the  whole  iiy'unction 
except  the  mandatory  part  of  it. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  made  the  order  for  an 
injunction  as  stated  below,  and  then  said:  In 
deference  to  the  argument  I  will  state  Qiy  reasons 
for  making  this  order.  The  facts  of  the  case  are 
these,  as  I  understand  them.  Up  to  1865  Duckers, 
the  elder,  held  the  farm  from  year  to  year,  upon 
certam  terms  to  operate  on  going  oat  of  possession. 


The  agreement  is  stringent,  but  not  more  so,  I  be- 
lieve, than  is  usual  in  such  cases.  The  original 
lessee  died  leaving  a  son  and  a  daughter,  and  of  two 
out  of  throe  of  his  executors,  the  defendant  alone 
proved  the  will.  The  defendant  applied  to  Crosse 
to  be  allowed  to  have  the  farm.  Crosse  answered 
by  a  letter,  which  was  communicated  to  the  defen- 
dant, stating  that  he  would  have  pleasure  in  al- 
lowing him  to  continue.  In  1871  differences  arose 
bet  een  the  parties,  ending  in  a  notice  to  quit. 
The  plaintiff  asserts,  and  the  defendant  denies, 
that  the  agreement  of  1857  was  still  in  force. 
Without  deciding  this  question,  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that,  considering  no  breach  had  occurred 
in  the  holding,  it  would  be  a  strong  thing  to  say 
that  the  old  term  had  been  surrendered,  and  a 
new  one  created.  It  might  turn  out  to  be  so  at 
the  hearing,  but  now  I  must  assume  that  it  is  not 
so.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  were  always  found 
to  answer  sufficiently  well.  The  intention  seems 
to  have  been  that  the  defendant  should  have  his 
father's  farm,  and  if  the  persons  interested  in  the 
estate  of  the  latter  have  anything  to  complain  of, 
that  is  a  question  between  him  and  the  executor. 
Then,  on  amotion  like  this,  assuming  that  there  was 
no  such  surrender,  and  no  such  new  terms  as  those 
contended  for,  some  nicety  arises  as  to  the  terms 
of  the  injunction.  Mr.  Lindley  has  convinced  me 
of  his  right  to  have  it  extend  to  breaking  up  the 
land  and  to  the  sowing  of  wheat,  and  he  is  entitled 
to  it.  As  to  the  hay,  the  facts  are,  that  in  the  winter 
the  plaintiff's  agent  ^ve  notice  to  the  defendant 
that  the  terms  of  his  father's  agreement  bound 
him,  and  I  must  hold  that  he  knowingly,  and  for 
the  exresps  purpose  of  defeating  the  plaintiff  of  his 
right,  ana  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  (question, 
removed  the  hay  on  to.  the  neighbouring  laud. 
He  has  plaoed  himself  in  the  wrong  by  attempting 
to  defeat  equitable  rights  by  such  devices.  The 
order  to  be  made  will  therefore  be,  to  restrain  the 
defendant  from  breaking  up,  or  converting  into 
tillage,  any  further  portion  of  the  farm  situate,  &c., 
comprised  in  the  agreement  of  1857,  and  from 
sowmg  with  wheat  more  than  20  acres  of  the  said 
farm,  and  from  selling  or  disposing  of,  &^.,  the 
hay  carried  away  by  the  defendant,  and  stacked 
upon  the  "  Stack  lard,"  with  liberty  to  apply  as  to 
the  said  hay,  and  an  undertaking  as  to  damages. 

Solicitors :  Patterson,  Snow,  and  Bumey,  for 
C.  8.  Brooke,  Nantwich ;  A.  D.  Bird,  for  BeUyee 
and  Son,  Nantwich. 


July  12  and  13 ;  Nov.  20,  21,  22 ;  Dec.  4  and  9, 
1872 ;  and  Jan.  29,  1873. 

Be  The  Manor  of  Walton-cum-Trimley  ;  Ex 

parte  Tomlinb. 

Bight  of  foreshore — Purchase — Moneys  paid  into 
court — Adverse  claims — Lord  of  manor — Evidence 
CM  to  user — Petition, 

The  foreshore  behw  high  waier  mark  tnay  he  parcel 
of  tJie  adjoin  iiig  manor,  and  where,  hy  an  ancient 
grant  of  the  manor,  its  limits  are  not  sufficiently 
defined,  acte  of  ownership  are  admissible  as 
evidence  that  such  foreshore  is  parcel  of  the  manor. 

In  a  dispute  between  a  lord  of  the  manor  and  the 
corporation  of  an  adjoinitig  port  as  to  the  right 
of  foreslwre,  a  decision  between  the  parties  in  an 
action  tried  150  years  ago,  followed  by  a  long 
enjoyment  on  the  pnH  of  the  winner,  and  long 
acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  loser,  was 

Held  to  he,  primdfa>cie,  binding  on  the  latter. 
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Be  The  Manob  op  Walton-cum-Tkimlbt  ;  Ex  parte  Tomline. 


[V.C.  W. 


This  was  a  petition  presented  by  Colonel  Tomline, 
the  lord  oi  the  manor  of  Walton-cum-Trimley, 
praying  for  payment  oat  of  ooart  to  him  of  certain 
purchase  moneys  paid  in  by  the  Harwich  Harbour 
Commissioners  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Act  1845,  in  respect  of  lands  taken  by  them 
at  Landguard  Point,  tne  north-eastern  extremity 
of  the  estuary  of  the  river  Orwell. 

Theyalue  of  the  land  taken  had  been  referred  to 
arbitration,  and  in  order  to  meet  conflicting  clai^is 
to  different  parts  of  it,  it  was  arranged  that  the 
arbitrators  should  apportion  distinct  sums  to  the 
parts  so  claimed.  Accordingly,  the  arbitrators 
naying  awarded  the  sum  of  20181.  as  the  gross 
Talne  of  the  whole  apportioned  it  as  follows: 
First  in  respect  of  lanas  below  high  water  mark, 
and  inside  Landguard  Point,  808T. ;  secondly,  in 
respect  of  lands  above  high  water  mark,  6201. ; 
thirdly,  in  respect  of  lands  below  high  water  mark 
and  outside  Landguard  Point,  122. ;  fourthly,  com- 
pensation for  damages  to  adjoining  lands,  115Z. 

All  these  sums  were  claimed  by  the  petitioners 
as  lord  of  the  manor.  The  first  was  also  claimed 
by  the  corporation  of  Ipswich ;  and  the  second  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  for  War  as  accruing  in 
respect  of  an  acquisition  to  land  comprised  m  a 
lease  granted  to  the  War  Department.  The  two 
latter  sums  were  at  first  also  claimed  by  the  Com- 
missioners of  Her  Majesty's  Woods  and  Forests, 
by  virtue  of  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown,  but 
were  eventually  admitted  to  belong  to  the  peti- 
tioner. 

The  whole  of  the  sum  awarded  had  been  paid 
into  court  by  the  Harwich  Harbour  Commissioners, 
and  this  petition  had  consequently  been  presented 
by  Colonel  Tomline  for  the  above  puipose. 

The  principal  question  was  one  oetween  the 
petitioner  ana  the  respondents,  the  Corporation  of 
Ipswich,  as  to  the  title  to  the  foreshore  below  high 
water  mark,  adjoining  the  manor  of  Walton-cum- 
Trimley,  but  comprised  within  the  port  of  Ipswich. 
lliere  was  also  a  question  between  the  petitioner 
and  the  War  Department,  as  to  the  right  to  the 
foreshore  above  high  water  mark,  the  latter  claiming 
it  as  an  accretion  to  land  held  by  them  under  a 
lease  for  999  years,  granted  by  a  former  lord  of  the 
manor  in  179/. 

This  latter  question  mainly  turned  upon  the 
construction  of  the  parcels  in  the  lease,  the  diffi- 
colty  arising  from  some  variance  between  the 
parcels  ^emselves  and  the  plan  annexed  to  the 
lease. 

The  case  between  the  petitioner  and  the  corpo- 
rafeion  of  Ipswich  depended  in  a  great  measure 
npon  ^e  weight  of  evidence,  which  was  ample  and 
Tolnminons  on  both  sides.  They  both  claimed  as 
grantees  of  the  Crown.  According  to  the  case 
made  out  bv  the  petitioner  it  appeared  .that  the 
manor  had,  from  at  least  the  time  of  the  Conquest, 
been  in  the  family  of  the  earls  and  dukes  of  Nor- 
folk until,  in  the  reign  of  Henry  VUL,  it  passed 
into  the  bands  ot  the  Crown,  and  there  remained 
until  1628,  when  Charles  I.  sold  it  to  one  Dick- 
field.  Since  that  date  it  had  never  been  in  the 
Crown,  and  had  eventually  come  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  Duke  of  Hamilton,  under  whom  the 
petitioner  immediately  claimed.  The  deed  of  con- 
Tejsnce  to  Henry  YIU.  and  the  grant  by  Charles  I. 
to  I)itch£eld  were  put  in  as  evidence,  but  their 
terms  did  not  throw  much  light  upon  the  question 
as  to  the  right  of  foreshore,  and  the  petitioner 
thereCdra  was  oompeUed  to  rest  his  case  almost 


entirely  upon  evidence  of  acts  of  ownership  and 
user. 

On  the  other  hand  the  corporation  of  Ipswich 
produced  their  royal  charter,  dated  in  1519.  Be- 
sides this  they  put  in  many  ancient  documents 
tending  to  prove  that  the  port  had  always  belonged 
to  them  in  such  a  way  as  to  point  to  their 
ownership  of  the  soil.  Thus  they  proved  pay- 
ment of  fees  and  rent  so  far  back  as  the  time  of 
Richard  I.  They  also  produced  the  shorthand 
writers'  notes  of  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  upon  the  construction  of  their 
charter,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  brought 
by  themselves  in  1810  against  a  person  claim- 
ing under  a  former  lora  of  the  manor,  decid- 
ing that  the  charter  was  sufficient  to  and  did 
carry  the  soil  of  the  port.  The  rest  of  the  evi- 
dence on  this  side  was  supplied  from  the  books  of 
the  corporation  from  about  the  time  of  Queen 
Elizabeth  downwards.  These  books  contained 
evidence  of  various  acts  of  ownership  over 
different  parts  of  the  port,  such  as  taking  wreck, 
and  royal  fish,  the  right  of  fishing,  and  particularly 
of  an  oyster  fishery  now  regulated  by  a  recent 
Act  of  Parliament.  They  also  proved  in  the  same 
way  numerous  instances  of  granting  or  letting 
portions  of  the  soil  of  the  foreshore  in  or  about 
the  town  of  Ipswich,  and  in  some  instances  lower 
down  the  river  Orwell. 

The  additional  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  general 
result  of  the  evidence  will  (having  regard  to  the 
above  statement)  sufficiently  appear  from  the 
judgment  (infra). 

LincUey,   Q.C.  and  BodweU,  in    support  of  the 

Eetition,  submitted  that  as  the  petitioner  rested 
is  case  almost  entirely  upon  evidence  of  user  he 
was  entitled,  in  support  of  his  contention  that  the 
foreshore  had  from  time  immemorial  been  a  parcel 
of  the  manor,  to  produce  the  court  rolls.  These 
would  be  found  to  contain  entries  relating  to  the 
takinff  of  wreck,  royal  fish,  &c.,  &c.,  and  also  to 
fines  imposed  upon  trespassers  by  the  lord  of  the 
manor. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondents,  objection  was 
taken  to  the  admission  of  the  court  rolls  as  evidence, 
on  the  ground  that  the  entries  were  only  binding 
on  the  lord  and  his  tenants,  and  were  no  proof  of 
the  title  of  the  lord  in  an  issue  like  the  present : 

Calmedy  v.  Rowe,  6  C.  B.  861 ; 

Attorney 'Qeneral  v.  Lo^O  Hotham,  1  T.  &  B.  217. 

The  ViCE-CuANCELLOK,  however,  overruled  the 
objection,  considering  that  it  went  rather  to  the 
weight  than  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence. 

Lindley,  Q.C.  and  Bodwell  turther  contended  that 
the  evidence  as  to  acts  of  ownership  and  user  was  in- 
disputable. There  were  the  records  of  several  actions 
for  trespass  still  extant.  In  one  of  these  (Barkei' 
V.  Cole,  unreported),  brought  in  1735  by  the  then 
lord  of  the  manor  against  one  of  the  servants  of  the 
respondents  (The  Corporation  of  Ipswich)  a  verdict 
was  given  in  favour  of  the  lurd  of  the  manor.  The 
respondents'  own  books  were  evidence  against  them 
as  to  this  action,  for  they  showed  payment  by  them 
of  the  taxed  costs  of  the  proceedings.  In  fact, 
there  was  a  decision  striking  at  the  very  root  of  the 
respondents'  title  allowed  to  remain  undisputed  for 
150  years,  so  that  if  nothing  else  were  wanting  to 
oust  the  respondents'  claim,  their  long  acouiescenoe 
ought  to  be  considered  as  binding  upon  them.  As 
for  the  action  relied  on  by  the  corporation,  the 
hcue  in  quo  was  in  the  town  of  Ipswich,  and,  con- 
sequently, a  long  way  from  th^  -^\>\\»\Q^^x'^TDa6!CL^x. 
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Be  Ths  Manor  of  Walton-cum-Trixlet  ;  Ex  parte  Tomlihs. 


[V.C.  w. 


Moreover,  the  Court  of  Qneen's  Bench  was  in  that 
case  inflaenced  in  its  decision  by  evidence  of  a  more 
ample  character  with  regard  to  user  than  that 
adaaced  by  the  respondents  on  the  present  occa- 
sion.   They  referrea  to 

Duke  of  Beaufort  ▼.  T^  Mayor ^  ^c.  of  Swansea,  3  Ex. 

413; 
Chad  ▼.  TiUon,  B.  A  B.  403 ; 
MalcotfMon  ▼.  0*Dea,  10  H.  L  Cas.  593; 
Jones  ▼.  Williams,  2  M.  &  W.  326; 
Rex  ▼.  Capper,  5  Price  217 ; 

Attomey-Qeneral  y.  Marquis  of  Downshire,  (ib.)  269 ; 
Whxstler^s  case,  10  Coke  860 ; 
Comyn's  Digest  (tit.  "  Grant,**)  vol.  4  p .  409 ; 
Re  Alst<m's  Estate,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  337. 

Dickinson,  Q.C.  and  Horace  Daveij  for  the  Cor* 
poration  of  Ipswich  contended  first,  that  even  if 
the  foreshore  had  been  originally  a  parcel  of  the 
manor,  the  effect  of  the  manor  becoming  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Crown  was  to  merge  the  foreshore  in 
the  general  prerogative  royal,  so  that  not  being  ex- 
pressly mentioned,  it  could  not  pass  under  the  grant 
to  Ditchfield ;  secondly,  the  evidence,  coupled  with 
the  grant  of  1519,  went  to  show  that  the  foreshore 
had  from  time  immemorial  belonged  to  the  corpora- 
tion, as  part  of  the  soil  of  the  port  of  Ipswich. 
They  referred  to 

Attomev-Oeneral  ▼.  Lord  Hotham  {sup.) 

Warwick  v.  Queen's  College,  Oxford,  L.  Biep.  3  £q.  683 ; 

Lord  Hale's  Treatise,  33. 

G.  TT.  Hemming  for  the  War  Department,  and 
for  the  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Woods 
and  Forests. 

W,  W.  Cooper  for  Vie  Harwich  Harbour  Conser- 
vancy Board. 

Langley  and  Bedwell  for  other  parties. 

Lindey,  Q.C.  in  reply. 

Our,  adv.  wU, 

Jan.  29. — ^The  Yice-Chancellor. — The  sums  of 
money  to  which  this  petition  relates  were  paid 
into  court  by  the  Harwich  Harbour  Commis- 
sioners, as  the  price  of  land  near  Landguard  Fort, 
in  Suffolk,  which  land  they  took  under  the  powers 
of  their  Acts.  The  amount  was  settled  by  arbitra- 
ion  and  by  arrangement ;  the  arbitrator  divided  it 
into  four  sums,  according  to  the  title  of  the  vari- 
ous properties.  One  of  these,  a  sum  of  808Z., 
which  was  paid  in  as  the  price  of  lands  described 
as  *' below  ni^h-water  mark  inside  Landguard 
Point,"  is  claimed  by  the  petitioner  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  Corporation  of  Ipswich  on  the  other. 
Another  of  them,  a  sum  of  620t.,  which  was  pcud  in 
as  the  price  of  land  near  Landgiuurd  Fort,  but  above 
high-water  mark,  is  claimed  by  the  petitioner  on 
the  one  hand,  and  the  Secretary  of  State  for  War 
on  the  other.  The  others  are  admitted  to  belong 
to  the  petitioner.  The  questions  as  to  the  first- 
mentioned  sums  are  entirely  distinct,  and  must  be 
considered  separately.  The  first-mentioned  sum 
of  808i.  represents  the  foreshore  of  the  river  Orwell, 
which  is  a  tidal  river,  falling  into  the  sea  someway 
below  Ipswich.  The  manor  of  Walton-cum-Trim- 
ley  mav  be  roughly  described  as  a  heart-shaped 
piece  of  land,  ending  towards  the  south  in  a  point 
called  Langer,  or  Langerstone,  and  near  which 
stands  Landward  Fort.  One  side  of  the  manor 
forms  the  eastern  side  of  the  Orwell  for  about  two 
nailes  before  it  falls  into  the  sea;  the  other  side  of 
it  is  washed  by  the  German  Ocean.  The  fore- 
shore in  question  is  the  land  between  high  and  low 
water  mark  on  the  western  side  of  the  manor,  and 
on  the  eastern  side  of  the  OrweU ;  and  it  is  claimed 
by  the  petitioner  as  lord  of  the  manor,  and  by  the 


Corporation  of  Ipswich  as  entitled  to  the  port  of 
Ipswich,  which  expression  comprehends  the  whole 
course  of  the  Orwell  from  Ipswich  to  the  sea.  The 
lord's  title  to  the  foreshore  is  rested  on  a  very  long 
enioyment  which  he  seeks  to  prove  by,  among 
other  things,  entries  m  the  court  rolls  of  the  manor 
of  Waltoii-cum-Trimley.  The  extant  Court  BoUt 
^  back  only  to  a.d.  1381.  A  good  deal  was  said 
m  the  argument  as  to  the  admissibility  of  entries  on 
these  court  rolls  to  prove  the  title  of  the  lord  of  the 
manor.  It  was  argued  on  the  authority  of  Caimady 
V.  Rowe  {sup.),  that  entries  in  the  court  rolls  of  a 
manor  are  only  admissible  as  against  strangers  on 
such  an  issue  as  this  when  the  tines  mentioned  in 
the  entries  appear  to  have  been  paid.  That  seems 
hardly  warranted  by  what  Bayley,  J.,  said  in  that 
case ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed  from  the  course  which 
Caimady  v.  Botoe  took  that  that  particular  ruling 
did  not  come  before  the  court  on  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial.  Moreover,  there  seems  to  have  been  a 
greater  willingness  of  late  years  than  there  was 
when  that  case  was  decided  to  admit  evidence  on 
the  subiect  of  very  ancient  possession.  That 
appears  from  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  delivered 
by  the  late  Willes,  J.,  in  McUcolmson  v.  O'Dea  (sup,). 
In  the  rolls  now  in  question,  which  of  course  have 
their  particular  character  (as  each  set  of  rolls  has) 
there  are  :  First,  entries  of  fines  paid  to  the  lord 
for  the  salvage  of  boats  coming  on  to  the  soil  of 
the  lord,  and  for  moorage  and  for  trespassers  on 
the  soil  for  taking  from  it  wreck  or  the  like,  and 
of  sums  paid  to  the  lord  by  the  bailiff  for  wreck 
sold  b^  bim ;  secondly,  presentments  as  to  wreck, 
porpoises,  and  the  like,  come  on  to  the  soil,  and 
their  value,  but  not  expressly  mentioning  any 
receipt.  As  I  read  them,  however,  they  seem 
generally  to  record  receipts  by  the  lord,  in  some 
cases,  however,  they  are  expressly  mentioned  as 
receipts  bv  the  bailiff,  for  which  he  is  responsible 
to  the  lora.  It  seems  to  me  that  in  all  these  cases 
the  entries  are  substantially  of  receipts,  and 
admissible  in  any  point  of  view.  Thirdly,  pre- 
sentments of  wreck  come  on  to  the  lord  s  soU, 
and  salved  by  a  person  named,  who  receives  one- 
fourth  of  the  value  for  his  trouble,  the  balance 
coming  to  the  lord  being  stated  in  the  margin. 
These  seem  admissible  on  the  same  principle  as 
the  last-mentioned  cases,  but  even  on  stronger 
grounds.  There  L<  in  one  case,  at  least,  under  Uie 
date  of  Oct.,  a.d.  1399,  an  entry  where  the  whole 
value  of  some  small  wreck  coming  ashore  is  given 
to  the  salvors  for  their  trouble,  which  seems  to  be 
governed  by  the  same  principle.  Fourthly,  pre- 
sentments directing  the  bailiff  to  levy  oertain 
sums  by  way  of  fines  for  particular  tres- 
passes on  the  lord's  soil,  the  names  of  the 
persons  levied  on  being  in  some  cases  men- 
tioned, and  in  others  absent.  It  seems  to  me 
that  these  entries  imposing  a  specified  duty  and 
consequent  liability  on  the  bailiff,  and  occurring 
as  they  do  in  court  rolls  which  show  actual  pav- 
mcnt  by  individuals  of  similai*  fines,  are  admissible 
after  the  lapse  of  centuries,  as  if  the  bailiff  was 
actually  shown  to  have  levied  them.  That  the 
lord  could  enforce  payment  from  him  in  the  ab- 
sence of  excuse  or  explanation  seems  clear,  and 
that  he  did  so  is  to  be  inferred,  as  it  is  to  be  in- 
ferred on  the  other  hand  that  the  bailiff  had  pre- 
viously levied  them  on  those  liable  to  pay.  Fiftnly, 
of  presentments  (not  followed  by  any  express 
direction  to  the  bailiff)  that  a  specified  individual 
has  appropriated  wreck,  or  the  like  of  a  specified 
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▼alne,  which  had  oome  on  to  the  lord's  soil,  and 
belonged  to  him.    Those  entries^at  at  the  lowest, 
must,  I  conceive,  make  the  bailiff  responsible;  and 
stand,  therefore,  on  the  same  footing  as  entries 
of  snms  which  the  bailiff  is  expressly  directed  to 
levy.    These  illustrate  the  principles  on  which  the 
evidence  of  the  rolls  has  been  dealt  with,  and,  in 
fact,  comprise  most  of  the  cases  of  any  importance. 
There  are  a  few  presentments  of  **  wreck   come 
ashore*'  to  which   no  value   is   fixed;    and   the 
entry  in  the  margin  of  some  is  not  of  a  par- 
ticoiar  sum,  but  pf   '*  respite ; "    or    else    there 
is  no  entry  at  all     It  seems    to   me    safer    to 
rgect  those.    In  some  cases  the  matter  is  men- 
tioned merely  as  one  for  future  inquiry.     Such  an 
entry  also  I  treat  as  not  evidence.    What  has  been 
said  as  to  the  admissibility  of  entries  on  the 
roUfl  leaves  untouched,  first,  the  question  of  their 
weight,  as  distinguished  fh>m  that  of  their  admis- 
dbmty ;  and  secondly,  the  question  whether  any 
particolar  entry  can  be  shown  to  apply  to  the 
property  in   question,  or   to   other  property,   so 
anAlogous  to  it  in  position  and  character  that 
evidence  bearing  on  the  one  title  may  be  received 
as  supporting  the  other.     How  far  that  analogy 
would  extend  in  the  present  case  was  discussed  at 
the  Bar.     It  seems  to  me  that  for  the  purpose  of 
an  iasue  like  the  present  everything  that  b^rs  on 
the  enjoyment  of    the  foreshore   or  the  Orwell 
boondiury  of   the  manor  is  admissible  evidence, 
bat  that  nothing  else  is  so  admissible.    The  con- 
test here  is  between  subjects  claiming  foreshore 
adversely  to  each  other;  not,  as  is  most  usual, 
between  the  Crown  on  one  side  and  a  subject  on 
the    other.      Each    party    makes   a   case   which 
woald  be  valid  against  the  Crown ;  but  the  cases 
exclude  each  other.    The  manor  in  question,  not- 
withstanding the  composite  name,  and  the  fact 
that  Felixtowe,  first  mentioned  as  a  priory,  is  in  the 
later  documents  sometimes  called  a  manor,  appears 
to  be  a  single  manor  divided  for  some  purposes 
into  three  portions,  called  respectively  Walton, 
Trimley,  ana  Felixtowe.  The  history  seems  to  be  as 
follows :  It  formed  part  of  the  possessions  of  the 
Bigots,  Earls  of  Norfolk,  which  came  to  Edward  I. 
by  means  of  the  well-known  cessions  and  re-grant 
CO  the  last  Earl  of  Norfolk  of  that  family ;  was  be- 
stowed by  Edward  on  his  son  Thomas,  called  De 
Brocherton,    and    remained    in    his   descendants 
(with  immaterial  interruptions  at  the  beginning  of 
the  reig^  of  Henry  IV.  and  Henry  VII.)  till  a.d. 
1542,  when  the  then  Duke  of  Norfolk  and  his  son 
the  Earl  of  Surrey  (who  represented  one  line  of 
the  descendants  from    Thomas   de    Brotherton) 
gave  it  to  Hennr  VIII.  in  exchange  for  other  pro- 
per^.   From  that  time  it  remained  in  the  Crown, 
till  A.D.  1628,  when  Charles  I.  sold  it,  and  the  title 
has  since  been  that  of  an  ordinary  estate.    The 
Cotporation  of   Ipswich  is  a  very  ancient  one, 
holaing  rights  ana  franchises  under  grants  earlier 
than  King  John's  time.    Its  right  to  the  port  of 
Orwell,  from  the  town  to  the  ocean,  is  recognised 
as  an  ancient  right  in  a.d.   1340  (13    Edw.    3), 
and  that  the  right  to  the  port  comprehended  in 
this  ease  the  ownership  of  the  soil  and  foreshore 
is  expressly  acknowledged  by  a  charter  of  the 
third  year  of  Henry  VlII.  (a.d.  1571).    At  that 
time  it  should  be  observed  that  the  manor  was  not 
in  the  Crown*     The  evidence,  into  the  details  of 
which  I  will  not  go,  for  it  was  carefully  and  accu- 
ratdty  analysed  at  the  Bar,  shows,  I  think,  after 
all  afiowaooes  and  deductions,  an  enjoyment  and 


exercise  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  from  a.d.  1381, 
for  something  like  two  centuries,  of  rights  which 
are  prima  facie  evidence  (and  would  be  sufficient 
eviaence  against  the  Crown)  of  the  title  of  the 
foreshore  in  question.     The   then  lord  claimed 
wreck  as  against  the  Crown  in  respect  of  this 
particular  foreshore.     When  Edwara  L  at  the 
beginning   of    his    reign    made    his  well-known 
attempt  to  challenge  the  titles  of   idl    subjects 
claiming  Crown  rignts,  his  claim  appears  to  have 
been  acquiesced  in,  or,  at  least,  there  is  no  trace  of 
a  decision  against  it.    That  is  so  &r  important  as 
tending  to  show  that   in    a.d.   1274,    or   there- 
abouts,   the   Corporation    of    Ipswich    did    not 
claim    the    right    of    wreck   on    the  shores  of 
Trimley,  and  that  the  Earl  of  Norfolk  did  so, 
since    the   inouisition    was    general,    and    there 
would    probably    have   been  notice    of  a  claim, 
if  made  by  the  corporation.    And,  though  the 
claim  was  of  wreck  only,  it  seems  reasonable  to 
conclude  that  it  was  founded  on  a  claim  to  the 
soil  of  the  foreshore,  since  the  Court  rolls,  which 
begin  about  a  century  later,  and  probably  continue 
the  forms  of  the  earlier  rolls,  always  treat  the 
right  to  wreck  as  founded  on  the  lord's  risht  to 
the  soil,  and  not  as  a  franchise  merely.    As  re- 
gards the  application  of  the  entries  to  the  disputed 
property,  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  the  sugges- 
tion that  presentations  by  the  jury  or  homage  of 
Trimley  or  Walton,  or  Tnmley  and  Walton,  primd 
facie,  though  not  invariably,  apply  to  some  part  of 
the  shore  in  question.     It  is  quite  clear  tnat  in 
early  times  a  distinction  was  made  between  the 
juries  or  homages  (the  words  are  used  indiffe- 
rently) of  the  dmerent  portions  of  the  manor;  and 
the  strong  presumption  seems  to  be  that  in  strict- 
ness each  jury  made  presentments  as  to  its  own 
district ;  though  where  a  presentment  was  neces- 
sary as    to    wreck — ^for   instance,  in    Felixtowe, 
which  was  on  the  ocean  side  of  the  manor,  and  no 
jury  or  homage  of  Felixtowe  was  duly  constituted 
to  make  it — a  jury  of  Trimley,  on  the  opposite 
side,  would  naturally  do  so.    Any  stray  instance 
of  apparent  variation  from  the  rule  suggested  nmy 
be  accounted  for  in  this  way : — I  should  observe 
that  according  to  the  evidence,  which  was  ques- 
tioned, but  which  I  am  inclined  to  think  accurate, 
the  parish  of  Walton,  which  is  all  included  in  the 
manor  (with  part  of  that  of  Felixtowe),  has  so 
ocean  foreshore,  but  the  whole  of  the  shore  in 
Question  is  within  it.    The  distinction  between  the 
aifferent  homages  or  juries  is  not  observed  in  the 
later  court  roUs,  which  makes  them  much  less 
valuable  as  supporting  the  lord's  title;   and,  in 
fact,  during  the  last  century  and  a  half  of  the 
period  intervening  between  a.d,  1>381  and  a.d.  1738, 
the  evidence  is  less  satisfactory,  and  is  rather 
inconsistent  with  than  capable  of  establishing  any 
such  enjoyment.     No  aamissible  evidence  of  an 
enjoyment  by  the  corporation  of  rights  over  tho 
particular  foreshore  in  question  is,  so  far  as  I  can 
see,  ffiven  bv  them  before  a.d.  1660.    But  it  is  to 
be  ODservea  that  their  books  do    not  go  bank 
beyond  a.d.  1587,  though  there  are  some  grants 
forty  years   earlier  which   affect  other  psurts  of 
the  soil  of   the  harbour.     Their   ownership   of 
foreshore   in   other  parts  of    the    harbour,  and 
their  exercise  of  the  ordinary  right  of  owners 
of  the  port  from  about  the  middle  of  the  six- 
teenth century  down  to  a.d.  1725  seems  to  me 
satisfactorily  proved,  but,  as  regards  this  par- 
ticular foreshore,  the  onl^  eiv\d<e(tk!(^\K^<^x^  k..t^ A^Rf^ 
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is  against  them.    The  proceedings  as  to  the  beach 
at  Langerstone  in  a.d.  1587,  prima  facie  import  an 
express  and  formal  disclaimer  by  the  corporation 
of  the  right  which  they  now  assert  over  this  par- 
ticular shore,  and  do  much  more  than  counteract 
any  presumption  of  title  to  it  at  or  before  that 
time  which  tneir  evidence  raises.    In  a.d.  1660  an 
entry  occars  in  the  corporation  books  which,    I 
think,  candidly  considered,  imports  a  taking  of 
shinele  by  the  corporation  from  the  locus  in  quo 
for  Ipswich  purposes.    The  next  specific  entries 
are  in  a.d.  1727.     Unquestionably,  in  that  year  the 
corporation  claimed  the  specific  right  which  they 
now  claim,  and  were  prepared  to  assert  it.    The 
consequence  ^as,  that  in  a.d  1738  the  same  titles 
which  I  have  now  to  decide  between  came  into 
direct  collision  in  an  action  of  Barker  v.  Cole.    Sir 
John  Barker,  then  the  lord  of  the  manor,  brought 
an  action  of  trespass  in  the  Common  Pleas  against 
Thomas  Cole  for  trepaeses  on  the  piece  of  fore- 
shore in  question,  by  taking  stones  and  sand  from 
and  placing  ships  opon  it.     Cole  justified  it  as  the 
servant  of  the  corporation,  whose  land  he  alleged 
it  to  be ;  and  the  corporation,  in  fact,  defended 
the  action  at  their  own  cost.     The  result  of  it  was 
in  favour  of  the  plaintifi*.    So  far  as  can  be  inferred, 
the  precise  question  which  now  arises  was  tried  in 
that  action.    If  there  had  been  any  miscarriage, 
or  any  reason  whatever  for  treating  the  decision  as 
otherwise  than  conclusive  against  the  corporation, 
the  question  might  have  been  raised  again,  in  the 
same,  or  some  other  way.     Bnt  it  was  acquiesced 
in,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  and  excluding  some  very 
vague  and  unsatisfactory  evidence  of  an  attempt 
by  the  corporation  or  its  oflBcers  to  assert  claims 
over  the  foreshore  in  question,  within  the  last 
thirty  years,  they  have  been  contented  to  let  the 
lord*s  title  as  established  in  the  action  remain  un- 
questioned for  a  century  and  a  half.     For  a  pur- 
pose like  the  present,  I  think  that  conclusive,  but 
the  matter  does  not  lest  there.    The  lord  has, 
I   think,    established    that   he    has   enjoyed  the 
foreshore   in    question    from   that   time  to  this 
without    question    or   disturbance    by    the    cor- 
poration;    or,    at    any    rate,    without    any    act 
on  their  part  amounting  to  a  challenge  of   his 
title.     The  corporation's  evidence  of  enjoyment 
amounts  to  very  little.     Some  reliance  was  placed 
by  their  counsel,  first,  on  two  recent  private  Acts 
regulating  the  oyster  fishery  in  the  port,  in  which 
the  Legislature  certainly  seems  to  have  assumed 
their  right  to  the  foreshore  on  part  of  the  western 
side  of  the  manor,  considerably  north  of  the  place 
now  in  Question.    The  corporation  seem  to  have 
brought  t>efore  the  Legislature  their  own  grants, 
which  show  a  prima  facie  title,  and  not  to  have 
noticed  the  opposing  titles  which  negatived  it.    A 
recognition  of  title  obiainid  by  such  means  is,  at 
least,  not  to  be  carried  beyond  its  strict  limits ;  and, 
in  fact,  those  acts  in  no  way  displace  Colonel  Tom- 
line's  title  to  the  particular  foreshore  in  question. 
The  other  Acts,  which  are  those  empowering  the 
Harwich  Harbour  Commissioners,  recognise  the 
rights  of  the  Corporation  of  Ipswich  to  certain  tolls 
which  they  abolish.    They  are  really  and  only 
material  in  showing  that  the  corporation's  claim 
was  not  brought  forward  on  that  particular  occa- 
sion.   As  negativing  the  title  of  Colonel  Tomline 
(an  absent  party)  they  are  of  no  force  whatever. 
On  the  whole,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  petitioner 
must  succeed.    A  decision  between  the  parties  in 
Bii  addon  tried  150  years  ago,  followed  by  long 


enjoyment  on  the  part  of  the  winner,  and  long 
acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  loser,  is  primdfade 
to  be  held  binding  on  the  latter.  It  is  not  an 
estoppel,  indeed,  but  it  is  the  strongest  possible 
evidence  against  him.  Thinking,  as  I  do,  that  as 
between  the  two  rival  titles,  that  of  the  lord  is 
much  more  satisfactorily  established  than  that 
of  the  corporation,  I  might  possibly  have  still 
doubted  if  Ba/rker  v.  Cole  were  out  of  the  way. 
But  the  decision  in  that  case,  given,  no  doubt, 
when  many  materials  were  accessible  which  are 
now  lost,  seems  to  me  to  remove  all  question ;  and 
I  willinglv  follow  it,  by  holding  that  the  petitioner 
is  entitled  to  the  SOSl.  The  second  question  arises 
between  the  petitioner  and  the  Secretary  of 
State  for  War,  in  the  following  manner:  "Near 
the  southern  end  of  the  manor  a  fort,  now  called 
Landguard  Fort,  was  built  before  the  beginning 
of  the  reign  of  Charles  I.  for  the  protection  of  the 
harbour.  The  soil  on  which  it  was  placed  seems 
to  have  been  the  southern  part  of  an  extensive 
common,  which  formed  part  of  the  waste  of  the 
manor  of  Walton-cum-Trimley,  and  in  grantingr 
the  manor  as  already  mentioned  Charles  L 
reserved  the  site  of  it  for  the  public  benefit. 
Afterwards  there  were  alleged  trespasses  by 
the  soldiers  occupying  the  fort  on  the  east 
of  the  common  in  question,  and  a  doubt  arose,  it 
would  seem,  as  to  the  precise  limits  of  what 
Charles  I.  reserved  as  site.  Moreover,  part  of  the 
common  north  of  the  fort  was  wanted  for  military 

a  OSes,  and  in  a.d.  1797  Mr.  Nassau,  the  then 
of  the  manor,  demised  to  the  officers  of  the 
Ordnance,  for  999  years  from  Lady-day,  a.d.  1791, 
I  at  an  annual  rent  of  lOL,  a  portion  of  land  parti- 
cularly described  in  the  lease.  A  plan  annexed  to 
the  lease  shows  a  beach  distinct  from  the  common 
on  the  ocean  side  of  the  demised  land,  but  seems 
to  carry  the  common  up  to  high-water  mark  on  the 
Orwell  side.  The  land  in  respect  of  which  the 
6201,  was  paid  in  consists,  as  I  understand  the 
facts,'  of  land  which  was  covered  by  the  sea  at 
high  water  in  A.D.  1791,  but  which  is  now  above 
high-water  mark ;  there  having  been  during  the 
last  eighty  years  a  great  accretion  at  Langcr  Point. 
The  Secretary  for  War  contends  that  as  no  beach 
is  shown  on  the  Orwell  side  of  the  demised  land, 
the  demise  must  be  taken  to  have  been  on  that 
side  a  demise  of  everything  up  to  high-water 
mark  ;  and  he  contends  that  it  embraces,  by  opera- 
tion of  law  whatever  dry  land  is  added  to  what 
was  dry  at  the  date  of  the  lease.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  that  contention  wholly  fails.  The  plan  on  the 
lease  is  not  referred  to  in  the  parcels,  and,  in  fact, 
I  believe,  is  mentioned  in  the  lease  only  in  two 
places,  when  the  reference  is  for  another  purpose ; 
and  the  words  of  the  lease  seem  to  me  to  import 
that  the  lord  reserved  something  between  what  he 
leased  and  the  water  on  the  Orwell  side,  as  well  as 
on  the  ocean  side  of  it.  That  being  so,  the  accre- 
tion, I  think,  belongs  to  the  lord,  and  he  is  entitled 
to  the  620!.,  as  well  as  to  the  other  sums  in  court 
It  remains  to  deal  with  the  question  of  costs.  Of 
coui-se,  the  Harwich  Commissioners  are  bound  to 
pay  costs  according  to  the  Act,  but  not  costs  oc- 
casioned by  adverse  litigation.  The  costs  of  the 
contention  raised  by  the  corporation  must  be  paid 
by  them.  They  have  unsuccessfully  tried  to  rehear 
the  case  of  Barker  v.  Cole,  and  must  abide  by  the 
usual  consequences.  The  opposition  of  the  Secn)- 
tary  of  State  for  War  has  not,  I  think,  increased 
the  costs,  or  has  increased  them  to  some  very 
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trifling  extent,  and  it  will  therefore,  be  safficient 
not  to  ^ve  him  any  costs. 

Solicitors  fur  the  petitioner,  Field,  Roscoe  and  Co. 

Solicitor  for  the  Corporation  of  Ipswich,  E. 
Broffdey. 

Solicitors  for  the  War  Department  and  Com- 
missioners of  Woods  and  Forests. 

Solicitors  for  other  respondents.  Miller,  and 
Smith ;  Currie,  and  Williams. 


COTTBT  OF  QITEEN'S  BENCH. 

Reported  by  J.  Shortt  and  M.  W.  McKsllaa,  Esqrs., 

Barrister  8-at- Law. 


Friday,  Jan  24, 1873. 

Sherripf  v.  Glenton. 

Building  society — Power  of  sale  over  premises  tie- 
mised  on  security — Whole  amount  to  he  held  im- 
mediately  payable — Implied    covenant  to  pay — 
Powers  arid  authorities. 
Plaintiffs,  trustees  of  a  building  society,  advanced 
to  defendant  4000Z.,   to   be   repaid  by   monthly 
instalments,  and  defendant   by  deed,  for   secur- 
ing  such  payments  and  the  observance    of-  tJie 
rules  of  the  society,  demised  certain  leaseliold  pre- 
mises  to  the  plaintiffs.    It  was  agreed  that  upon 
nonpayment  of  three  successive  instalments,  or  non- 
observance  of  the  rules,  plaintiffs  might  sell  tlie 
premises,  and  upon  any  sale  the  whole  amount 
thereinbefore  stipulated  to  be  paid  by  instalments 
as  aforesaid,  and  remaining  unpaid,  shonld  be  lield 
immediately  payahle,  and  be  retainable  accord- 
ingly froni  the  proceeds  of  sale,  subject  to  such  dis' 
count  as  the  airectors  of  the  said  society  for  the 
time  being  might  think   ^rroper  to  allow.     The 
defendant  also  covenanted  to  pay  the  instalments. 
Upon  nonpayment  by  the  defendant,  plaintiffs  ex- 
ercised their  power  of  sale,  and  brought  this  action 
upon  the  deed  to  recover  the  whole  of  the  difference 
between  the  proceeds  of  sale  and  the  amount  of 
unpaid  instalments. 
HM,  upon  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  tlvai  these 
words  implied  a  covenant  to  pay  the  whole  amount 
upon  nonpayment  of  three  instalmeyits. 
Another  deed  for  acquvrirM  a  furtlier  sum  on  the 
same  terms,  incorporatea  all  powers  and  authori- 
ties given  by  the  said   deed  for  recovery  of  the 
moneys  thereby  made  payable. 
Held,  also,  thai  these  words  implied  the  same  cove- 
nant. 
Thz  declaration  stated  in  the  first  coant  that  by 
deed,  bearinK  date  24th  Feb.  1868,  and  made  be- 
tween the  defendant    and    one    George    Collier, 
therein  described  of  the  one  part,  and  plaintiffs 
therein  described  as  the  trustees  of  the  London  Per- 
manent Benefit  Building  Society,  of  the  other  part, 
reciting  among  other  things  that  the  defendant 
and  the  said  George  Collier  were  members  of  the 
said  society,  and  joint  holders  of  160  shares  therein, 
numbered,  and  became  entitled  at  a  meeting  of 
the   said  society  held  on  the  4th  Feb.  1868,  to 
receiye  an  advance  out  of  the  funds  thereof  of  the 
sum  of  4000L,  being  the  value  of  their  said  shares 
for  the  term  of  150  months  from  the  said  month 
of  Feb.  1868,  to  be  repaid  during  such  term  by 
nontblT  subscriptions  of  411,  IBs.  4d.  per  month, 
as  in  toe  said  aeed  specified,  such  payments  to 
isclode  interest  aa  well  as  principal;    and    for 
■Qoaring  anch  payments,  with  all  fines  and  other 
aumeys  which  mi|(ht  become  due  and  payable  in 
nspeol  of  the  said  shares  by  virtue  of  the  roles 
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and  regulations  of  the  said  society,  and  the  observ- 
ance and  performance  of  the  said  rules,  having 
agreed  to  execute  the  assurance  therein  contained, 
the  defendant  and  the  said  Geo.  Collier  demised  to 
the  plaintifi*s  certain  leasehold  premises  in  the  said 
deed  mentioned  upon  trust  for  securing  the  repay- 
ment of  the  said  principal  sum  of  40002.,  which  the 
plaintiffs  then  advanced  to  the  defendant  and  the 
saidGreo.  Collier,  upon  their  said  160  shares  and  the 
interest  thereof,  and  fines  and  other  moneys  payable 
in  respect  thereof  as  therein  mentioned ;  ana  it  was 
by  the  said  deed  declared  and  agreed  that  in  case 
the  defendant  and  the  said  Geo.  Collier  should, 
amongst  other  things,  at  any  time  thereafter 
neglect  for  three  successive  monthly  meetings  to 
pay  any  of  the  said  moneys  or  interest,  or  any  por- 
tion of  the  said  moneys  or  interest,  or  should  other- 
wise at  any  time  neglect  to  observe  any  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  on  their  part  to  be  respectively 
paid  and  observed  in  respect  of  their  said  160 
shares,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiffs  to  have 
and  exercise  over,  or  with  respect  to  the  said 
demised  premises,  such  power  of  sale  and  other 
powers  as  were  expressed  in  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  said  society,  and  upon  any  sale  the 
whole  amount  thereinbefore  stipulated  to  be  paid 
bv  instalments  as  aforesaid,  and  remaining  unpaid, 
snould  be  held  immediately  payable,  and  be  retain- 
able accordingly  from  the  proceeds  of  sale,  subject 
to  such  discount  as  the  directors  of  the  said 
society  for  the  time  being  might  think  proper 
to  allow;  and  the  defendant  and  the  said  Greo. 
Collier,  and  each  of  them,  did  thereby  jointly 
and  severally  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  that 
they,  the  defendant  and  the  said  Geo.  Collier, 
would  duly  make  all  payments,  and  observe  all  the 
rules  and  regulations  for  the  time  being  of  the  said 
society  on  their  part,  to  be  respectively  paid  and 
observed  in  respect  of  the  said  shares  or  by  virtue 
of  that  security,  and  that  the  said  demised  pre- 
mises shonld  be  a  security,  and  the  powers  therein 
contained  might  be  exercised  for  the  recovery  and 
paying  as  well  of  certain  moneys  thereby  authorised 
to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  as  in  the  said  deed 
mentioned,  as  of  the  said  subscriptions  and  other 
moneys  to  be  paid  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  deed ;  and  the  plaintiff  says  that  the  de- 
fendant and  the  said  Geo.  Collier  did  neglect, 
for  three  successive  monthly  meetings,  to  pay 
divers  of  the  said  moneys  and  interest,  and  did 
neglect  to  observe  divers  of  the  said  rules,  and 
thereupon  the  plaintiffs  did,  as  they  lawfully  might, 
exercise  over  the  said  demised  premises  such 
power  of  sale  and  other  powers  as  were  expressed 
in  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  said  society : 
and  thereupon  the  whole  amount  in  the  said  deed 
stipulated  to  be  paid  by  instalments  became  imme- 
diately payable  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  proceeds 
of  the  said  sale  were  insufficient  to  satisfy  the 
debt  due  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  all  conditions  have 
been  fulfilled,  and  all  things  have  happened,  and 
times  elapsed,  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to 
sue  the  aefendant  in  respect  of  the  matters  and 
breaches  hereinafter  stated,  yet  the  defendant  has 
not  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the  aforesaid  deficiency, 
and  a  part  of  the  said  moneys  and  interest  remains 
due  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  same  being  equivalent,  to 
wit,  to  thirty -four  of  the  said  monthly  meetings, 
and  the  amount  of  the  said  deficiency  is  in  arrear 
and  unpaid  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  second  count  stated  that  by  deed  bearing 
date  9th  Nov.  186B,  «sxd  tda^<^  \k\?n«^TL  'Odl^  ^^- 
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fendant  and  the  said  Qeo,  Collier   in   the    first 
count  mentioned  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiffs 
of  the  other  part,  reciting  the  indenture  in  the 
first  count  mentioned,  and  reciting  that  the  de- 
fendant   and    the    said    G^.  Colher   were  still 
members  of  the  said  society,  and  joint  holders  of 
sixty  additional  shares  therein,  and  became  enti- 
tled   at  a  meeting  of  the  said  society  held   on 
8rd  Nov.  1868  to  receive  in  advance  out  of  the 
funds  thereof  the  sum  of  1500L,  the  value  of  the 
said  additional  shares  for  the  term  of  150  months 
from  the  month  of  Nov.  then  instant,  to  be  repaid 
during  such   term  by  monthly  subscriptions  of 
15L  128.  6(2.  per  month  as  in  the  said  deed  specified, 
so  much  of  tne  a^gregjate  of  such  subscriptions  as 
exoeeded  the  said  prmcipal  sum  of  1500Z.,  beine 
for  the   interest   on    such    principal    sum,    and 
for    securing    such    payments    with    all    fines 
and  other  money  which  might  become  due  and 
payable  in  respect  of  the  said  moneys  by  virtue  of 
the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  said  societv,  and 
the  observance  and  performanoe  of  the  said  rules, 
had  agreed  to  execute  the  assurance  thereinafter 
contained.  It  was  witnessed  that  in  consideration  of 
1500L  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  and 
the  saia  Geo.  Collier,  in  full  satisfaction  of  their 
said  additional  shares,  and  all  benefit,  claim  and 
demand  therein,  the  defendant  and  Geo.  Collier, 
and  each  of  them,  did  thereby  jointly  and  severally 
covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  tniat  the  said  demised 
premises    in  the  first  count  mentioned,  should 
thenceforth  stand  charged  and  chargeable  with, 
and  continue  and  be  for  the  terms  granted  by  the 
said  deed  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  a  security 
to  the  plaintiffs,  not  only  in  respect  of  the  160 
shares  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  but  also 
in  respect  of  the  said  sixty  additional  shares,  and 
of  all  subscriptions,  fines,  and  other  moneys  pay- 
able according  to  the  rules  and  reg^ulations  for  the 
time  being  ot  the  said  society  in  respect  of  the 
said  shares  respectively ;  and  it  was  oy  the  now 
reciting   deed  declared    that*   all    powers    and 
authorities  given  by  or  mentioned  in  the  said 
deed  in  the  first  count  mentioned  for  recovery 
of  the  moneys  thereby  made  pavable,  or  for  any 
other  purpose,  should  extend  and  be  applicable  to 
the  said  sixtjr  additional  shares,  and  the  defendant 
and  the  said  (}eo.  Collier  did  jointly  and  severally 
ftirther  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  that  the  defen- 
dant  and  the  said  Qeo.  Collier   would  pay  to 
the  plaintiffs  all  subscriptions,    fines,  ana  other 
moneys  thereafter  payable,  according  to  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  said  society,  in  respect  of 
the  saia  additional  shares,  and  all  conditions  have 
been  flilfilled  and  all  things  have  happened  and 
times  elapsed  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to 
a  performance  by  the  defendant  of  the  said  cove- 
nants in  all  things  on  his  part,  and  to  sue  the  de- 
fendant in  respect  of  the  matters  and  breaches 
hereinafter  alleged ;   yet,  although  the  plaintiffs 
exercised  their  power  of  *sale  over  the  said  pre- 
mises, as  in  the  said  first  count  alleged,  and  a 
deficiency  arose  thereon,  yet  neither  the  defendant 
nor  the  said  Geo.  Collier  has  paid  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  amount  of  the  said  deficiency,  nor  all  subscrip- 
tions, fines,  and  other  moneys  payable  according 
to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  said  society  in 
respect  of   the  said  additional    shares,  and   an 
amount  equivalent,  to  wit,  thirty-four  of  the  said 
monthly  instalments  is  in  arrear  and  unpaid  to  the 
plaintins. 
ThaBB  counts  of  the  declaration  were  demurred 


to  on  the  ground  that  they  alleged  no  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  defend^^t  to  pay  any  money 
beyond  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

'Finney  ar^ed  for  the  defendant. — ^The  words 
relied  upon  m  the  first  deed,  as  a  covenant  bj 
defendant  to  pay  this  sum  to  the  plaintiff,  are 
"upon  any  scQe  the  whole  amount  thereinbefore 
stipulated  to  be  paid  by  instalments  as  aforesaid, 
and  remaining  unpaid,  should  be  held  immediiUiely 
payable,  and  be  retainable  accordingly  from  ^e 
proceeds  of  sale."  That  does  not  show  any  inten- 
tion to  covenant  for  payment  beyond  the  proceeds 
of  sale ;  it  is  a  clause  for  a  collateral  purpose,  viz.,  to 
entitle  the  mortgagees  to  take  p)avment  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  sale.  The  words  held  to  imply  a 
covenant  in  The  Qreat  Northern  BaiUoay  Company 
V.  Harrison  (12  C.  B.  576)  were  much  stronger 
than  these.  Courtney  v.  Taylor  (6  M.  &  G.  851)  is 
an  authority  for  refusing  to  import  a  covenant 
where  the  clause  was  inserted  for  a  coUat^nal  pur- 

S>8e.  There,  in  an  indenture  between  A.  ana  B., 
.  acknowledged  that  he  owed  so  much  money  to 
A.  It  was  held  that  such  acknowledgment  may 
be  declared  upon  as  a  covenant  to  pay  that  sum, 
if  an  intention  to  enter  into  an  engagement  to  pay 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  deed,  but  otherwise 
wnere  the  acknowledgment  appears  to  have  been 
made  solely  for  a  collateral  purpose.  Further, 
this  part  of  the  deed  relates  only  to  the  security  for 
the  mortgagor's  debt ;  and  it  was  held  in  Marryat 
V.  Marryat  (29  L.  J.  665,  Ch.)  that  a  deed  executed 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  securing  a  debt  will  not 
convert  a  simple  contract  into  a  specialty  debt ; 
and  although  tne  deed  acknowledgea  the  debt,  the 
court  refused  to  imply  a  covenant  for  its  payment, 
or  to  YBxy  the  position  of  the  parties.  The  second 
count  differs  fh)m  the  first  only  by  its  reference  to 
the  effect  of  the  first  deed  being  limited  to  the 
grejit  of  its  powers  and  authorities  for  reoovexy 
of  the  money  thereby  made  payable.  These  words, 
"  powers  and  authorities,"  do  not  imply  a  cove- 
nant to  pay,  even  if  the  words  of  the  former  deed 
are  sufficient  to  do  so. 

Reginald  Brown  for  the  plaintiff  was  not  heard. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  afraid  there  is  no  help  on 
this  ground  for  the  defendant.  He  may  have  been 
improvident,  but  he  has  made  a  bargain  for  which 
he  is  liable  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  contract  between 
them  was,  that  m  consideration  of  the  money 
advanced  to  the  defendant,  he  demised  these  pre- 
mises to  the  plaintiffs  to  secure  the  payment  of  his 
instalments,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  to  have  powers 
of  sale  over  the  premises  in  case  of  non-payment, 
and  upon  any  sale  the  whole  amount  thereinbefbre 
stipulated  to  be  paid  by  instalments  as  foresaid, 
ana  remaining  unpaid,  should  be  held  immediately 
payable,  and  oe  retainable  accordingly  from  the 
proceeds  of  sale,  subject  to  such  discount  as  the 
directors  of  the  said  society  for  the  time  being 
might  think  proper  to  allow.  The  argument  for 
the  defendant  has  been  that  the  balance  beyond 
the  proceeds  does  not  become  immediately  due  to 
the  plaintiffs,  but  that  the  whole  amount  is  to  be 
calculated  as  immediately  payable,  in  order  to  fix 
the  amount  of  discount  to  be  allowed  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  sale.  I  think,  however,  the  necessair 
mterpretation  is  that  upon  nonpayment  of  instaf* 
ments  the  defendant  promises  to  p)ay  the  whole.  I 
agree  that  the  defendant  has  rashly  put  himself  into 
the  hands  of  the  directors,  buJb  that  cannot  now  be 
helped,  and  he  must  take  whatever  discount  ihc^y 
allow  biuL    In  the  second  count  is  sefe  oat  an 
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agreement  b j  deed  to  charge  the  same  premises  as 
security  for  a  further  advance ;  and  it  confers  upon 
the  plaintiffs  the  same  powers  and  authorities  for 
the  reooveiy  of  money  as  those  contained  in  the 
first  deed.  It  seems  to  me  impossible  to  say  other- 
wise than  that  this  deed  has  the  same  effect  as 
the  other.  The  defendant  is  bound,  as  on  the 
previous  deed,  for  the  whole  amount.  Judgment 
will  be  for  the  plaintiffs  on  both  counts. 

Lush,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  would 
be  impossible  to  give  effect  to  the  deed  by  holding 
it  to  oe  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  apply  only 
the  proceeds  of  sale  to  the  payment  of  tne  debt. 
To  be  held  immediately  payable  means,  in  my 
opinion,  a  promise  immediately  to  pay.  The  second 
dfied  incorporates  all  powers  and  authorities  con- 
tuned  in  tne  first,  and  amongst  them  power  to 
the  plaintiffs  to  hold  the  whole  amount  immediately 
pajrable. 

Abchibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Judgment  for  plainiiffi. 
Attorney  for  plaintiffs,  W,  BuMer. 
Attorneys  for  defendant,  Fiwney  and  Son, 


GiBBS  y.   CBXnKSHANK. 

lEtepUmn — Building  society — Occupation  hy  mort* 
gagor — Power  to  distrain  mortgagor*$  goods — 
Ocewpier  under  demise  of  mortgagor  without 
mortgagee's  consent. 
On  a  mortgage  of  premises  to  secv/re  repayment  of 
money  advanced  hy  a  huilding  sociei/y,  it  was 
agreed  thcU  upon  non-payment  the  trustees  of  the 
society  might  aistrainfor  the  amount  in  arrear  as 
for  rent  in  arrear  upon  a  com/inon  demise.  The 
wu>rtg{igor  took  possession  of  the  premises  with 
eonseni  of  the  tfiuteeSf  hut  cfienoards  let  them  to 
the  plaintiff  for  three  years  at  a  quarterly  payment, 
witnout  the  consent  of  the  trustees,  and  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  knowledge  of  the  mortqage.  The  mort- 
gagor's payment  and  the  plaintiff^^s  rent  were  in 
arrear,  and  the  trustees  distrained  upon  plaintiff's 
goods : 
Hddt  on  a/ffpeaX  from  a  County  Court  vn  an  action 
of  replemn,  thai  the  trustees  of  the  society  were 
not  justified  in  distrainvng. 
This  was  an  action  of  replevin,  tried  at  the  Brent- 
fiard  County  Court. 

The  defendants,  George  Cruikshank,  John  Tay- 
lor, and  Wm.  Tweedie  are  now,  and  were  during 
the  month  of  July  last,  the  trustees  of  the  Tem- 
pemooe  Permanent  Benefit  Buildiujo;  Society ;  and 
the  defendant,  Heniy  J.  Phillips,  is  the  secretary 
of  the  same  society. 

In  the  month  of  July  last  the  g^oods  of  the 
plaintiff  were  distrained  under  the  following  war- 
rmt: — 

Warrant  to  Distrain. 
To  ICr.  George  Osborne,  of  35,  Kingsfate-street, 
Holbom,  our  bailiff : 
Distrain  the  ^[oods  and  ohattels  of  Thos.  Parsons  in  or 
won  the  premises  situate  at  No.  15,  Amyand-terraoe, 
Twiekenham,    8.W.,    in  the    conntj    of    Sarrey,   lor 
JM  Us.  lOd.,  being  the  amonnt  dae  to  ns  for  rent  in 
•Rear  for  the  same  on  the  1st  July  1872 ;  and  for  yoar 
so  doing  this   shall  be  yoor    sofnoient    warrant  and 
antbority. 
Da*sd  9th  Jnlv  1872. 

For  Geo.  Cruikshank,  Jno.  Taylor,  and  Wm.  Tweedie, 
ti  IAS  tees  of  tiie  Temperanoe  Permanent  Benefit  Boilding 
SooiaCgr, 
B^  orteof  the  Managing  Gommittee, 

H.  J.  Phillips,  See. 


This  warrant  was  issued  in  the  alleged  exercise 
of  a  power  of  distress  contained  in  an  indenture  of 
mortgage,  dated  17th  Dec.  1868,  and  expressed  to 
be  made  between  the  said  Thos.  Parsons,  therein* 
after  called  the  said  mortgagor,  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  defendant  Greo.  Cruikshank,  G^rge 
Charles  Campbell,  gentleman,  and  the  defendant, 
John  Taylor,  trustees  of  the  said  society,  and 
thereinafter  called  "the  said  trustees,"  of  the 
other  part;  whereby  the  said  Thos.  Parsons 
assigned  to  the  said  trustees,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  the  said  messuage 
and  premises  known  as  15,  Amyand-terrace, 
Twickenham,  for  a  term  of  years  by  way  of  mort- 
«ige  for  securing  the  discharge  by  the  said  Thos. 
Parsons,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  of  the  sum  of  541L  98.,  and  of  all  fines 
interest  and  other  sums  which  might  become  pay- 
able by  him  or  them  to  the  said  society.  Ana  by 
the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  it  is  agreed  that  if 
three  of  the  monthly  subscriptions  therein  pro- 
vided for  shall  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  the  said 
trustees  may  at  any  time  thereafter,  and  from 
time  to  time  in  their  absolute  discretion,  do  all, 
any,  or  either  of  the  following  acts ;  that  is  to  say, 
inter  alior,  distrain  forthe  amount  of  any  monthly 
subscriptions  and  fines  which  shall  be  in 
arrear  and  unpaid,  and  of  any  payments  made 
by  the  said  trustees  under  the  powers  thereby 
conferred  upon  them  as  for  rent  in  arrear 
upon  a  common  demise.  And  that  the  re- 
ceipts of  the  said  trustees  shaU  discharge  lessees, 
tenants,  occupiers,  purchasers,  and  other  persons 
paying  rents,  profits,  purchase  and  other  ivioneys, 
to  such  trustees,  or  to  the  said  society  from  the 
same,  or  from  seeing  to  the  application  thereof. 
And  that  no  lessee,  tenant,  occupier,  purchaser, 
or  other  person,  shall  be  bound  to  mquire  whether 
default  has  been  made  as  aforesaid ;  or  whether 
any  money  remains  on  the  security  of  those  pre- 
sents, or  whether  the  conditions  of  sale  were 
proper  or  otherwise  as  to  the  propriety  or  regu- 
larity of  any  demise  or  sale,  or  oe  affected  l>y 
notice,  actual  or  constructive,  to  the  contrary. 
And  in  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  is  contained 
the  following  covenant : 

And  the  said  mortgagor  for  himself,  his  heirs,  exe- 
oators,  administrators,  and  assigns,  hereby  covenants 
with  the  said  trustees,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  that  he  the  said  mortgagor,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  will,  during  the 
oontinuanoe  of  this  security,  duly  and  punctually  pay  to 
the  proper  officer,  and  at  the  office  for  the  time  being,  of 
the  said  socie^,  the  monthly  subscription  of  52.  Is.  8d. 
on  the  first  Monday  in  the  month  of  January  next,  and 
the  monthly  subscription  of  51. 1«.  8d.  on  thefirst  Monday 
on  each  succeeding  calendar  month  until  the  whole  of 
the  said  sum  of  5411.  9«.,  and  interest  at  the  rate  of  5L 
per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  da^  of  the  date  of  these 
presents  shall  have  been  dul^  paid  to  the  said  society, 
or  discharged  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  bye-laws 
of  the  said  society  in  that  behalf. 

And  by  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  it  is 
agreed  that  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  the 
said  society  shall,  during  the  continuance  of  that 
assurance,  have  all  the  powers  and  authorities  of 
the  said  trustees,  as  if  the  trustees  for  the  time 
being  had  been  specially  named  therein  instead  of 
the  said  trustees. 

The  said  mortgage  security  is  still  in  force. 
When  it  was  executMl  the  mortgagees  were  in  pos- 
session of  the  said  messuage  and  premises  thereby 
assigned,  but  shortly  afterwards  they  directed  their 
agent  to   deliver  the    key   tA  \L<b  xoint^s^^T^ 
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who  then  took  posse?)Bion  of  the  said  pre- 
mises. 

On  the  25th  Ang.  1871  the  said  Thomas  Parsons, 
without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  trustees 
of  the  said  society,  or  of  the  defendant,  Henry  J. 
Phillips,  let  the  said  messuage  and  premises  to  the 
plaintiff  for  three  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  45/., 
payable  quarterly.  So  far  as  appeared  the  plaintiff 
naa  no  knowledge  of  the  mortgage. 

When  the  warrant  to  distrain  was  signed,  and 
when  the  distress  was  made,  one  quarter's  rent 
was  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  safd  Thomas 
Parsons,  and  the  sum  of  38Z.  11«.  lOd,  was  due 
from  the  said  Thomas  Parsons  to  the  said  society 
for  monthly  subscriptions  and  fines  payable  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage. 
More  than  three  of  the  monthly  subscriptions  in 
the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  provided  for  were 
in  arrear  and  unpaid ;  but  the  last  payment  by  the 
said  Thomas  Parsons  to  the  said  society  was  a  sum 
of  lOZ.  3«.  Sd.  paid  on  the  11th  April  1872. 

At  the  hearing  before  the  County  Court  judge, 
the  defendants  admitted  that  the  distress  was 
made  by  their  authority. 

No  notice  was  given  by  the  mortgagees  or  the 
defendants  to  the  said  Thomas  Parsons,  of  their 
intention  to  treat  him  as  their  tenant. 

The  judge  decided  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  is  whether  the  defendants,  or  any 
of  them,  were  entitled  to  make  the  distress. 

Morten  (with  him  Herschell,  Q.C.)  argued  for  the 
defendants. — A  tenant  at  will  can  devise  for  three 

J  ears  without  terminating  the  will.  [Blackburn, 
. — What  authority  can  you  find  for  tliat  ?]  Par- 
tridge V.  Bere  (5  B.  &  Aid.  604)  decided  that  a 
mortgagor  in  possession  of  the  premises  mortgaged 
is  tenant  to  the  mortgagee.  [Blackburn,  J. — 
Merely  tenant  at  sufferance,  unless  the  mortgagee 
consent  to  his  remaining  in  possession.  But  here 
you  must  rely  only  on  the  terms  of  the  deed,  which 
make  the  right  to  distrain  a  merely  personal 
agreement  between  the  mortgagees  and  mort- 
gagor. No  tenancy  has  been  created  between  the 
mortgagees  and  either  the  mortgagor  or  the 
pliuntifl.]  There  is  a  power  to  distrain  as  if  for 
rent  in  the  deed ;  and  m  West  v.  Friich  (18  L.  J. 
50,  Ex.),  although  the  agreement  for  a  tenancy 
was  more  full  than  this,  the  ^t  was  that  the  pay- 
ments had  been  made  for  interest  instead  of  rent ; 
it  was  held  that  the  relationship  of  landlord  and 
tenant  existed  between  the  parties,  and  that  the 
former  had  the  right  to  distrain  for  arrears. 
[Blackburn,  J. — That  was  a  clear  agreement  to 
pay  rent.]  •  But  it  was  not  acted  upon.  The  cases 
upon  the  subject  are  collected  in  the  notes  to  Keech 
V.  Hall  (1  Sm.  L.  C.  533).  In  one  of  them,  Pin- 
horn  V.  Souster  (8  Ex.  763),  where  the  court  held 
that  a  tenancy  at  will  was  created  by  the  mort- 
gage deed,  in  respect  of  which  the  mortgagee 
might  distrain,  it  was  further  held  that  such 
tenancy  was  not  put  an  end  to  by  assignment  of 
the  mortgagor's  interest  without  notice  to  the 
mo**tgagee. 

Foard,  for  plaintiff,  was  not  heard. 

Blackburn,  J. — It  is  impossible  in  this  case  to 
imply  an  agreement  to  place  the  parties  in  the 
position  of  landlord  aitd  tenant.  There  is  in  the 
mortgage  deed  a  mere  personal  promise  to  pay  on 
Parsons*  part,  and  a  licence  to  seize  Parsons* 
£^ood3  on  his  failure  to  payi    There  was  no  rent ; 


I  am  therefore  quite  clear  that  the  County  Court 
judge  was  right. 

Lush  and  Archibald,  JJ.,  concurred: 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  Wilkinson  and  HowUU, 
Attorneys  for  defendants.  Sha^n,  Boscoe,  and 
Mousey, 

Saturday,  Jan,  25. 

Guardians  of  the  Holborn  Union  (apps.)  r.  The 
Vestry  of  St.  Leonards,  Shoreditch  (resps.) 

Baling — Exemption — Workhouse — "  Used  and  occu- 
pied for  the  fnirposes  "  of  the  poor  of  a  particular 
parish — 22  Geo.  3,  c.  56 — Poor  Law  AmendmerU 
Act  (4c5*  5  WiU4!.  c  76) — Union  Cftargeahitity  Ad 
(28  Sr  29  Viet.  c.  79). 
By  22  Oeo.  3,  c.  56,  it  wa^  provided  (in  effect)  thai 
the  workhouse  of  the  parish  of  St.  Luke  should 
not  be  liable  to  be  rated  to  any  greater  amount 
thnn  it  was  at  that  time  assessed  at,  *'  during  such 
time  and  so  long  as  the  same  shall  be  used  and 
occupied  "  for  the  purposes  of  the  poor  of   St. 
Luke's  parish.    In  1869  tJie  parish  of  St.  Luke 
was  added  to  the  Holborn  Union,  and  since  that 
time  tJie  workhouse  ha^  been,  with  others,  for  t)ie 
common  use  of  the  union,  and  {under  the  powers 
conferred  on  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  by 
«.  26  o/4  ^  5  Will.  4,  c.  74),  tlie  poor  of  the  union 
have  been  so  classified  that  many  of  the  poor  of  St. 
Luke's  parish  are  muintained  in  its  own  work- 
house, whilst  some  of  the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish 
are  tnaintained  in^he  workhouses  of  other  parishes 
of  the  union,  and  some  of  tliepoor  of  other  parishes 
are  maintained  in  the  workhouse  of  St.  Luke's 
2)arish.      Notwithstanding     this,    and    notwith- 
standing that  the  Union  Chargcability  Act  1865 
(28  tj-  29  Vict.  c.   79)  charges  all  the  cost  of  the 
relief  of  the  poor  upon  the  common  fund  of  the 
un  ion, 
Held,  thai  tlie  workhouse  of  St.  Luke's  parish  still 
continues  to  be  "  used  and  occupied  "  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish,  within  tJte 
meaning  of  tlie  original  Act,  and  that  its  exemp- 
tion from  a  higlver  rateahility,  conferred  by  thai 
Act,  still  continues. 
This  was  an  appeal  by  the  guardians  of  the  poor 
of  the  Holborn  union  against  a  rate  made  on  the 
23rd  Jan.  1872  by  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  St. 
Leonard  Shoreditch,  acting  in  the   execution  of 
the  "  St.  Leonard  Shoreditch,  Act  1858  **  (21  &  22 
Vict.  c.  132),  whereby  the  workhouse  and  its  ap- 
purtenances hereinafter  mentioned  are,  by  the  de- 
scription of  "  the  building  situate  in  the  City-road 
and  Shepherdess-walk,  used  as  a  workhouse  for 
the  reception  of  the  poor  of  the  Holborn  Union» 
the  infirmary  offices,  officers'  residences,  outbuild- 
ings, yards,  and  appurtenances  belonging  thereto 
(the  vestry  hall  excepted),"  rated  to  the  poor-rate 
for  the  said  parish  of   St.   Leonard   Shoreditch. 
Against  this  rate  notice  of  appeal  to  the  Greneral 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  of 
Middlesex  was  duly  given  by  the  said  guardians  of 
the  Holborn  Union  to  the  said  vestry,  after  which 
notice  given  the  following  case  was,  by  consent  of 
the  said  parties,  and  by  order  of  Mellor,  J.,  dated 
the  8th  April  1872,  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  : 

Case. 
1.  The  said  workhouse  hereinafter  called  the 
Workhouse  of  St.  Luke,  was,  under  the  provisiona 
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of  the  statutes  of  22  Geo.  3,  c.  56  (public),  and  48 
Geo.  3,  c.  97  (local  and  personal),  built  for  the 
parish  of  St.  Luke,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, on  land  situated  in  the  said  parish 
of  St.  Leonard,  Shoreditch.  By  the  said  Act 
of  22  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  entitled,  "An  Act  more 
effectually  to  enable  the  inhabitants  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Luke  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  to 
purchase,  hire,  or  erect  a  workhouse  within  or  near 
the  saidjparish ;"  it  was  among  other  things  enacted 
by  sect.  1  that  the  rector,  churchwardens,  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  for  the  time  being,  and  the 
▼estiymen  of  the  said  parish  and  their  successors 
for  ever,  should  be  appointed  trustees  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  said  Act,  and  by  sect.  11  that  it  should 
be  lawful  for  them  or  any  seven  of  them  to  pur- 
chase or  hire  lands,  grounds,  tenemcntVt,  and  here- 
ditaments within  the  said  parish  of  St.  Luke,  or 
within  the  said  parish  of  St.  Leonard,  Shoreditch, 
and  to  take  a  conveyance  thereof  to  them  and 
their  successors  upon  lease  or  for  ever  for  the  pur- 
poses in  the  said  Act  mentioned ;  and  in  the  said 
sect.  2  it  was  further  enacted  that  "  the  said  lands, 
or  grounds,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  so  to  be 
leased  or  purchased  from  and  immediately  ader 
the  same,  shall  be  conveyed  or  leased  to  the  said 
rector  and  churchwardens  and  their  successors,  or 
any  workhouse  or  other  buildings  which  shall  be 
erected  or  built  thereon,  for  the  receiption  and 
emplojrment  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St. 
Luke,  shall  not  be  liable  to  or  be  charged  with  any 
greater  parochial  or  parliamentary  taxes,  rates,  or 
assessments  (during  such  time,  and  so  long  as  the 
same  shall  be  usea  and  occupied  for  those  pur- 
poses), than  to  such  amount  as  such  lands,  and 
grounds,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  were  assessed 
before  the  same  became  vested  in  the  rector  and 
churchwardens  as  aforesaid. 

2.  The  aforesaid  Act  of  48  Geo.  3,  c.  97  intituled, 
**  An  Act  for  making  more  effectual  provision  for 
maintaining,  regulatmg,  and  employing  the  poor 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Jiuke,  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
sex," repealed  the  said  Act  of  22  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  and 
by  sects.  10, 11,  and  12,  provisions  were  made  for 
toe  election  of  forty-eight  vestrymen,  to  be  with 
the  rector  and  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish,  for  the  time  being  guar- 
dians of  the  poor  of  the  parish.  Sect.  74  enacted 
"  that  all  ana  every  messuages  or  tenements,  poor 
houses,  workhouses,  edifices,  buildings,  lands,  here- 
ditaments, moneys,  and  securities  for  moneys,  raton, 
assessments,  and  arrears  of  rates  and  assessments, 
goods,  chattels,  and  effects,  which  by  virtue  of  the 
said  recited  Acts  or  one  of  them,  the  persons 
acting  in  the  execution  thereof,  and  their  sucices- 
sors,  or  any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever, 
were  entitled  unto  or  possessed  of,  in  trust  for  the 
parishioners  or  vestrymen  of  the  said  parish,  or 
which  were  vested  in  such  persons  and  their  suc- 
cessors or  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever, 
for  and  towards  the  relief,  maintenance,  use,  and 
benefit  of  the  poor  of  the  aaid  parish,  or  for  any 
other  purpose  whatsoever,  in  which  the  said  piirish 
is  interested,  shall  from  and  immediately  after  tho 
passing  thereof,  be  vested  in,  possessed  by,  paid, 
delivered,  and  belong  to  the  guardians  of  the  poor, 
acting  in  Uie  execution  of  this  Act,  and  their  suc- 
cessors as  fully,  effectually,  and  beneficially,  and  in 
as  large  and  ample  a  manner  and  form  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  as  they  the  said 
persons  acting  in  execution  of  the  said  recited 
Acta  or  anj  of  them,  and  their  successors,  or  other 


person  or  persons  were  entitled  to,  or  possessed  of 
such  messuages  or  tenements,  poorhouses,  edifices, 
buildings,  lands,  hereditaments,  moneys  and  secu- 
rities for  moneys,  rates,  assessments,  and  arrears  of 
rates  and  assessments,  goods,  chattels,  and  effects, 
or  as  the  same  respectively  were  vested  in  such 
persons  acting  in  execution  of  the  said  recited 
Acts,  or  any  of  them  and  their  successors,  or  other 
person  or  persons,  but  subject  nevertheless  to  be 
used,  possessed,  applied,  and  disposed  of,  only 
upon  the  trusts,  and  for  the  uses  and  purposes, 
and  in  the  manner  by  and  in  this  Act  directed, 
declared,  and  appointed." 

3.  The  effect  of  this*  section  was  to  preserve  the 
exemption  from  increased  rating  given  by  sect.  2 
of  22  Goo.  3,  c.  56,  notwithstanding  the  repeal  of 
that  statute  (Reg,  v.  8i,  LeonanTa,  SkoredUch,  13 
Q.  B.  964),  and  it  is  consequently  admitted  for  the 
purposes  of  this  case,  that  the  said  workhouse 
down  to  the  year  1858  has  not  been  liable  to  be 
rated  on  a  greater  rateable  value  than  that  of  the 
land  on  which  the  workhouse  stood  at  the  time  of 
its  purchase  under  the  provisions  of  tho  said 
statutes  of  22  and  48  Geo.  3,  as  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, that  is  to  say,  on  the  rateable  value  of  19Z. 

4.  In  1836  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew, 
Holborn,  the  pariah  of  St.  George  the  Martyr, 
and  the  liberty  of  Saffron-hill,  Hatton-garden,  Ely- 
rents,  and  Ely-place,  were  united  under  the  name 
of  the  Holborn  Union,  for  the  administration  of 
the  poor  laws.  Afterwards  part  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Sepulchre,  Furnival's-inn,  and  Staple-inn  were 
added  to  the  Union,  and  finally,  in  1869,  the  parish 
of  St.  Jameses,  Clerkenwell,  and  the  said  parish  of 
St.  Luke  were,  by  order  of  the  Poor  Law  Commis- 
sioners, also  add^  to  the  said  union. 

5.  Upon  such  union  the  said  workhouse  of  St. 
Luke  and  the  workhouses  of  the  other  parishes 
comprised  in  the  union,  became  and  still  ai*e  for 
the  common  use  of  tho  union,  and  tho  Poor  Law 
Commissioners  have,  under  the  powers  of  the 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  (4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
s.  26),  issued  rules,  orders,  and  regulations  for 
the  classification  of  the  poor  of  the  united  parishes, 
and  for  their  reception,  maintenance,  and  employ- 
ment in  the  various  workhouses  of  tho  united 
parishes,    without     reference    to    tho    particular 

CariHlies   in  the  union   to   which   the  poor    may 
elong. 

6.  By  the  Union  Chargeability  Act  1865  (28  & 
29  Vict.  79),  so  much  of  the  al)ove-cited  Hoct.  26 
of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  as  required  that  each  of 
the  parishes  in  a  union  should  bo  separately 
chargeable  with  tho  expense  of  its  own  poor, 
whether  relieved  in  or  ojit  of  the  workhouse  of  such 
union,  was  repealed,  and  all  the  cost  of  the  relief  to 
the  poor  is  now  charged  upon  the  common  fund  of 
the  union. 

7.  In  addition  to  the  workhouse  of  St.  Luke, 
there  are  within  tho  union  two  workhouses  belong- 
ing to  other  of  the  united  pariHhes  and  two  supple- 
mental workhouses  belonging  to  the  uuiim,  and 
though  many  of  the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish  are 
maintained  in  its  own  workhouse,  a  portion  are, 
according  to  the  classification,  distributed  in  the 
workhouses  of  the  other  paris  les,  and  many  of  the 
poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holborn,  and  S.t. 
James*s,  Clerkenwell,  are  maintained  in  the  work- 
house of  St.  Luke.  The  poor  children  from  all 
the  parts  of  the  union  are  maintained  and  educated 
in  schools  belonging  to  the  union  at  Mitcham,  in 
Surrey. 
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8.  By  the  St.  Leonard  Shoreditoh  Act  1858 
(21  &  22  Yict.  c.  132),  s.  59,  the  said  vestry  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Leonard,  Shoreditch,  are  required 
to  make  every  rate  under  the  said  Act  by  an  equal 
pound  rate  on  the  yearly  value  of  all  tenements  in 
the  parish  rateable  according  to  the  general 
statutes  and  laws  from  time  to  time  in  force 
relating  to  the  poor  in  England,  and  the  rates  are 
to  be  levied  on  the  persons  and  in  respect  of  the 
tenements  so  rateable,  and  to  be(assessed  upon  the 
net  annual  value  of  the  tenements,  according  to 
those  general  statutes  and  laws.  By  sect.  60  of 
the  said  Act  it  is  enacted  as  follows :  "  Subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the  rates  from  time  to 
time  made  by  the  vestry  under  this  Act  shall  have 
the  like  incidents  in  all  respects,  and  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  as  the  inciaents,  according  to  the 
ffenenJ  statutes  and  laws  from  time  to  time  in 
force  relating  to  the  poor  in  England  of  the  rates 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  any  union  or  parish." 

Since  the  workhouse  of  St.  Luke's  nas  been 
used  for  the  conmion  purposes  of  the  union,  viz., 
in  1870,  an  infirmary  was  built  on  part  of  the  site 
of  the  old  workhouse  and  added  to  the  old  build- 
ings. The  cost  of  this  infirmary  was  defrayed  out 
of  the  common  fund  of  the  union. 

The  guardians  of  the  Holborn  Union  make  out 
annual  accounts  for  the  purpose  of  asQertaining 
the  sums  which  the  different  parishes  within  the 
onion  are  bound  to  contribute,  and  in  these  ac- 
counts each  parish  is  credited  with  the  value  of  the 
workhouse  belonging  to  such  parish. 

Such  workhouses,  except  that  of  St.  Luke's,  are 
situate  in  the  respective  parishes  to  which  they 
belong,  and  no  deduction  from  the  value  is  made 
in  respect  of  the  rates.  The  parish  of  St.  Luke's 
is  creoited  with  the  sum  of  10201.  per  annum  as 
the  value  of  its  workhouse,  an  amount  also  arrived 
at  without  making  any  deduction  in  respect  of  the 
rates. 

9.  At  the  beginning  of  the  present  year,  1872, 
the  said  workhouse  of  Luke's,  with  the  infirmary 
mentioned  in  the  last  paragraph,  was  by  the  over- 
seers of  St.  Leonard's,  Shoreditch,  acting  under 
the  powers  of  the  Valuation  (Metropolis)  Act  1869 
(32  &  33  Yict.  c.  67),  inserted  in  the  valuation  list 
for  their  parish  at  the  gross  value  of  1800L  per 
annum,  and  at  the  rateable  value  (k  1200L 

10.  To  this  valuation  the  guardians  of  the 
Holborn  Union  objected  before  the  assessment 
committee  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Leonard's,  and 
specified  the  correction  they  desired  to  be  made  in 
the  valuation  list,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  said 
workhouse  should  be  assessed  at  the  rental  of  19Z 
instead  of  1800Z.  The  assessment  committee  re- 
fused to  make  the  alteration  asked  for,  and  the 
overseers  of  St.  Leonard's  parish,  on  the  23rd  of 
Jan.  made  the  rate  now  appealed  against  according 
to  the  rateable  value  appearing  in  the  valuation 
list,  that  is  to  say,  a  rate  of  60L,  being  the  sum  of 
1$.  in  the  pound  on  the  rateable  value  of  12002. 

11.  It  is  contended  by  the  respondents  that  the 
workhouse  is  now  liable  to  be  rated  according  to 
its  rateable  value  within  the  meaning  of  the  words 
"  rateable  value  "  given  in  sect.  4  of  the  Valuation 
(Metropolis)  Act  1869. 

12.  The  Acts  of  Parliament,  rules  of  the  Poor- 
Law  Commissioners,  and  the  rate  herein  men- 
tioned, may  be  referred  to  on  the  argument  of  this 


13.  The  appellants  contend  that  the  workhouse 
oD^t  not  now  to  be  rated  on  a  greater  rateable 


value  than  that  of  the  land  on  which  the  workhouse 
stands  at  the  time  of  its  purchase  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  statutes  of  22  and  48  Geo.  3,  that 
is  to  say  on  the  rateable  value  of  19L 

14.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said 
workhouse  is  liable  .to  be  rated  at  its  gross  and 
rateable  values  as  defined  by  the  Valuation  (Metro- 
polis) Act  1869,  then  the  rate  appealed  against  is 
to  be  confirmed. 

15.  But  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the 
privilege  of  exemption  from  increased  rating  con- 
ferred and  preserved  by  the  said  statutes  of  22  and 
48  Greo.  3  still  remains,  then  the  said  rateable  value 
of  1200Z.  is  to  be  reduced  to  the  said  sum  of  191., 
and  the  said  rate  of  602.  to  the  sum  of  19^. ;  and  it 
is  agreed  between  the  said  parties  that  a  judgment 
in  conformity  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  and  for  such  costs  as  the  said  court 
shall  adjudge,  may  be  entered  on  motion  by  either 
of  the  said  parties  at  the  sessions  next  or  next  but 
one  after  such  decision  shall  be  given. 

The  appellant's  points  were :  First,  that  the  ex- 
emption conferred  upon  the  workhouse  of  St.  Luke 
by  the  Acts  22  and  48  Geo.  3  still  continues ;  secondly, 
tnat  the  exemption  was  not  taken  away  by  the  ot. 
Leonard  Shoreditch  Act  1858  (21  &  22  Vict. 
0.  xxxiiL)  any  more  than  by  the  prior  Act  of  53 
G^.  3  c.  xii.,  which  was  held  by  tnis  court  not  to 
remove  the  exemption,  in  B.  v.  8t.  Leonard^i 
Shoreditch  (13  Q.B.  964)  that  the  mode  of  using 
the  workhouse  under  the  rules  of  the  Poor  Law 
Commissioners  does  not  affect  the  right  to  exemp 
tion,  and  that  the  right  to  exemption  is  property 
claimed  in  the  present  proceedings,  under  sect.  54 
of  the  Metropolis  Valuation  Act  (32  &  33  Vict. 
o67). 

H,  MaUhetDs,  Q.C.  (with  him  Mu^hy),  urged 
the  above  points,  and  contended  that  the  work- 
house of  St.  Luke's  parish  was  still  ''used  and 
occupied"  for  the  purposes  of  the  poor  of  that 
parish,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  originally 
granting  the  exemption.  A  number  of  the 
paupers  of  that  pansh  in  the  workhouse,  about  a 
naif  of  the  entire  inmates,  are  paupers  of  St. 
Luke's  parish ;  and  the  fact  that  the  cost  of  main- 
taining the  entire  poor  of  the  union  comes  now 
from  a  common  fund,  by  virtue  of  sect.  1  of  the 
Union  Chargeability  Act  1865,  which  provides 
that  "from  and  after  the  25th  March  1866,  so 
much  of  the  26th  section  of  the  4  &  5  WilL  4  c.  76, 
as  requires  that  each  of  the  parishes  in  a  union 
formed  under  the  authority  of  that  Act  shall  be 
separately  chargeable  with  and  liable  to  defray  the 
expense  of  its  own  poor,  whether  relieved  in  or  out 
of  the  workhouse  of  such  union,  shall  be  repealed ; 
and  all  the  cost  of  the  relief  to  the  poor,  and  the 
expenses  of  the  burial  of  the  dead  boay  of  any  poor 
person  under  the  direction  of  the  guardians  or  any 
of  their  officers  dulv  authorised,  in  such  union 
thenceforth  incurred,  and  all  charges  thenceforth 
incurred  by  the  governors  of  such  union  in  respect 
of  vaccination  and  registration  fees  and  expenses, 
shall  be  charged  upon  the  common  fund  thereof." 
[Blackburx,  J. — The  question  really  is  whetiber 
the  workhouse  was  to  be  exempt  so  long  as  it  is 
used  for  poor  law  purposes,  or  only  so  long  as  it  is 
used  for  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Lidce.1 
Whether  the  enactment  means  used  ''exclusively 
for  the  use  of  the  poor  of  St.  Luke  P  What  has 
occurred  only  amounts  to  an  exchan^  of  house 
room  between  two  parishes.  The  evidenoe  that 
rent  is  paid  in  respect  of  this  use  of  the  workbouae 
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Q.  B.]        Guardians  of  thb  Holbobn  Union  v,  Yestbt  of  St.  Lsonabds,  Shoreditch.       [Q.  B. 


does  not  make  any  difference.  [Quain,  J.,  re* 
ferred  to  Beg.  v.  The  Overseers  of  Fulboume  (6  B.  & 
S.  451),  in  which  the  Lunatic  Asylum  Act  1853, 
haying  granted  similar  exemption  to  land  or 
buildings  acquired  for  the  purposes  of  the  asylum 
•*  while  usea  for  such  purposes,"  profits  were 
derived  from  the  use  as  a  raden  and  a  farm  of 
fifty  acres  of  the  land,  and  the  committee  of 
visitors,  acting  under  the  powers  contained  in  sects. 
42  and  43  of  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97,  admitted  other 
paaper  lunatics  than  those  belonging  to  their 
county,  and  also  private  lunatics,  thereby  realising 
oonsiderable  profits,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
building  and  land  were  "used  for  the  pur- 
poses of  an  asylum"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act,  and  that  the  committee  of  visitors  were 
not  rateable  in  respect  of  the  profits.]  In 
that  case  Gockbum,  C.J.,  referring  to  the 
argument  of  coansel,  that  the  asylum  was  taken 
out  of  the  stat.,  because  the  committee  received 
foreign  pauper  lunatics,  that  is  those  not  belonging 
to  the  county  and  borough  for  whose  benefit  it 
was  ori^nally  intended,  and  also  private  patients, 
said :  "I  do  not  see  that  because  the  committee 
of  yisitors  have  exercised  such  a  power,  the  asylum 
being  more  than  sufficient  for  the  habitation  of 
the  pauper  lunatics  properly  belonging  to  them, 
it  is  less  an  asylum  withm  sect.  35.  &  Congreve 
Y.The  Overseers  of  Upton  (4  B.  &  S.  857),  the  com- 
mittee of  a  lunatic  asylum  having  under  the  same 
Act  appropriated  for  their  chaplain  (who  was  not 
required  to  be  resident  in  the  asylum),  a  residenoe 
on  ground  purchased  since  the  passing  of  the  Act» 
bat  detachea  firom  the  asylum  buildings,  and  appro- 
priated  for  their  medical  superintendent  (who 
was  required  to  be  resident  m  the  asylum)  a 
house,  reasonably  fit  for  a  person  in  his  station  of 
life,  and  his  family,  being  on  land  purchased  when 
the  asylum  was  first  erected,  adjoining  to  it,  but 
not  bemg  within  the  curtilage,  and  he  discharged 
a  portion  of  his  official  duties  in  that  house,  it  was 
held  that  the  chaplain  was  rateable  to  the  relief  of 
the  poor  like  any  other  occupant,  according  to  the 
Parochial  Assessment  Act,  but  that  by  foroe  of 
sect.  35  the  medical  superintendent  was  liable  to 
be  rated  only  according  to  the  value  or  rent  of  the 
land  at  the  time  it  was  purchased. 

Castle  (with  him  PhUbrich)  for  the  respondents. 
— ^The  workhouse  is  no  longer  "  used  and  occupied" 
for  the  poor  of  St.  Luke^  parish.  There  are  no 
kmger  any  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Luke ;  they 
have  now  become  poor  of  the  union  to  which  the 
parish  of  St.  Luke  s  has  been  joined.  This  change 
oas  been  effected  by  the  Union  Chargeability  Act 
1865.  The  object  of  the  Act  is  to  take  away  alto- 
gether the  separate  corporate  existence  of  the 
parish  as  to  tne  maintenance  of  its  poor,  and  to 
merge  all  in  the  union.  [Quain,  J. — Sect.  13  ex- 
pressly provides  that  "except  as  herein  pro- 
vided, no  alteration  shall  be  made  in  respect 
of  the  settlement  of  poor  persons  in  parishes."] 
The  workhouse  in  order  to  maintain  its  title  to  ex- 
emption must  be  not  o^7  used,  but  also ''  occupied" 
fbr  the  purposes  of  the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish. 
Hie  cases  cited  are  distinguishable  on  this  ground, 
that  they  continued  to  be  occupied  as  before ;  the 
taking  in  of  additional  pauper  lunatics  was  only  an 
aoctdental  circumstance,  the  trustees  continuing  in 
onaltered  ocoupadon  of  the  premises.  But  the 
Union  ChargeatnHty  Act  destroys  the  integprity  of 
the  parish*  and  snbetitates  for  the  parish  another 
and  cntinly  difEsrent  body.    Eacn  parish   was 


formerly  an  entirely  distinct  body  from  every 
other.  Li  Beg.  v.  The  Wallmgford  Union  (10 
A  &  El.  259),  where  the  guardians  of  a  union, 
formed  under  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  26,  compre- 
hending the  parishes  of  M.  and  others,  built  a 
workhouse  in  M.  for  the  employment  of  the  poor, 
it  was  held  that  the  guardians  were  rateable  in  the 
parish  of  M.  as  occupiers  of  the  workhouse,  though 
it  was  built  on  land  which,  from  the  nature  of  tne 
former  occupation,  had  not  previously  been  rated ; 
and  Lord  Denman,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment, 
said :  "  One  parish  is  not  more  a  separate  body 
from  another  than  the  parish  of  St.  Mary-the- 
More  in  WaUingford  is  from  the  Union  which 
annexes  it  to  twenty-eight  parishes."  The  occupa- 
tion is  therefore  entirely  changed  in  the  present 
case,  and  the  workhouse  is  no  longer  entitled  to 
the  old  exemption.  In  Beg.  v.  T/^  Overseers  of 
Fulboume  (ubv  sup.),  the  power  to  admit  the  pauper 
lunatics  of  another  county  was  given  by  the  same 
Act  of  Parliament  which  gave  the  exemption.  Jn 
the  present  case  it  is  not  so. 

Blackbubn,  J. — I  think  that  in  this  case,  when 
we  understand  what  the  point  is,  we  must  give 
judgment  that  the  rate  should  be  reduced  to  the 
lower  amount.    The  whole  question  turns  upon 
the  construction  of  the  old  Act  of  22  Oeo.  3,  c. 
56,  the  only  material  one  for  present  purposes,  by 
sect.  11  of  which  it  was  enacted  that  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  first  sec- 
tion, or  any  seven  of  them,  to  purchase  or  hire 
lands,    grounds,    tenements,    ana    hereditaments 
within  the  said  parish  of  St.  Luke,  or  within  the 
said  parish  of  St.  Leonard,  Shoreditch,  and  to  take 
a  conveyance  thereof  to  them  and  their  successors, 
upon  lease  or  for  ever,  for  the  purposes  in  the  said 
Act  mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  lands  or  grounds, 
tenements  or  hereditaments,  so  to  be  leased  or 
purchased,  from  and  immediately  after  the  same 
shall  be  conveyed  or  leased  to  the  said  rector  and 
churchwardens,  and  their  successors,  or  any  work- 
house or  other  buildings  which  shall  be  erected 
or  built  thereon  for  the  reception  and  employ- 
ment of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Luke, 
shall  not  be  liable  or  be  charged  with  any  greater 
parochial  or  parliamentary  taxes,  rates  or  assess- 
ments, during  such  time  and  so  long  as  the  same 
shall  be  used  and  occupied  for   these  purposes, 
than  to  such  amouht  as  such  lands  and  grounds, 
tenements,  or   hereditaments  were   assessed    to 
before    the   same  became    vested  in   the   rector 
and  churchwardens  as  aforesaid."    Taking    that 
enactment  as  unaltered  by  subsequent  legislation 
what    does  it  meanP   certain    lands  were    then 
purchased,  and  were  rated  to  the  poor  at  an  annual 
value  of  about  191.    As  this  land  was  taken  by  the 
parish  who  were  about  to  improve  it  and  enhance 
its  rateable  value,  thereby  increasing  its  rateability 
for  the  purpose  of  all  taxes,  the  Legislature  said 
that  it  should  be  exemptedf  rom  liability  to  be  rated 
to  any  greater  amount  than  that  at  which  it  was 
assessed  at  the  time,  so  long  as  it  should  be  used 
and  occupied  for  the  purposes  mentioned.    Not  a 
word  is  said  about  the  necessity  of  its  being  con- 
tinued to  be  occupied  by  the  trustees,  nor  indeed 
as  to  how  it  was  to  continue  to  be  occupied ;  but 
merely  that,  so  long  as  it  should  continue  to  be  used 
and  occupied  for  the  purposes  stated  in  the  Act,  it 
should  be  rated  at  the  lower  rate.    Subsequent 
legislation  took  these  lands  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  trustees,  and  transferred  them  to  a  bodv  of 
guardians,  and  the  case  cited  from.  tVi<^\!^  Q^.'^.VJ&.^ . 
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8t.  Leonard,  Shoreditch)  shows  that  that  transfer 
made  no  difference,  thoagh  the  ownership  in  the 
lands  was  thereby  changed.  Then  came  further 
legislation,  which  united  the  parish  with  others  in  a 
union,  and  there  is  a  provision  in  the  statute 
forming  the  parishes  into  a  union  that  compensa- 
tion is  to  be  made  to  the  parishes  in  respect  of 
their  valuable  property  which  should  be  used  for 
the  general  purposes  of  the  union.  By  virtue  of 
this  Act  the  guardians  of  the  Holborn  Union  now 
occupy  the  workhouse,  and  the  result  is  that  it  is 
used  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish, 
and  the  rehef  of  the  poor  of  the  Union  generally. 
Li  fact  about  half  the  paupers  in  the  workhouse 
are  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Luke.  It  is  true 
that  the  paupers  are  now  supported  out    of    a 

feneral  fund,  but  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St. 
luke  are  not,  on  that  account,  a  whit   less  the 
poor  of  that  parish,  and  the  workhouse  is  still  a 
workhouse  used,  though  not  exclusively  used,  for 
the  poor  of  that  parish       The  only  question  is 
whether,  on  a  fair  constmction  of  the  meaning  of 
the  Act,  the  workhouse  can  be  said  to  be  used 
for  the  poor  of   St.   Luke's  parish,  when  only 
about  one  half  the  inmates  belong  to  that  parish. 
When  we  look  at  the  object  which  the  Legislature 
had  in  view  in  exempting  workhouses  generally  from 
increased  rateability,  and  look  to  the  nature  of  the 
employment    to  wnich  the  workhouse  is  in  the 
present  case  put,  an  employment  closely  analo- 
gous to  that  to  which   it  was  originally  put,  we 
must  see  that  it  is  still  employed  for  the  purposes 
mentioned  in  the  Act.    My  opinion  is  strength- 
ened by  the  two  cases  cited,  that .  of  Congreve  v. 
The  Overseers  of  Uj>ton  {uhi  sup,)  and  Beg.  v.  Ttie 
Overseers  of  Fulhoume  {uhi  sup.).    In  the  Act  of 
Parliament  in  each  of  these  cases  the  words  used 
were  similar  to  those  used  in  the  present  Act, 
and  the   land  had    been    taken  for  the   county 
asylum.     In  Congreve  v.  The  Overseers  of  Upton 
I  delivered  the  judgment,  and  pointed  out,  what 
I   still  think  is  quite  correct,  that  the  question 
does  not  depend  upon  who  is  the  occupier  of 
the  lands   purchased    for    the  purposes  of    the 
Act,  but  upon  the  purposes  for  which  they  are 
occupied ;  and  we  were  of  opinion  in  that  case,  that 
in  the  case  of  the  chaplain,  who  did  not  occupy  a 
residence  within  the  asylum,  his  house  was  not 
used  for  the  purposes  of  the  asylum  within  the 
meaning  of  tne  Act,  but  that  the  house  of  the 
medical  officer,  who  was  obliged  by  the  Act  to  be 
resident  in  the  asylum,  was  so  used  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  asylum.     And  in  Beg.  v.  TJie  Overseers 
of  Fxdhoumey  we  were  of  opinion  that  the  fact  of 
the  Act  containing  a  clause  enabling  the  com- 
mittee to  admit  the  pauper  lunatics  of  another 
county  did  not  alter  the  matter.     1  do  not  think 
it  makes  much  difference  that  it  was  a  clause  in  the 
same  Act,  which  gave  in  that  case  the  power  to 
admit  the  lunatics  of  another  county,  whereas  the 
power  to  admit  paupers  of  another  parish  is  given 
Dy  a  different  Act  in  the  present  case.    In  Beg.  v. 
The  Overseers  of  Fulhoume  private  patients  were 
taken  in  as  well  as  lunatics  of  another  <^unty,  and 
it  was  held,  notwithstanding,  that  the  building  and 
land  were  used  for  the  purposes  of  an  asylum 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.    Here  we  must 
take  it  as  a  fact  that  the  workhouse  is  still  used 
for  the  purposes  of  the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish, 
though  it  IS  partly  used  also  for  the  purposes  of 
the  poor  of  other  parishes.    The  Question  of  its 
exemption  does  not  depend  upon  wno  is  the  occu- 


pier. The  appellants  sufficiently  use  it  for  the 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  Act  to  entitle  them  to 
the  benefit  of  the  exemption  originally  given  to 
them.  The  Legislature  may  take  away  that  ex- 
emption if  it  pleases,  but  it  is  not  to  be  got  rid  of 
by  a  side  wind. 

Lush,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  workhouse  is  or  is  not  usea  for 
the  purpose  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Lake. 
The  Act  of  Parliament  does  not  say  that  it  should 
be  exclusively  used  for  that  purpose,  but  that  the 
exemption  should  continue  so  long  as  it  should  be 
"  usea  and  occupied  "  for  the  purposes  mentioned. 
It  is  true  that  by  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  97,  appointing  a 
new  body  instead  of  the  former,  it  is  enacted  that 
all  messuages,  tenements,  workhouses,  <&c.,  vested 
in  the  former  body  shall  from  and  immediately 
after  the  passing  of  that  Act  "  be  vested  in,  pos- 
sessed   by,    paid,    delivered,  and  belong  to  the 
governors  of  the  poor  acting  in  the  execution  of 
this  Act  and  their  successors,   &c.,   but   subject 
nevertheless  to  be  used,  possessed,  applied,  and 
disposed  of  only  upon  the  trusts  and  for  the  uses 
and  purposes,  and  in  the  manner  by  and  in  this 
Act  directed,  declared,  and  appointed."    It  was 
held  by  this  court  many  years  ago  that  by  the  use 
of  the  word  "  only  "  this  would  not  have  the  effect 
of  abolishing  the  exemption.     But  it  has   been 
argued  that  by  reason  of  the  Union  Chargeability 
Act  the  workhouse  is  no  longer  used  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  parish,  but  of  the  union,  because  that 
Act  provides  that  henceforth  "  all  the  costs  of  the 
relief  to  the  poor  and  the  expenses  of  the  burial  of 
the  dead  body  of  any  poor  person  under  the  direction 
of  the  guardians  or  any  oi  their  officers  duly  autho- 
rised, in  such  union  thenceforth  incurred,  and  all 
charges  thenceforth  incurred  by  the  guardians  of 
such  union  in  respect  of  vaccination  and  registration 
fees  and  expenses,  shall  be  charged  upon  the  common 
fund  thereof ;"  and  because  that  common  fund  is  con- 
tributed to  by  the  various  parishes  not  in  propor- 
tion to  the  number  of  the  paupers  in  each  parish. 
But  that  does   not    make    the   paupers    of    the 
different  parishes  paupers  of   the  union.     It  has 
no  effect  on   the  statute  granting  exemption  to 
the  workhouse  of  St.  Luke's  parish,  for  it  does  not 
make  the  poor  of  that  parisn  less  paupers  of  St. 
Luke's  parish  than  before.    Then  we  come  to  the 
next    question — whether    the  workhouse  is  used 
"  for  the  reception  and  employment  of  the  poor" 
of    St.    Luke's  parish,  now   that  it  has  become 
property  used  in  common  with  other  parishes  by 
the  union,  sect.  26  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Act  (4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76),  providing  that  "  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  commissioners,  by  order  under 
their  hands  and  seal,  to  declare  so  many  parishes  as 
they  may  think  fit  to  be  united  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and 
such  parishes  shall  thereupon  be  deemed  a  union 
for  such  purpose,  and  thereupon  the  workhouse  or 
workhouses  of  such  parishes  shall   be  for  their 
common  use."    The  workhouse  is  now  not  used 
exclusively  for  the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish,  but 
also  for  the  use  of  the  poor  of  other  parishes  of 
the  union.      But  the  original  Act  does  not  say 
that  the  workhouse  must  be  used  exclusively  for 
the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish ;  and  I  cannot  help 
taking  notice  of  the  fact  that  at  the  time  that  Act 
was  passed  it  was  competent  to  the  overseers  to 
take  in  poor  of  other  parishes.    K  they  had  done 
80,  then,  according  to  the  decision  in  jB^,  ▼.  TKb 
Overseers  of  FuXboume  (u5i.  evf.)  on  the  Lunacy 
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Acts,  the  workhouse  would  still  continue  to  be 
need  for  the  poor  of  St.  Luke's  parish.  Are  they 
in  a  different  position  because  they  are  now  bound 
to  take  in  the  poor  of  other  parishes  P  I  think 
not.  The  worknouse  being  still  used  for  the  poor 
of  that  parish,  though  used  also  for  the  poor  of 
other  parishes,  I  think  the  reason  for  the  original 
presumption  still  remains,  and  that  nothing  has 
been  done  to  alter  the  position  of  the  workhouse 
in  this  respect. 

QuAiN,  J . — I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinions  ex- 
pressed hj  the  other  members  of  the  court.  The 
question  m  the  case  is  reduced  to  a  very  simple 
one.  The  exemption  having  been  held  to  continue 
in  existence  after  the  Act  of  48  Geo.  3,  c.  97,  the 
question  is  whether  it  has  been  got  rid  of  by  reason 
Of  the  parish  of  St.  Luke's  being  united  with 
others  into  one  union.  The  words  giving  the  ex- 
emption in  the  original  Act  are  clear  enough.  It 
is  to  continue  so  long  as  the  workhouse  shall  be 
•*  used  and  occupied  for  the  purposes  mentioned 
in  the  Act.  It  does  not  contain  the  word  "  exclu- 
sively "  like  the  Act  exempting  the  land  and 
boOdings  occupied  by  scientific  or  literary  societies 
(6  A  7  Vict.  c.  36),  but  uses  the  same  expression 
as  is  used  in  the  Act  exempting  lunatic  asylums 
(16  &  17  Yict.  c.  97).  It  is  admitted  that  up  to  the 
time  the  union  was  formed,  the  exemption  existed, 
and  when  the  parish  was  added  to  the  union,  it 
might  have  been  expected  that  some  provision 
would  be  made  relating  to  the  subject.  No  such 
provision,  however,  was  made,  and  we  must,  there- 
fore, see  what  the  effect  of  the  Poor  Law  Amend- 
ment Act  (4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76)  is  upon  the  point. 
What  this  Act  does  is  to  collect  various  parishes 
into  one  for  the  purpose  of  administering  tne  funds 
of  all,  power  bemg  given  to  the  Poor  Law  Com- 
missioners to  make  a  classification  of  the  work- 
houses amongst  the  parishes,  which  they  have 
done,  in  their  clabsification  placing  some  of  the 
paupers  of  one  parish  in  the  workhouse  situated  in 
another.     This  they  have  done  by  virtue  of  the 

Sower  conferred  on  them  by  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
topping  here  for  a  moment,  I  cannot  see  how 
such  a  classification  alters  the  manner  in  which 
the  workhouse  should  be  assessed.    Then,  does 
the  Union  Chargeability  Act  (28  &  29  Vict:  c.  79) 
make  a  difference?     It  provides  (sect.  1)  that 
''from  and  after  the  25th  March  1866,  so  much 
of  the  26th  section  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  as 
requires  that  each  of  the  parishes  in  a  union 
formed  under  the  authority  of  that  Act  shall  be 
separately  chargeable  with  and  liable  to  defray  the 
expense  of  its  own  poor,  whether  relieved  in  or  out 
^  the  workhouse  of  such  union,  shall  be  repealed ; 
«nd  all  the  cost  of  the  relief  of  the  poor,  <&c.,  in 
each  union  thenceforth  incurred,  and  all  charges 
thenceforth  incurred  by    the   guardians  of  such 
^tmioQ  in  respect   of    vaccination,    and  registra- 
ttion  fees   ana   expenses,  shall  be   charged  upon 
^e  common  fund  thereof."    Then  there  is  a  sec- 
^on  (13)  which  expressly  provides  that  **  except  as 
lierein  provided,  no  altcnration  shall  be  made  in  re- 
spect of  the  settlement  of  poor  persons  in  parishes," 
a  section  which  expressly  preserves  all  the  other 
Tights  of  parishes.    The  onlv  difference  made  by 
the  Act  is  that  instead  of  each  parish  paying  a  sum 
for  its  own  poor,  it  pays  a  sum  in  respect  of  the 
nteable  property  in  the  parish ;  and  that  seems  to 
me  to  make  no  oifference  as  to  the  question  in  this 
case.    It  does  not  destroy  the  exemption  originalljr 
gnyiiad  to  ihe  workhouse.    That  workhouse  is 
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still  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  poor  of  the  parish 
of  St.  Luke,  though  other  paupers  are  also  ad- 
mitted to  it  under  the  powers  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment. It  seems  to  me  that  the  decision  on  the 
Lunacy  Act  {Reg,  v.  Ths  Overseers  ofFulbowfie)  is 
a  decision  in  point ;  and  that  it  makes  no  difference 
that  the  provision  enabling  the  committee  to  admit 
foreign  lunatics  was  contained  in  the  same  Act 
which  gave  the  exemption,  whilst  that  is  not  so  in 
the  present  case,  power  being  only  given  by  a  sub- 
sequent Act  to  tne  Poor  Law  Commissioners  to 
classify  the  paupers  of  the  union.  For  these 
raasons  I  concur  in  the  judgment  pronounced  by 
my  learned  brothers. 

Archibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I 
concur  generally  in  the  grounds  for  their  judg- 
ment expressed  by  the  other  members  of  the 
court.  I  will  only  add  that  the  words  in  the  ori- 
ginal Act  "  during  such  time  and  so  long  as  the 
same  shall  be  used  and  occupied  for  those  pur- 
poses "  must  be  taken  to  mean  in  substance,  not 
so  long  as  they  shall  be  continued  to  be  occupied, 
as  a  private  concern  might  be,  but  so  long  as  they 
shall  continue  to  be  occupied  for  those  purposes, 
according  to  the  law  in  force  relating  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor.  Otherwise  it  might  oe  contended 
that  the  slightest  alteration  of  the  law  relating  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor  would  have  the  effect  of  doing 
away  mth  the  exemption,  which  could  not  be  the 
case.  I  think  the  Union  Chargeability  Act  makes 
no  alteration  in  this  respect,  and  that  the  work- 
house is  still,  in  substance,  used  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Luke.  I  think  the 
case  IS  within  the  authority  of  Beg.  v.  The  Overseers 
of  Fulboume. 

Jtidgment  for  the  appellants. 

Attorneys  for  respondents.  Mills  and  Lockyer, 
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Reported  bj  H.  F.  Poolst  and  Jobs  Bobs,  Esqn., 

Barriflten^kt-Law. 


Monday,  Jan.  13, 1873. 

Pickering  v.  Startin. 

35  J-  36  Vict.  c.  33  (BaUot  Act  1872),  ss.  2,  13,  28, 
B.  27,  41 — Municipal  election — Voting  papers — 
Counterfoils — Petition — Amendment  of. 
A  petition  against  a  municipal  election  having  been 
filed  on  the  grounds  of  trealing,  bribery,  and  in- 
timidation, the  petitioner  found  on  inspection  (1) 
thai  the  returning  officer  had  neglected  to  insert  in 
the  counterfoils  of  tweyitu-nine  of  the  voting  papers 
used  at  the  election  the  number    of  the  voters 
appearing  on  the  burgess  roU;    (2)  that  certain 
** tendered"    ballot  papers  were   used    as  ballot 
papers,  and  were  put  into  the  ballot  box  and  after- 
wa/rds  counted  in  f amour  oftlie  respondent.    There- 
upon the  petitioner  desired  to  amemd  hispetitioyi  by 
CLoding  two  paragraphs  alleging  the  ahove  facts  in 
contraventions  of  tns  Ballot  Act  1872,  rendering 
the  election  void.     On  m>otion  for  a  rule  enabling 
him,  to  mxike  such  amendments,  and  cause  shown. 
Held,  thai  as  the  qtiestions  intended  to  be  raised  by 
the  pa/ragraphs  were  of  importance,  and  might 
seriously  affect  the  election,  the  amendments  should 
be  allowed. 
Motion  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  respondent  to 
show  cause  why  a  petition  filed  on  the  part  of 
John  Pickering,    under  the    Corrupt    Practices 
Municipal  Election  Act  1872,  against  the  return 
of  Thomas  Startin,  a&  tni^u  qoxixl^cs^^t  ^  ^^  "^"v^* 
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Hartin*8  ward  in  the  borongh  of  Birmingham, 
should  not  be  amended  by  adding  certain  para- 
graphs. 

It  appeared  from  affidavits  osed  in  support  of 
the  motion  that  at  an  election  of  town  councillor 
for  the  borough  aforesaid  the  respondents  were 
rival  candidates,  and  the  former,  obtaining  1200 
votes  as  against  1197  given  for  the  latter,  was 
returned  by  a  majority  of  three.  About  1800 
electors  abstained  from  the  poll.  On  the  23rd  Nov. 
1872  a  petition  was  filed  by  the  unsuccessful  can- 
didate, alleging  the  election  to  be  void  on  the 
ffround  of  treatmg,  bribery,  intimidation,  &c.  On 
tne  5th  Dec.  cross  motions  were  made  by  the 
parties  under  the  Ballot  Act  1872  to  the  judge  of 
the  Birmingham  County  Court  for  an  order  to  be 
directed  to  the  town  clerk  for  the  production  and 
inspection  of  the  documents  relating  to  the  elec- 
tion. The  jadge,  after  taking  time  to  satisfy  him- 
self as  to  the  expediency  of  making  the  order  (see 
Law  Timss,  vol.  liv.,  p.  117),  granted  inspec- 
tion of  the  ballot  papers  and  rejected  ballot 
papers  only,  but  directed  die  sealed  packet  of 
counterfoils  to  be  opened  by  the  town  clerk  in  the 
presence  of  both  piEu-ties.  On  inspection  it  was 
found  that  29  of  the  counterfoils  belonging  to  the 
voting  papers  used  at  the  election  had  on  them  no 
number  inserted  from  the  burgess  list,  and  abo 
that  "  tendered "  ballot  papers  had  been  placed 
in  the  box  instead  of  being  separately  counted. 
The  petitioner  therefore  now  sought  to  add  to  his 
petition  the  two  allegations  following,  viz. : — First, 
that  the  presiding  officer  at  the  iTo.  5  polling 
station,  appointed  tor  the  said  election  neglected  to 
insert  in  the  counterfoils  of  twenty-nine  of  the 
voting  papers  used  at  the  said  election  the  number 
of  the  voters  appearing  on  the  burgess  roll, 
according  to  the  directions  of  the  Ballot  Act  1872, 
and  the  said  election  of  the  said  Thomas  Startin  was 
null  and  void.  Secondly,  that  certain  tendered 
ballot  papers  were  used  by  the  presiding  officer  at 
the  polling  station  No.  1,  and  that  the  said  ten- 
dered ballots  were  used  at  the  said  election  as  ballot 
papers,  and  were  put  into  the  ballot  box  contrary 
to  the  said  Ballot  Act  1872, (a)  and  were  afterwards 

(a)  35  &  36  Viot.  o.  83  (The  Ballot  Act  1872},  s.  2, 
enaotfl  .that, "  In  the  case  of  a  poll  at  an  election  the 
votes  shall  be  given  by  ballot.  The  ballot  of  eaoh  voter 
shall  consist  of  a  paper  (in  this  Act  called  a  ballot  paper) 
showing  the  names  ana  description  of  the  candidates. 
Each  mtUot  paper  shall  have  a  nomber  printed  on  the 
back,  and  shall  have  attached  a  connterfoil  with  the  same 
number  printed  on  the  face.  At  the  time  of  voting  the 
ballot  paper  shall  be  marked  on  both  sides  with  an  official 
mark,  and  delivered  to  the  voter  within  the  polling  station, 
and  the  number  of  such  voter  on  the  register  of  voters 
shall  be  marked  on  the  counterfoil,  and  the  voter  having 
secretly  marked  his  vote  on  the  paper,  and  folded  it  up  so 
as  to  conceal  his  vote,  shall  place  it  in  a  closed  box  in 
the  presence  of  the  officer  presiding  at  the  polling  sta- 
tion (in  this  Act  called  '  the  presiding  officer ')  after  hav- 
ing shown  to  him  the  official  mark  at  the  back. 

**An7  ballot  paper  which  has  not  on  its  back  the 
official  mark,  or  on  which  votes  are  given  to  more  can- 
didates  than  the  voter  is  entitled  to  vote  for,  or  on  which 
anything,  except  the  said  number  on  the  back,  is  written 
or  marked  by  which  the  voter  can  be  identified,  shall  be 
void  and  not  counted. 

'*  After  the  close  of  the  poll  the  ballot  boxes  shall  be 
sealed  up,  so  as  to  prevent  tne  introduction  of  additional 
ballot  papers,  and  shall  be  taken  charge  of  by  the  return- 
ing officer,  and  that  officer  shall,  in  the  presence  of  such 
agents,  if  any,  of  the  candidates  as  may  he  in  attendance, 
onen  the  ballot  boxes,  and  asoertam  the  result  of  the 

II  by  counting  the  votes  given  to  each  candidate,  and 

tJ2  /ortfawith  declare  to  be  elected  the  oandidi^  or 


counted  by  the  returning  officer  in  favour  of  the 
said  Thomas  Startin,  ana  the  said  votes  so  giyen 
were  null  and  void  and  ought  to  be  struck  off  the 
poll,  and  the  said  election  of  the  said  Thomas 
Startin  was  null  and  void. 

Tindal  Aihinaon,  in  support  of  the  motion. — The 
Ballot  Act  1872,  by  sect.  2  enacts  imperatively 
that  each  ballot  p)aper  shall  have  attached  a 
counterfoil,  and  that,  "  at  the  time  of  voting  the 
ballot  paper  shall  be  marked  on  both  sides  with  an 
official  mark,  and  delivered  to  the  voter  .  .  .  and 
the  number  of  such  voters,  or  the  renter  of 
voters,  shall  be  marked  on  the  counterfoil.  .  .  ." 
True,  the  section  does  not  proceed  to  say  the  votes 
when  there  is  no  such  number  on  the  counterfoil 
shall  not  be  counted  as  in  the  throe  other  cases 
specified  by  the  clause  ;  but,  nevertheless,  it  is 
evident  that  the  Legislature  directed  this  register 
number  to  be  put  on  the  counterfoil  for  the  pur- 
poses of  scrutiny,  for  otherwise  there  would  be  no 
means  of  ascertaining  whether  personation  or 
bribery  had  taken  place.  Therefore  the  number 
is  a  material  requirement,  and  the  absence  of  it 
avoids  the  election  without  any  counting  whatever, 
as  the  voter  cannot  be  identified.  [Brett,  J. — The 
provision  seems  but  directory  to  the  returning 
officer ;  would  one  solitary  counterfoil  unnumbered 
vitiate    the    election  P]    It    wouldL     By  rule   41 

candidate  to  whom  the  majority  of  votes  have  been  given, 
and  return  their  names  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in 
Chancery.  The  decision  of  the  returning  officer  aa  to 
any  question  arising  in  respect  of  any  baUot  P^^per  ahiJl 
be  final,  subject  to  reversal  on  petition  questioning  the 
election  or  return.  ..." 


Sect.  13.  "  No  election  shall  be  declared  invalid  by 
son  dt  a  non-compliance  with  the  rules  contained  in  the 
first  schedule  to  this  Act,  or  any  mistake  in  the  use  o£ 
the  fornis  in  the  second  schedule  to  this  Act,  if  it  appears 
to  the  tribunal  having  cognizance  of  the  (question  thnt  Uie 
election  waa  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
laid  down  in  the  body  of  this  Act,  and  that  such  non- 
compliance or  mistake  did  not  affect  the  result  of  the 
election." 

Sect.  28.  "  The  schedules  to  this  Act,  and  the  iKytes 
thereto  and  directions  therein,  shall  be  construed  and 
have  effect  as  part  of  this  Act.'* 

First  schedule,  Part  I.  Rules. 
^  Rule  27.  "  If  a  person,  representing  himself  to  be  a  par- 
ticular elector  named  on  the  register,  appUes  for  a  ballot 
paper  after  another  person  has  voted  as  such  elector,  the 
applicant  shall,  upon  duly  answering  the  questions  and 
taking  the  oath  permitted  by  law  to  be  asked  of  and  to 
be  administered  to  voters  at  the  time  of  polling,  be 
entitled  to  mark  a  ballot  paper  in  the  same  manner  as 
any  other  voter,  but  the  ballot  paper  (in  this  Act  called 
a  tendered  ballot  paper)  shall  be  of  a  colour  diffaring 
from  other  ballot  papers,  and  instead  of  being  put  into 
the  ballot  box,  shall  be  given  to  the  presicUng  officer, 
and  endorsed  by  him  with  the  name  of  the  voter,  and  his 
number  in  the  register  of  voters,  and  set  aside  in  a  sepa- 
rate packet,  and  shall  not  be  counted  by  the  returning 
officer.  And  the  name  of  the  voter  and  his  number  on 
the  register  shall  be  entered  on  a  list,  in  tiiis  Act  called 
the  tendered  votes  list." 

Bule  41 .  "No  person  shall,  except  by  order  of  the  House 
of  Commons,  or  any  tribunal  having  cognisance  of  peti- 
tions complaining  of  undue  returns  or  undue  elections, 
open  the  sealed  packet  of  counterfoils  after  tiie  same  has 
been  once  sealed  up,  or  be  allowed  to  inspect  any  counted 
ballot  papers  in  the  custody  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in 
Chancery.  Such  order  may  be  made  subject  to  such 
conditions  as  to  persons,  time,  place,  and  mode  of  opening 
or  inspection  as  the  House  or  tribunal  making  the  order 
may  think  expedient;  provided  that,  on  m^-lrfug  and 
carrying  into  effect  any  such  order,  care  shall  be  taken 
that  the  mode  in  which  anjr  particular  elector  has  voted 
shall  not  be  discovered  until  he  has  been  proved  to  have 
voted,  and  his  vote  has  bem  declared  by  a  oompeient 
oonrt  to  be  invalid." 
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"  care  shall  be  taken  that  the  mode  in  which  any 
particr.lar  elector  has  voted  shall  not  be  discovered 
until  he  has  beea  proved  to  have  voted,  and  his 
vote  has  been  declared  by  a  competent  court 
to  be  invfUid  ;*'  therefore,  if  we  had  a  regis- 
ter number  on  the  counterfoil  we  could  ascer- 
tain whether  the  voter  had  voted,  and,  if 
so,  could  obtain  a  scrutiny  which  the  rule  de- 
bars ns  from  until  the  voter  is  found  out.  The 
respondent  relies  on  sect.  13,  which  enacts  that 
"no  election  shall  be  declared  invalid  by  reason 
of  non-compliance  with  the  rules ;  "  but  that  pro- 
vision is  limited  to  the  rules,  and  expressly  guards 
against  contravention  of  the  "  principles  laid  down 
in  the  body  of  the  Act."  [Keating,  J. — Assume  a 
number  to  have  been  on  the  counterfoil,  all  it 
would  show  would  be  that  the  voting  paper  had 
been  used  by  a  person  representing  himself  to  be 
A.  B.  on  the  register.]  Then,  however,  we  could 
go  to  A  B.,  and  ascertain  if  he  had  voted  or  been 
personated.  [Bbett,  J. — Suppose  it  could  have 
been  ascertained  that  all  the  twenty-nine  persons 
had  voted,  and  voted  for  the  respondent,  and  were 
entitled  to  vote,  would  the  election  be  void  P]  Yes, 
for  the  omission  of  the  register  number  vitiates 
the  whole  proceedings.  [Bovill,  C.J. — Sects.  28  & 
13  tend  to  show  that  the  object  of  the  statute  was 
to  prevent  technicalities  avoiding  the  election.] 
But  these  are  not  mere  formalities;  they  are 
essential  requisites.  Secondly.  The  other  amend- 
ment is  under  rule  27  of  schedule  1.  On  the  inspec- 
tion it  was  found  that  the  tendered  papers  had  not 
been  put  into  a  separate  parcel,  but  had  been  placed  in 
the  l^llot  box  and  counted,  and  must,  therefore,  be 
struck  out.  Unless  we  have  an  allegation  in  the 
petition  we  cannot  raise  the  point.  The  tendered 
vote  is  not  to  be  counted.  [Brett,  J. — Not  on  a 
scrutiny!  if  so,  why  is  it  tendered?  Suppose  a 
case  of  personation,  and  that  the  returning  officer 
has  put  the  voting  paper,  and  also  one  tendered 
by  tne  right  person  mto  the  box,  which  is  to  be 
struck  off?]  Both.  [Brett,  J. — But  the  tendered 
vote  would  be  good  on  scrutiny.  Next,  suppose 
the  officer  has  handed  out  a  "  tendered  "  paper, 
and  the  right  person  has  voted  therewith  P]  That 
would  be  good  on  scrutiny,  but,  'prima facie,  a  case 
of  suspicion,  casting  on  the  respondent  the  onus 
of  proof.  We  are  entitled  to  the  amendments  in 
oraer  to  raise  the  question. 

Reginald  '  roum,  for  the  respondent,  showed 
cause  in  the  first  instance. — The  application  is  too 
late;  but,  if  not — first,  there  can  be  no  such 
amendments;  secondly,  the  court  will  not  allow 
an  amendment  if  merely  technical ;  thirdly,  the 
court  has  no  power  to  make  these  amendments. 
The  Corrupt  Practices  (Municipal  Elections)  Act 
1872  (36  &  36  Vict.  c.  60),  sect.  12,  enacts  that 
Municipal  Elections  may  be  questioned  by  petition, 
and  the  present  petition  can  only  be  upon  the 
last  ground  stated  in  that  section,  viz.,  that  the 
respondent  **was  not  duly  elected  by  a  majority  of 
lawful  votes."  Sect.  13  of  36  &  36  Vict.  c.  3;i,  and 
Also  Bule  67  of  Michaehnas  Term  last  (L.  Rep. 
W.  N.  7  Dec.  1872),  directing  that  "  no  proceeding 
under  Corrupt  Practices  at  Municipal  Elections 
Act  1872  shadl  be  defeated  by  any  formal  objec- 
tions "  are  to  the  same  effect.  IPer  curiam — What 
is  the  meaning  of  **  lawful  votes  "  in  sect.  12  of  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act  P]  Perhaps  its  exact  mean- 
ing would  be  difficult  to  define,  but  it  does  not  tend 
to  make  a  vote  unlawful  for  a  mere  technicality. 
This  oauUi^g  to  mark  the  counterfoila  as  pre-  | 


scribed  in  the  latter  part  of  sect.  2  is  but  an 
irregularity,  and  the  clause  does  not  declare  that 
the  votes  shall  not  be  counted  when  there  is  such 
omission,  whereas  it  does  enact  that  the  votes  shall 
be  void  if  the  provisions  which  are  in  the  earlier 
part  of  the  section  are  disregarded.  So  in  Rule  36 
the  four  matters  invalidating  voting  papers  are 
enumerated,  and  want  of  mark  on  the  counterfoil 
is  not  included.  [Bovill,  C.J. — Rule  36  only  refers 
to  matters  which  the  officer  is  able  to  count,  and 
Rule  37  says  that  "  He  shall  not  open  the  sealed 
packet  of  tendered  ballot  papers,"  &c.]  The  Legis- 
lature evidently  did  not  deem  the  want  of  a  mark 
on  the  counterfoil  of  such  importance  as  to  require 
a  provision  that  it  shoula  invalidate  the  pro- 
ceedings. Certain  matters  in  sect  13  are  condi- 
tions precedent,  others  are  merely  directory.  It 
rests  on  the  petitioner  to  show  that  the  irregu- 
larities he  complains  of  have  affected  the  result  of 
the  election.  There  is  nowhere  in  the  Act  any 
express  declaration  that  they  shall  invalidate  the 
election.  [Brett,  J. — The  first  part  of  sect.  13  is 
directly  in  your  favour,  and  is  it  to  be  said  that  the 
latter  part  does  away  with  the  effect  of  the  former  P] 
No;  and  it  can  never  have  been  intended  that  a 
petitioner  going  before  the  election  tribunal, 
and  suggesting  some  slight  irregularity  should 
cast  the  whole  burden  of  proof  on  the  respondent, 
or  at  least  put  him  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of 
disputing  the  point.  [Bovill,  C.J. — He  would 
however  get  costs.]  Moreover  there  are  provisions 
for  the  punishment  of  the  returning  officer  for 
any  real  misfeasance.  The  "tendered"  papers 
were  used  in  mere  mistake  as  ordinary  ballot 
papers,  and  save  that  the  colour  differed,  there  was 
no  distinction  between  them.  [Bovill,  C.J. — That 
was  only  an  iiregularity.] 

Bovill,  C.J. — The  question  submitted  to  the 
court  by  this  application  is  whether  the  petitioner 
should  be  allowed  to  bring  before  the  barrister 
appointed  to  trv  the  election  petition  these  two 
matters  which  nave  been  now  discussed.  If  we 
could  see  our  way  clearly  to  say  that  the  amend- 
ments asked  for  raise  a  question  which  would  have 
no  influence  on  the  result  of  the  petition,  it  would, 
we  think,  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  refuse  them. 
But  it  appears  to  me  that  the  questions  intended 
to  be  raised  are  of  grave  and  serious  importance, 
requiring  the  facts  of  the  election  to  be  clearly 
ascertained.  It  may  be  that  in  the  result  no  such 
question  may  arise  :  on  the  other  hand  it  may  be 
that  very  serious  points  may  present  themselves. 
The  provisions  of  the  rule  and  the  13th  section  do 
not  intend  that  any  mere  formal  and  technical  defect 
should  invalidate  the  decision,  unless  it  should 
affect  the  result  thereof.  But  it  is  impossible  for 
us,  upon  these  affidavits,  to  go  into  the  question. 
There  is,  however,  enough  to  satisfy  me  that  there 
are  bond  fide  points  to  be  raised  on  matters  deser- 
ving serious  investigation,  and,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, I  think  the  amendments  should  be 
allowed.  The  objection  that  the  application  is 
too  late  is  disposed  of  by  the  facts  and  by  the 
course  the  County  Court  judge  adopted,  which 
certainly  seems  a  good  practice,  in  the  absence  of 
any  reason  shown  to  the  contrary,  viz.,  to  refuse 
inspection  of  the  votes  until  the  petition  is  filed. 
The  order  for  inspection  was  not  made  until  the 
26th  Nov. ;  the  inspection  did  not  take  place  until 
the  14th  Dec.-,  the  wUtAOivBt  owov^'^  \vEWk  Sjcl 
sufficient  time  •,  and  1  ulydVl  \atvb  wiieiAxaKo^  \DL\Mafc» 
be  allowed. 
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BUBSLEM  V.  AnEySOBOUGH. 


[O.P. 


Keating,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for 
the  reasons  given  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

Brett,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  that  ques- 
tions are  raised  which  the  parties  are  entitl^  to 
raise,  and  therefore  the  amendments  ought  to  be 
allowed.  Bule  absolute. 

R.  Brown  applied  for  the  costs  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

BoviLL,  C.J. — Costs  of  both  sides  to  form  costs  of 
the  petition,  and  to  be  in  the  discretion  of  the 
baraister  trying  the  same. 

Attorney  for  the  petitioner,  Youngs  Maples,  and 
Co, 
Attorney  for  the  respondent,  Fearon  and  Co. 


Thwrsday,  Ja/n.  30, 1873. 
Bubslem  v.  Attenboboxjgh. 

39  ^  40  Oeo.  3.  c.  99  {Paumbroker$*  Act),  $8. 15, 16 
— Loss  of  pawn  ticket — Notice  to  pawnbroker — 
Stoitutory  dedaraiion  of  loss. 

The  plaintiff  pledged  three  rings,  inter  alia,  with 
the  defendant,  a  pawnbroker,  and  afterwards,  in 
delivering  a  number  of  pawn  tickets,  a^  a  security, 
to  B.,  ununttingly  handed  over  those  which  relaied 
to  the  iings,  B,  absconded.  The  plaintiff  became 
aware  of  his  mistake,  ai  once  gave  the  defendant 
notice  not  to  part  with  the  property  pawned,  and, 
after  delaying  some  tims,  obtained  from  him  a 
statutory  form  of  declaraiion  (u  to  the  loss  of  the 
tickets.  This  document  the  plaintiff  promptly 
executed  before  a  m^igistraite,  in  pursuance  of 
39  ^  40  Geo.  3,  c.  99.  s.  16,  and,  having  done  so, 
showed  tlie  same  to  the  defendant,  but  did  not 
leave  it  with  the  latter. 

The  rings  having  been,  subsequently  delvuered  to  a 
person  presenting  tlie  original  pawn  tickets,  the 
plaintiff  brought  trover  against  me  defendant 

Held  (hoesitante  Honym^n,  J.),  thai  the  defendant 
was  not  protected  by  ss.  15, 16,  39  o/"  39  ^  40 
Oeo.  3,  c.  99  (a),  but  was  liable  for  the  conversion 
of  the  rings. 


Ca)  The  material  part  of  these  seotiooB  is  as  follows : 
Sect.  15.  "  In  order  to  preyent  B.nj  inconvenienoe  to  per* 
•ons  oanyinff  on  the  trade  and  bnsinees  of  a  pawnbroker 
from  Beyeral  persons  claiming  a  property  in  the  same 
8|Oods,  be  it  enacted  that  an^  person  who  shall  at  any 
time  produce  any  sash  note  {%.€.,  the  pawn  ticket)  to  the 
person  with  whom  the  goods  therein  speeified  were 
pledged,  as  the  owner  thereof,  or  as  authorised  b^  the 
owner  thereof  to  redeem  the  same,  and  require  a  dehyerv 
of  the  goods  mentioned  therein  to  him,  such  person  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  .  .  .  the  real  owner,  and  the  .  .  . 
pawnbroker  shall  be  and  is  hereby  directed  and  required 
...  to  deliyer  such  goods  to  the  person  who  shall  so 
produce  the  said  note  to  him,  and  shall  be,  and  is  hereby 
indemnified  for  so  doing,  unless  he  shall  haye  had  pre- 
vious notice  from  the  r^  owner  not  to  deliyer  the  same 
to  the  person  producing  such  note,  or  unless  notice  shall 
haye  been  giyen  to  him  that  the  goods  haye  been  or  are 
suspected  to  haye  been  fraudulently  or  feloniously  taken 
or  obtained,  and  unless  the  real  owner  proceeds  in  man- 
ner hereinafter  proyided  and  directed  for  the  redeeming 
of  goods  pledgea,  where  such  note  has  been  lost,  mislaid, 
destroyed,  or  fraudulently  obtained  from  the  owner." 

Sect.  16.  "In  case  an^  pawnbroker  shall  haye  had  pre- 
yious  notice  as  aforesaid,  or  in  case  any  such  note  snail 
be  lost,  mislaid,  destroyed,  or  fraudulently  obtained  from 
the  owner,  and  the  goods  mentioned  therein  shall  remain 
unredeemed,  then  the  pawnbroker  .  .  .  shall  at  the  re- 
quest of  any  person  who  shall  represent  himself  as  the 
owner,  deliyer  to  such  person  a  copy  of  the  note  so  lost, 
4bo.^  with  the  form  of  an  afGldayit  ot  the  partioolar  oircum- 


This  was  an  action  against  a  pawnbroker  fat 
converting  to  his  own  use  three  diamond  rings 
pawned  with  him  by  the  plaintift  The  defendant 
pleaded  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  not  guilty  by 
statute  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  32 ;  thirdly,  not 
possessed ;  and,  fourthly,  leave  and  licence. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Grove,  J.,  at  the 
Middlesex  sittings  in  Hilary  Term  1872,  when  the 
following  facts  appeared  in  evidence  : 

The  plaintiff,  having  several  other  articles  in 
pledge  with  the  defendant  at  the  time,  pawned  the 
three  rings  in  January  1870,  receiving  pawn  tickets 
for  them  in  the  usual  course.  In  the  following 
March  he  handed  over  these  tickets  by  mistake, 
together  with  a  large  number  of  others,  in 
respect  of  articles  which  the  defendant  had  the 
statutory  right  to  sell,  to  one  Braithwaite,  who  was 
indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  1002.,  desiring 
Braithwaite  to  pay  the  interest,  and  to  re-pledge 
in  order  to  prevent  a  sale.  In  June  the  plaintiff 
discovered  that  Braithwaite  had  absconded.  He 
immediately  called  at  defendant's  office,  and 
acquainting  his  head  assistant  with  the  facts,  gave 
him  notice  not  to  part  with  any  of  his  property  if 
the  tickets  should  be  presented.  In  October  he 
called  to  make  inquiries,  and  learnt  that  some 
tickets  had  been  presented,  and  pledges  given  up 
to  the  party  presenting  them.  At  the  su^;ge8- 
tion  of  the  defendant's  assistant,  the  plamtiff 
then  made  declarations  before  a  ms^strate 
of  the  loss  of  seven  tickets,  the  tickets  in 
respect  of  the  three  rings  being  among  the 
number.  Returning  with  the  declarations  duly 
executed,  he  requested  copies  of  the  seven 
tickets,  but  not  bemg  able  to  pay  interest  unon  all 
the  pledges,  could  only  obtain  copies  or  three 
tickets,  and  took  away  with  him  the  declarations 
in  repect  of  the  other  tour,  among  which  were  the 
declarations  in  respect  of  the  three  rings.  In  Feb. 
1871,  the  original  tickets  in  respect  of  the  rings 
were  presented,  and  the  rings  were  delivered  to 
the  party  presenting  them,  and  thus  became  lost 
to  the  plaintiff.  Both  before  and  after  Feb.  1871, 
the  defendant's  assistant  had  assured  the  plaintiff 
that  Ull  the  articles  in  respect  of  which  declarations 
had  been  made  were  quite  safe. 

The  jury  having  found  specially,  in  answer  to 
questions  put  to  them  by  the  learned  judge,  that  the 
tickets  were  handed  over  to  Braithwaite  in  the 
manner  stated  by  the  plaintiff,  that  it  was  no  fault 
of  the  plaintiff  that  Braithwaite  absconded,  that  the 
plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  he  had 
made  the  declarations  and  showed  the  declarations 
to  the  defendskut,  and  that  the  value  of  the  ring^s 


stanoes  attending  the  ease,  printed  or  written,  or  in  part 
written  and  in  part  printed,  on  the  said  copy  .  .  .  and 
the  person  having  so  obtained  saoh  copy  of  the  note  and 
form  of  affidavit  shall  thereapon  proye  his  property^  in  or 
right  to  snch  goods  to  the  satisf action  ot  some  jostioe  of 
the  peace  .  .  .  and  shall  also  verify  on  oath  before  the 
said  justice  the  tmth  of  the  i)artioalar  ciroumstanoes 
attending  the  case  .  .  .  the  caption  of  saoh  oath  to  be 
authenticated  by  the  handvnriting  thereto  of  the  jostioe, 
who  is  hereby  required  so  to  authenticate  the  same, 
whereupon  the  pawnbroker  shall  suffer  the  person 
proring  such  property  to  the  satisfaction  of  such  jnstioe, 
and  wiiunng  such  affidavit  as  aforesaid,  on  leaving  sadh 
copy  of  the  said  note  and  the  said  affidavit  with  the  said 
pawnbroker  to  redeem  the  goods." 

Sect.  32.  "  If  any  person  shall  at  any  time  be  sued  for 
anything  by  him  done  in  pursuance  of  this  Aot,  or  o£ 
any  clause,  matter,  or  thmg  therein  contained,  suoh 
person  may  plead  the  general  issue,  and  give  the  special 
matter  in  evidenoe  for  nia  defenoe.  .  .  ." 
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Beg.  V,  CoDsras. 


[Bail. 


SL,  k  verdict  passed  for  the  plaintifF  for  tliat 
at,  leave  beine  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a 
:t  fbr  the  defendant,  or  a  nonsuit  on  the 
d  that  upon  the  facts  proved  the  plaintiff  was 
ititled  to  recover  npon  the  true  construc- 
it  the  15th  and  16th  sections  of  39  &  40 
^  0.  99.    A  rale  having  been  obtained  aocord- 

K  WiOiaint  and  B.  T.  Beid,  for  the  plaintiff, 
hoired  cause. — The  pnnn  tickets  were  lost  or 
d  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  16,  the  inten- 
if  which  is  to  cover  all  the  circnntatanoes 
which  the  owner  can  be  deprived  of  posses- 
The  defendant's  assistant  having  actually 
Um  declaration,  was  clearly  affected  vHth 
:e"  of  the  loss,  in  which  case  the  statutory 
nitr  npon  delivery  to  the  holder  oE  the 
,  does  not  take  effect. 

ird,  Q.C.  and  F.  Turner,  for  the  defendant, 
rted  the  rule. — These  tickets  were  neither 
>r  mislaid,  they  were  actoollv  banded  over 
jthwaite.  The  Act  provides  for  loss,  either 
oent  or  temporary,  and  for  nothing  else. 
X,  C.J. — Say,  rather,  the  Act  pravidea  for 
tj  of  the  owner  to  recover,  from  whatever 
1  The  focts  are  important  The  plaintiff 
1  Braithwaite,  and  gave  hima  complete  right 
I  with  the  tickets.  The  intention  of  the  Act 
t  the  owner  should  at  once  protect  the 
Toker,  and  redeem  the  goods,  repledging  if 
laea.  Otherwise  tbepawnbroker  is  exposed 
indefinite  rink.  "  Wbereapon,"  in  sect.  16, 
B  same  meaning  as  "  thereapon,"  which  has 
held  to  mean  within  a  reasonable  time : 
koH  T.  Watt,  6  M.  ft  W.  482). 
ILL,  C.J. — The  provisions  of  sections  15  and 
^  Pawnbrokers'  Acc  were  passed  for  the 
^on  of  the  pawnbroker  from  different 
Dts  in  respect  of  the  same  goods,  and  give 
I  express  indemnity  for  delivering  the  goods 

person  producing  the  pawn  tioKet  unless 
bad  previous  notice  from  the  real  owner  not 
O.  We  most  assnmo  in  this  case  that  such 
OS  notice  wasgiven.  The  words  ot  section  15 

Oont«raplate,  not  actual  redRmption,  which 
be  very  naid  upon  poor  people,  but  taking 
liar  proceedings  "'  in  manner  provided  "  bv 
I  16.  We  must,  therefore,  look  at  section  16, 
ie  whether  it  applies  to  the  case,  and  has 
xnnplied  with.  Now,  it  has  been  argued 
,e  ticket  was  not  "  lost "  or  "  mislaid,"  but  I 
t  was  clearly  lost,  for  the  plaintiff  had  given 
Bnitiivraite  unwittingly,  and  he  did  not 
where  to  find  it.    We  have  then  a  "  loss  " 

DOlice  of  the  loss  to  the  pawnbroker. 
is  then  a  right  to  obtain  the  copy  from  the 
roker.    This  the  pl^ntifi  did.    The  person 

obtained  such  copy  is  "  thereupon  "  to  go 

a  magistrate,  and  the  plaintili  did  there- 
o  before  the  magistrate.  There  is  a  decision 
tow  V.  Wall,  referred  to  by  Mr.  Turner) 
lis  should  be  done  at  once,  and  that  raay 
rell  be.  Th^i  for  the  protection  of  the 
nAer,  the  magistrate  is  to  authenticate  the 
tion,  "  whereupon  "  the  pawnbroker  is  to 
r"  tiie  party  pawning  to  redeem  the  goods, 
lie  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  tbe 
uid  duties  of  the  parties,  and  by  the  other 
the  party  pawning  has  a  ri^ht  to  redeem 

tbe  year,  so  that  to  compel  bim  to  redeem 
kbe  lapse  of  the  year  would  be  inconsistent. 


I  may  add  that  the  Act  of  lost  seesiou  (a)  has  re- 
moved the  difficulty,  which  will  not  arise  again. 

Keatikq,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There 
vroa  a  clear  case  of  "loss;"  the  plaintiff  did  all 
that  he  was  bound  to  do,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  Act  requiring  him  to  give  up  the  declaration 
to  the  pawnbroker  st  once.  "  Thereapon  "  means 
promptly,  as  was  decided  in  the  case  cited,  but 
"  whereupon  "  in  this  context  does  not. 

Gkove,  J,— I  do  not  think  documents  are  the 
less  mislaid  becanse  they  have  been  given  to  an- 
other person,  than  they  are  if  they  are  put  into  a 
drawer  and  cannot  be  found.  It  is  nuoeoessary  to 
decide  here  whether  the  pawnbroker  might  not 
have  been  entitled  to  sell,  or  what  might  have 
been  the  result  had  the  plsintiS  done  nothing 
besides  giving  notice. 

HoNTicAH,  J. — I  have  come  to  the  same  oonoln- 
eion,  bnt  not  without  hesitation.  It  would  have 
been  a  great  hardship  on  tbe  pawnbroker,  if  the 
plaintiff,  after  obtaining  the  declaration,  had  not 
gone  before  the  magistrate. 

Rule  dUdharged. 

Attorney  for  the  phuntiff,  Athunn. 

Attorney  for  the  defendant,  vtlberl  Neate. 


Quo  1 


Tkwrtday,  Jan.  30,  1878. 
Bbc.  v.  Cousins. 
into — What   ia   a   grievance. — Illegality 
of  eiection. 

Befnn  the  court  miU  orayit  a  qno  warranto  informa- 
tion, ii  requiret  to  be  tatiefled  that  Ihore  i»  a  tub- 
stantiai  grievance. 
Merely  ahoviing  that  the  mode  of  election    ia   ojte 
likely  to  eatue  a  grievance  and  an  injustice  w  not 

The  court  aita  only  to   decide  pointa  in  diapvle  and 

will  not  give  advice. 
Rule  callmg  npon  the  defendant  to  show  CAOse 
why  an  information  in  tbe  nature  of  a  quo  warranto 
should  not  be  exhibited  against  him  to  show  by 
what  authority  he  claims  to  exercise  the  office  of 
guardian  of  the  poor  of  tbe  town  of  Plymouth, 
on  the  ground  that  the  mode  of  takinz  the  votes 
by  the  process  called  "  scratching  "  at  the  election 
held  on  the  14th  of  May,  1872,  when  the  defendant 
was  elected  a  guardian,  was  unreasonable  and  bad, 
and  rendered  the  election  void.  By  tbe  affidavit 
of  the  relator  it  appeared  that  by  a  public  Act 
passed  in  the  siitli  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen 
Anne  a  corporation  was  created  in  the  borough  of 
Plymonth,  consisting  of  the  Mayor  and  the 
Recorder  for  tbe  time  being,  six  of  the  masters  or 
magistrates,  six  of  tbe  Common  Council,  and 
twenty  persona  to  be  chosen  out  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Andrew,  and  eighteen  out  of  the  pariah  of 
Charles,    in    tbe    same    borough,    to    be    named 

fuardiana  of  the  poor  of  Plymoutli  and  to  be  a 
odj  politic  and  corporate  in  law,  with  capacity  to 

(aj  The  Pairabrokmt'  Aot  1873  (35  «  3«  Viot.  a.  931, 
whioh  npealB.3S  *  40  aeo,3,  a.  90,  oonvilidktes  the  law 
of  pAwnbroken,  sad  ooDie  into  effvoton the  1st  Jan.  1B73. 
Bj  its  29th  seotion  this  Aat  enaots  that  the  deokntiiin 
to  ba  made  of  Uie  loM  of  a  pawn  ticket "  ahKll  not  be 
effaatnal  tor  that  pnrpooe,  nnlais  it  is  dnlj  made  amd 
dshvsrad  baok  to  Ura  pawnbroker,  cot  taur  Ihan  tht 
third  day  lAsr  Uia  day  on  whioh  the  form  ia  dalivstad 
to  ths  H>pLoMit  bj  the  pawnbroker." 
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sae  and  be  sued  in  that  name,  to  hold  lands,  to  nse 
a  common  seal,  and  to  make  rates  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor  and  otherwise  to  act  in  the  borough.  By 
the  same  Act  the  twenty  persons  for  the  parish  of 
St.  Andrew's,  and  the  eighteen  for  the  parish  of 
Charles,  are  to  be  chosen  by  the  mi^or  number  of 
votes  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  two  pai^ishes 
present  at  the  time  of  the  election,  who  are  then, 
or  were  the  year  before,  rated  at  sixpence  by  the 
month  or  more  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  such 
parish  where  they  dwell,  and  the  elections  were  to 
take  place  on  the  second  Tuesday  of  May  yearly. 
The  relator  was  an  inhabitant  oi  the  parish  of 
Charles,  and  was  for  the  year  1872  rated  at  more 
than  6d.  by  the  month  to  the  relief  of  the  poor, 
and  was  qualified  to  vote  at  the  election. 

For  many '  years  past  the  elections  in  the 
parishes  have  been  made  by  a  process  called 
"  scratching." 

On  the  14th  May,  1872,  Andrew  Harris  having 
been  elected  chairman,  he  put  it  to  the  meeting 
in  what  way  the  voting  should  proceed,  and  a 
show  of  hands  having  been  taken,  the  meeting 
resolved  in  favour  of  "scratching."  Thereupon 
the  several  candidates  were  proposed  and  seconded 
by  two  electors,  and  a  show  of  hands  taken  for 
each  candidate,  after  which  a  poll  was  demanded. 
The  names  of  all  the  candidates  were  then  written, 
each  on  separate  pieces  of  paper,  which  were 
thrown  together  into  a  hat,  and  were  thence 
drawn  one  b^  one  by  the  chairman  and  read  out, 
while  an  assistant  wrote  them  down  in  a  list  on  a 
sheet  of  paper  in  the  order  in  which  they  were 
drawn  from  the  hat.  All  the  voters  present  then 
left  the  vestry,  and  as  well  as  other  voters  who 
arrived  afterwards  were  re-admitted  one  by  one. 
Each  voter  on  entering  was  allowed  to  peruse  the 
list  of  candidates  once,  and  to  make  a  scratch  or 
mark  with  a  pen  against  the  name  of  any  candi- 
date for  whom  he  wished  to  vote.  "WTien  the  voter 
had  marked  in  this  way  as  many  names  as  there 
were  persons  to  be  elected,  he  retired.  If  he 
reachcMl  the  bottom  of  the  list  without  marking 
as  many  names  as  there  were  persons  to  be  elected, 
he  was  not  allowed  to  ^o  back  over  the  list  and 
mark  the  name  of  a  candidate  for  whom  he  wished 
to  vote,  but  whose  name  he  had  passed  over. 
The  names  of  the  voters  were  not  taken  down 
in  any  case,  nor  was  there  any  means  of  iden- 
tiiying  a  vote  upon  a  scrutiny,  neither  was  any 

Provision  made  for  voting  by  electors  who  might 
e  unable  to  read.  The  scratching  closes  as  soon 
as  a  quarter  of  an  hour  elapses  without  any 
elector  presenting  himself  to  vote,  and  in  any 
case  at  4  p.  m.  On  the  present  occasion  several 
ratepayers  protested  against  the  scratching  system, 
and  did  not  vote  at  all. 

The  defendant  was  declared  to  have  obtained 
the  largest  number  of  votes,  and  is  now  acting  as 
one  of  the  guardians  of  the  poor  for  the  borough 
of  Plymouth.  The  affidavit  further  stated  that 
there  were  upwards  of  2000  ratepayers  qualified 
as  electors  under  the  Act  of  Queen  Anne  in  each 
of  the  parishes,  but  only  132  electors  voted  for 
the  defendant,  who  was  at  the  head  of  the  poll, 
and  only  from  200  to  300  are  in  the  habit  of 
voting  at  the  elections,  in  consequence  of  the 
unsatisfactory  method  of  taking  the  votes  by  the 
system  of  scratching. 

Kingdon,  Q.C.,  J,  0.  Qriffiia  with  him,  showed 
cause  against  the  rule. — This  is  an  annual  office,  and 
there  will  be  another  election  in  May.    The  rule  was 


not  moved  until  Michaelmas  term.  In  Reg.  t. 
Hodson,  referred  to  in  22.  v.  Greene  (4  Q.  B.  ($48> 
note),  the  court  stated  that  although  they  would  not 
invariably  exclude  an  application  because  it  was  Iftte, 
yet  they  must  in  such  a  case  require  good  reasons 
for  the  delay.  The  objections  to  the  mode  of  election 
are  that  there  cannot  be  a  scrutiny,  but  no  scrutiny 
was  ever  demanded ;  and,  secondly,  that  a  persoii 
having  gone  down  the  list  cannot  go  back  to  vote 
for  a  candidate  he  has  passed  over,  but  the  affidavits 
do  not  show  that  such  a  case  occurred.  [Lush,  J. — 
In  point  of  fact,  the  relator  wants  the  court  to  lay 
down  an  abstract  proposition  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  future  elections  should  be  conducted.]  There 
is  no  grievance  here.  If  no  injustice  is  done,  the 
court  will  not  interfere,  and  the  relator  must 
clearly  show  that  some  one  was  prevented  from 
voting.  An  irregularity  1  apprehend  is  not  even 
always  sufficient  cause  for  the  courrt  to  interfere. 

Heg,  V.  The  Churchwardens  and  Inhabitants  of  (he 
parish  of  Goole,  4  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  322  ; 

Reg,  T.  Rector  and  Churchwardens  of  Pari^  of  8U 
Mary,  Lambeth,  8  Ad.  &  EL  356. 
He  also  referred  to 

Reg.  V.  The  Vicar  and  Churchwardens  qf  Hammer" 
smith,  3  B.  &  S.  504  (note). 
JT.  T,  Cole  (with  whom  was  Finder),  in  sup- 
port of  the  rule. — The  defendant  must  show 
that  he  was  elected  in  a  proper  manner.  The 
affidavit  does  show  a  grievance,  because  the 
voter  was  not  allowed  to  go  back  up  the  list, 
and  if  he  skips  too  many  names  at  first  he 
cannot  give  all  his  votes.  In  JH.  v.  Bumstead  (2  B. 
&  Adol.  699)  a  'bye-law  was  passed  for  the  future 
elections  of  the  officers  of  the  Patten  Makers 
Company ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  bad,  because  the 
election  was  required  to  be  in  a  particular  mode 
not  prescribed  or  sanctioned  by  the  charter.  The 
"  scratching  "  mode  of  election  is  neither  prescribed 
by  common  law,  or  by  statute.  [Blackburn,  J. — 
You  do  not  assert  that  anyone  else  should  be  elected; 
yon  simply  say  the  election  is  bad.]  From  the 
mode  in  which  the  election  is  carried  on,  it  is  im- 
possible to  show  any  particular  candidate  is  in- 
jured, but  several  voters  withdrew  and  refused  to 
vote  at  all.  If  they  had  voted  the  elections 
would  probably  have  been  difi*erent. 

Blackburn,  J. — There  is  no  doubt  that  we  must 
discharge  this  rule  with  costs.  A  proceeding  in 
the  nature  of  a  mio  warranto  information  at  the 
instance  of  the  Attorney-General  was  the  means 
formerly  used  to  turn  a  person  out  of  his  office. 
But  the  power  having  been  much  abused  by  the 
Queen's  coroner  and  attorney,  it  has  recently  been 
considered  that  the  more  proper  mode  is  to  pro- 
ceed by  obtaining  the  leave  of  the  court  to  file  the 
information.  In  the  case  of  a  ^uo  warranto,  where 
the  object  of  the  information  is  to  turn  a  person 
out  of  office,  the  court  satisfies  itself  as  to  tne  iact 
whether  or  not  there  has  been  any  irregularity, 
and  if  any  mischief  has  occurred,  and  if  the  coort 
sees  that  the  p>erson  in  office  is  a  right  and  proper 
person,  and  that  no  harm  is  done,  we  shall  exercise 
our  discretion  in  the  matter ;  and  I  may  add  in 
the  present  case  that  if  the  notice  of  the  court  had 
been  called  to  the  fact  that  no  one  claims  to  come  in 
in  the  place  of  the  defendant,  this  rule  would  never 
have  been  granted.  I  express  no  opinion  whether 
this  is  a  proper  and  reasonable  mode  of  votine  oir 
not.  Should  it  in  any  future  election  appear  tnat 
some  one  has  passed  by  a  name  for  which  he 
intended  to  vote,  and  been  prevented  from  votinff 
for  that  person,  the  question  would  be  raised*  aal 
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then  some  one  would  really  have  snatained  a 
mevance  that  would  support  a  quo  warrcmto; 
bnt  in  this  case  we  are  asked  to  give  an  opinion  as 
to  whether  this  mode  of  election  is  legal  or  not. 
It  has  been  well  said  by  Crompton,  J.,  that  this 
ooart  sits  to  decide  matters  in  dispute,  and  not  to 
give  advice.  There  is  no  harm  or  mischief  shown 
to  be  done  here,  and  the  rule  must  be  discharged 
with  costs. 

Lush,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  does 
not  appear  that  anyone  was  prevented  from 
▼oting.  The  court  acted  in  a  similar  manner  in 
Meg.  V.  The  Rector  cmd  Churchwardens  of  8t, 
Mary,  Lambeth  (8  A.  A  E.  356),  where,  although 
the  doors  were  dosed,  it  was  not  shown  that  any- 
one was  prevented  from  coming  in.  If  that  had 
been  shown  it  would  have  been  a  different  matter. 
The  same  ease  applies  here,  for  no  one  was  pre- 
Tented  from  voting. 

Abchibald,  J.— -It  is  altogether  unnecessary  to 
express  any  opinion  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
practice.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  mode 
of  voting  was  improperly  exercised,  or  that  any 
name  was  passed  over  inadvertently,  and  as  no 
(me  suffered,  I  think  on  the  grounds  which  have 
been  before  stated  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Bide  discharged. 

Attorneys  for  the  relator.  Fox  and  Bolmison,  for 
Carter,  Plymouth ; 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  Viza/rd,  Crowder, 
and  Co.,  for  Booker,  Plymouth. 


Jan.  31,  and  Feb.  17, 1873. 

Reg.  t;.  Waed. 

Quo  warranto — Local  Board — Betuming  officer  a 

candidate — Chrievance. 
The  eowrt  toiU  not  grant  a  quo  warranto  informa- 
tion in  consequence  of  some  informality  in  the 
proceedings  at  an  election,  unless  it  is  shown  there 
w  a  reai  grievance  by  which  some  'person  was 
injured  or  unless  the  informality  was  purposely 
eomnntted. 
The  court  before  granting  an  information  wiU  look 
at  aU  the  surrounding  circumstances,  and  then 
exercise  iheir  discretion  as  to  whether  the  harm 
done  is  sufficient  to  warrant  tlieir  interference. 
Semhle,  a  candidalefor  membership  of  a  heal  board, 
who  is  chairman,  and  continues  to  a^^  as  return- 
ing officer  after  his  nominalion,  is  ineligible,  and 
hMs  election  void. 
Ok  a  previous  day  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained 
calling  upon  John  Ward  to  show  cause  why  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  qu^  warranto  should 
not  be  exhibited  against  him  to  show  by  what 
aathority  he  claimed  to  exercise  the  office  of  a 
member  of  the  Sheemess  Local  Board  of  Health, 
tlie  ground  of  objection  being  that  he  was  chair- 
man, and  continued  to  act  as  such  until  after  the 
doee  of  the  nomination,  and  consequently  that  his 
reiom  was  void. 

The  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  from 
the  judgment  of  the  court. 

PrenHce,  Q.  C.  (with  whom  was  E.  L.  0*Malley), 
shewed  cause. — ^The  defendant  acted  under  the 
BBOiharixj  of  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63,  where  it 
is  enacted  by  the  23rd  section  that  the  chairman 
diaJl  before  every  election  prepare,  sig^,  and  pub- 
Esh  ft  notice  which  shall  contam  the  number  and 
qnaUfioiitionB  of  the  persons  to  be  elected,  the 
penooa  bj  whom  and  the  plaoes  where,  the  nomi- 


nation papers  hereinafter  mentioned  are  to  be 
receiveo,  and  the  last  day  on  which  they  are  to 
be  sent,  the  mode  of  voting  in  case  of  a  contest, 
and  the  days  on  which  the  voting  papers  wil}  be 
delivered  and  collected,  and  the  time  and  place  for 
the  examination  and  casting  up  of  the  votes. 
These  notices  Ward  sent  out  on  the  7th  Sept.,  and 
directed  the  nomination  papers  to  be  retumea  to  him. 
He  bad  not  at  that  time  been  nominated,  and  so  he 
had  a  right  to  say  to  whom  the  papers  should  be  sent. 
[Blackbukn,  J. — K  the  defendant  had  from  the 
time  he  accepted  the  nomination  ceased  to  act  and 
called  upon  Felkin  to  take  his  place,  there  would 
have  been  no  difficulty  and  no  illegalhty.]  In  Beg. 
V.  White,  L.  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  557,  the  mayor,  being 
returning  officer,  was  rec|uested  to  offer  himself  as 
a  candidate  for  re-election  as  a  town  councillor ; 
the  town  council  in  the  mean  time  appointed  a 
town  councillor  to  act  as  returning  officer ;  it  there 
was  held  that  the  election  of  the  mayor  was  valid. 
In  the  case  of  applications  made  by  individuals,  it 
has  always  been  held  discretionally  with  the  court 
either  to  grant  or  to  refuse  a  rule  for  an  informa- 
tion in  the  nature  of  a  qv^  warranto.  The  prompt- 
ness of  the  application,  and  even  the  motives  of 
the  relator,  are  all  to  be  taken  into  consideration  .* 
(Bawlinson's  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  p.  360. 
Note  to  5th  edit.)  Nor  will  the  court  let  the  rule  go 
unless  it  is  shown  that  some  person  has  suffered 
by  the  irregularity  of  the  proceedings,  which  was 
not  the  case  here.  In  Beg.  v.  the  Incumbent  and 
Churchwardens  of  the  Parish  of  Ooole  (4  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  322)  the  court  refused  to  grant  a  mandamus, 
commanding  the  election  of  certain  churchwardens, 
because  it  Sid  not  appear  by  the  affidavits  that 
anyone  had,  by  the  irregular  proceedings,  been 
prevented  from  voting,  or  that  anj  particular 
in;^ustice  had  been  done,  but  if  any  injustice  had 
been  proved  to  have  been  done,  the  court  said  the 
writ  would  have  gone.  In  Beg.  v.  the  Bect-or  and 
Churchwardens  of  tlie  Parish  of  8t.  Mary,  Lambeth 
(8  Ad.  &  E.  356),  the  rector  closed  the  doors  and 
prevented  people  from  entering.  Lord  Denman 
said,  "We  cannot  grant  this  rule  unless  we  see 
some  one  actually  suffered  by  the  act.*' 

F.  0.  Crump  in  support  of  the  rule. — The 
chairman  was  returning  officer,  and  therefore  was 
in  a  position  in  which  he  could  not  be  nominated : 
{Beg.  V.  Owens  2  El.  &  El.  86 ;  28  L.  J.  316,  Q.  B.) 
Erie,  J.,  there  says :  "  It  is  said  that  the  mavor, 
as  returning  officer  for  the  borough,  has  merely  a 
mechanical  duty  to  perform,  and  cannot  make  a 
mistake;  but  experience  shows  that  great  skill  and 
consummate  artifice  are  sometimes  used  at  these 
elections  for  boroughs  to  obtain  an  unfair  result, 
and  the  law  expects  that  the  mayor  will  withstand 
these,  and  will  not  allow  the  ri^ht  performance  of 
his  duty  to  be  endangered  by  his  becoming  a  can- 
didate at  the  election  over  which  he  presides." 
The  nomination  may  act  as  a  vote,  if  the  number 
of  candidates  are  the  same  as  the  number  of 
vacancies,  and  in  that  case  the  returning  officer 
could  not  escape  from  returning  himself.  [Black- 
BURN,  J. — You  do  not  prove  that  any  wrong  was 
done  in  this  case ;  we  cannot  assume  it  if  the 
affidavits  do  not  state  it.  Lush,  J. — Upon  the 
affidavits  before  us  we  must  assume  that  the 
defendant  did  nothing  wrong.]  The  defendant 
was  never  eligible  as  a  candidate.  It  is  quite 
sufficient  that  he  had  an  opportunity  of  acting  im- 
properly, and  it  is  impossible  to  prove  by  affidavit 
the  particular  manner  in  wbioVi  ti^oA  ^m^*  q\>(^ 
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taming  officer  being  a  candidate  operated  upon  the 
voting.  A  case  of  strong  suspicion  should  suffice 
to  induce  the  court  to  exercise  jurisdiction,  and 
that  is  shown  by  the  facts  deposed  to  in  the 
affidavits.  This  case  of  the  chairman  of  a  local 
board  is  stronger  than  that  of  mayor  of  a  corpora- 
tion, the  mayor  having  nothing  to  do  with  the 
nomination,  whereas,  by  the  Public  Health  Act 
1848,  the  chairman  controls  the  proceedings  from 
the  commencement,  and  is  subject  to  penslties  for 
not  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  It  will 
be  extremely  mischievous  if  a  chairman  can  pre- 
side over  his  own  election,  and  at  the  last  moment 
turn  round  and  declare  himself  a  candidate  and 
no  longer  returning  officer.  Without  causing 
any  specific  grievance,  he  may  employ  the  very 
artifice  pointed  at  by  Erie,  J.,  in  Meg,  v.  Owens. 
He  also  referred  to — 

Reg,  V.  Morgan,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  930 ; 

Reg.  V.   WhiUj  L.  Bep.  2  Q.  B.  557 ;  16  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.S.828; 
Reg,  V.   Parkinson,  L.  Bep.   3  Q.  B.  11 ;  17  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  169. 

Cur,  ado,  vtiU, 

Feb,  17. — The  judgment  of  the  court  (Blackburn, 
Lush,  and  Archibald,  JJ.)  was  delivered  by  Black- 
BUBN,  J. — ^This  was  a  rule  obtained  for  leave  to  file  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  for  the 
office  of  member  of  a  local  board  of  health,  against 
which  cause  was  shown  in  the  sittings  of  last  term 
before  my  brothers  Lush,  Archibald,  and  myself, 
when  the  court  took  time  to  consider  their  3udg- 
ment.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged.  It  is  convenient,  in  the  first  place, 
to  state  the  facts  as  appearing  on  the  affidavits. 
The  defendant  was  chairman  of  the  local  board, 
and  consequently,  under  the  21st  sect,  of  the  11  & 
12  Vict.  c.  63,  he  was  to  perform  all  the  duties  in 
conducting  and  completing  the  elections  for  mem- 
bers of  the  local  board.  That  section,  however, 
contains  a  provision  that  in  case  the  chairman, 
from  illness  or  other  sufficient  cause,  shall  be  un- 
able to  act,  or  shall  be  absent,  or  shall  refuse  to 
act,  some  other  person  who  shall  be  appointed  by 
the  local  board  of  health,  shall  exercise  or  perform 
such  of  the  said  powers  and  duties  as  then  remain 
to  be  exercised  or  performed?  It  was  known  that 
three  members  of  the  local  board,  one  of  whom  was 
the  defendant,  were  to  go  out  of  office,  and  that  in 
the  event  of  the  defendant  being  again  nominated 
as  a  candidate,  he  would  be  incapable  of  acting  as 
returning  officer  in  his  own  election.  On  the  29th 
Augpist  the  local  board  came  to  a  resolution  that 
the  clerk  of  the  local  board  of  the  name  of 
Felkin  should  be  appointed  under  this  section  to 
act  in  the  event  of  Ward  being  nominated  and 
accepting  the  nomination.  The  next  step  to  be 
taken  was,  under  sect.  23,  to  prepare  and  publish 
a  notice  of  the  election.  Ward,  as  chairman, 
did  accordingly,  on  the  7th  Sept.  publish  a 
notice  fixing  the  days  of  election  for  the  29th 
and  30th  Sept.,  directing  that  the  nomination 
papers  should  be  delivered  at  his  own  house, 
and  fixing  the  16th  Sept.  as  the  last  day  on  which 
nomination  papers  should  be  received.  On  the 
10th  Sept.  a  nomination  paper,  nominating  Ward 
as  a  candidate,  was  aelivered  at  his  house, 
and  we  think  it  must  be  considered  that  he  on  that 
day  accepted  the  nomination  and  became  a  candi- 
date, ana  ought  therefore  from  that  date  to  have 
ceased  altogether  to  act,  and  to  have  called  upon 
J^aUdn  topCTform  all  the  duties  which  yet  remained 


to  be  performed.  He  did  not,  however,  immedi* 
ately  do  so,  but  continued  to  receive  the  nomina- 
tion papers,  and  on  the  16th  Sept.  there  were  more 
nomination  papers  received.  The  24th  section 
requires  that  in  such  a  case  the  chairman  should 
cause  voting  papers  to  be  filled  up  and  insert  therein 
the  names  of  all  the  persons  nominated  in  the  order 
in  which  the  nominations  were  received.  Instead  of 
leaving  this  to  be  done  by  Felkin,  which  would  dearly 
have  been  the  right  course.  Ward  himself  filled  up 
the  form  of  a  voting  paper,  and  sent  it  to  the 
printers'  with  directions  to  send  the  papers  when 
printed  to  Felkin.  This  was  done,  and  from  that 
time  forward  everything  was  done  by  Felkin.  The 
election  was  duly  held,  and  Ward  was  elected  and 
returned  by  Felkin.  There  was  no  affidavit 
in  support  of  the  rule  afibrding  any  evidence 
that  tne  names  of  the  candidates  were  not 
inserted  in  the  voting  paper  in  the  order  in 
which  the  nomination  papers  were  received; 
and  there  was  the  positive  and  express  affidavit 
of  Ward  that  they  were  inserted  in  that  order, 
and  there  was  no  suggestion  on  the  affidavits  that 
the  election  would  have  been  hi  any  respect 
different  if  Felkin  had  begun  to  act  on  the  10th 
Sept.,  as  soon  as  Ward  became  n  candidate* 
instead  of  delaying  to  act  until  the  voting  papers 
had  been  sent  to  the  printers.  It  was,  however, 
contended  that,  inasmuch  as  Ward  did  act  as 
chairman  after  he  had  become  a  candidate,  his 
election  was  in  point  of  law  void,  however  short 
the  time  was  during  which  he  acted,  and  however 
immaterial  in  the  result  his  acting  turned  out  to 
be.  We  are  not  prepared  to  express  an  opinion  on 
this  point,  nor  is  it  necessary,  as  we  ail  agree 
that  tne  point  is  one  of  sufficient  difficulty  to  make 
it  proper  to  let  the  writ  fp,  in  order  that  it  might 
be  raised  on  the  record  if  the  only  question  were 
whether  the  election  was  strictly  legal.  But  that 
is  not  the  only  question.  The  power  of  the  Master 
of  the  Crown  Office  as  attorney  for  the  Queen  in 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  had  before  the  Revo- 
lution been  much  abused,  and  consequently  the 
Legislature,  by  btat.  4  &  5  W.  &  M.  c.  18,  sect.  2, 
enacted  that  he  should  not,  without  express  order, 
to  be  given  by  the  court  in  open  court,  exhibit  or 
file  any  information.  An  information  in  the 
nature  of  quo  warranto,  though  not  expressly 
named  in  this  statute,  is  within  it,  whatever  m 
the  nature  of  the  franchise  in  respect  of  which  the 
information  is  to  be  filed.  Before  the  Beform 
Bill  the  return  of  members  of  Parliament  ina  veiy 
large  number  of  boroughs  depended  upon  tM 
municipal  corporation,  which  made  qiM  warraiKdM 
for  municipal  franchises  of  exceptional  rmportanoe, 
and  there  are  subsequent  statutes  regulating  the 
mode  of  proceeding  in  quo  warranto  ror  munic^ial 
offices,  within  which  the  present  case  would  not 
fall.  But  the  very  object  of  requiring  that  the 
information  should  not  be  filed  without  exprou 
order  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  maoe  in 
open  court,  was  that  the  conrt  might  in  its  dis- 
cretion refuse  to  file  an  information  where  it  woold 
be  vexatious  so  to  do ;  and  we  think  that  exer- 
cising our  discretion  in  the  wav  in  which  it  has 
been  for  many  years  exercised  by  this  court,  we 
ought  to  refuse  to  make  the  order  in  the  preaent 
case.  In  Bex  v.  Stacey  (1  T.  B.  1),  Lord  Muiafiddt 
speaking  in  1785,  sa^s :  "  I  remember  when  it  was 
too  much  the  practice  of  the  court  to  grant  qitc 
warranto  informations  as  of  course,  that  it  was 
held  prudent  never  to  shew  cause  agiunst  the  nde 
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for  fear  of  disclosin^^  the  grounds  on  which  the 
party  went.  Bat  now,  since  these  matters  have 
oome  more  under  consideration,  it  is  no  longer  a 
motion  of  course,  and  the  court  are  hound  to  con- 
sider all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  before  they 
disturb  the  peace  and  quiet  of  any  corporation. 
We  do  not  rely  on  the  particular  circumstances  in 
that  case  as  being  in  point,  but  cite  it  for  the 
principle  laid  down  by  Liord  Mansfield  which  we 
think  has  been  uniformly  acted  upon  since.  We 
pass  over  the  intermediate  cases  to  Bex  v.  Parry 
(6  Ad.  &  El.  810).  There  in  the  considered  judg- 
ment of  the  court  it  is  said:  "It  was  m 
effect  asserted  that,  whenever  a  reasonable  doubt 
is  raised  as  to  the  legal  validity  of  a  cor- 
porate title,  we  are  bound  to  f^nt  leave  to  file 
the  information.  This  proposition,  however,  is 
wholly  untenable.  Every  case  (and  they  are  most 
numerous)  which  has  turned  upon  the  interest, 
motives,  or  conduct  of  the  relator,  proceeds  upon 
the  principle  of  the  court's  discretion,  however 
clear  in  point  of  law  the  objection  may  have  been 
to  the  party's  abstract  right  to  retain  his  office ; 
yet  the  court  has  again  and  again  refused  to  look 
at  it,  or  to  interfere  upon  one  or  other  of  these 
grounds."  Later  in  the  judgment  the  grounds  are 
stated  on  which  the  court  exercised  their  discretion 
in  that  case — "  On  the  one  hand  if  the  rule  be  made 
absolute  the  dissolution  of  the  cordoration  may  at 
least  be  reasonably  apprehended.  We  may  at 
once  say  that  this  was  a  greater  inconvenience 
than  any  to  be  apprehended  in  the  present  case, 
bat  what  follows  seems  to  us  quite  applicable  to 
the  present  case.  "  On  the  other  it  is  remarkable 
that  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule  impute 
no  corrupt,  fraudulent,  or  indirect  motive  for  the 
acts  complained  of  as  irregular;  nor  do  they 
allege  that  they  have  produced  injustice,  incon- 
Temence,  or  even  anyone  result  different  front  what 
would  have  followed  the  ftiUeat  compliance  with  the 
law  a$  then  lay  it  down.  They  do  not  go  the  length 
of  suspectmg  that  a  single  vote  has  been  won  or 
lost,  or  that  the  burgess  list  would  have  varied  in 
a  single  name.  In  fact,  neither  claim  nor  objec- 
tion as  regarded  the  Monmouth  Ward  was  made 
to  the  overseers'  hst.  We  do  not  say  that  the 
court  of  revision  had,  therefofe,  no  duties  to  per- 
form; but,  in  fact,  they  were  not  called  upon 
to  perform  any,  and  the  defective  constitution 
of  the  court  has  been  in  all  respects  an  imma- 
terial circumstance."  One  argument  much  re- 
lied on  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  that  though 
Wafd,  as  chairman,  had  performed  no  duty  except 
1^  almost  mechanical  one  of  filling  up  the  voting 
papers  with  the  candidates'  names  in  the  order  in 
which  the  nomination  papers  were  received,  yet 
the  chairman  might  nave  had  to  consider  the 
qnalification  of  those  who  signed  the  nomination 
papers — a  matter  of  a  indicml  or  at  least  quasi 
fnoicia]  nature.  Probably,  had  he  been  called  upon 
so  to  do,  he  would  have  perceived  the  propriety  of 
hdding  his  hand,  and  calling  on  Felkin  to  begin  to 
act ;  but  as  it  is,  we  think  in  exercising  our  dis- 
cretiony  we  may  well  adopt  the  view  of  the  King's 
B^ich,  in  £.  v.  Parry,  and  say,  that  as  in  fact  he 
was  not  called  upon  to  perform  any  such  duty,  the 
irregolarity  has  been  in  all  respects  on  imma- 
teriu  circumstances.  The  next  case  that  we 
woold  prefer  to  is  that  of  Beg.  v.  The  Bector 
qf  Lambeth  (8  Ad.  &  El.,  356),  and  I  refer  to  it 
prindpaOy  because  the  office  there  in  question  was 
not  a  oofxxnata  office,  and  that  the  inconvenience 
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which  would  have  been  sustained  from  ousting  the 
churchwarden  would  only  have  been  that  the 
quiet  of  the  parish  would  be  disturbed  by  a  new 
election,  when  the  former  election  was  substanti- 
ally right  though  irregular;  yet  the  court  dis- 
charged the  rule  on  the  ground  that  nothing  was 
stated  to  show  that  the  result  of  the  election  was 
different  from  what  it  would  have  been  if  the 
irregularity  had  not  taken  place.  The  same 
principle  was  acted  upon  in  Beg.  v.  Ooole  (4  L.  T. 
Kep.  N.  S.  322),  and  in  a  very  recent  case  of  Beg.  v. 
Cousins  (see  preceding  case)  in  this  court  a 
short  time  before  the  present  rule  was  argued. 
We  think  therefore  that  seeing  that  the  mis- 
take committed  here  has  proauced  no  result 
whatever,  that  the  same  persons  have  been 
elected  who  would  have  been  elected  if  the  elec- 
tion had  been  conducted  with  the  most  scrupulous 
regularity,  and  that  the  defendant's  title,  if  bad  at 
all,  is  only  bad  as  I  maj  say  on  special  demurrer, 
we  ought,  in  the  exercise  of  our  discretion,  to  re- 
fuse leave  to  disturb  the  peace  of  this  district  by 
filing  this  information.  It  is  worth  saying  that  if 
in  any  future  case  it  should  appear  that  the  chair- 
man wilfully  and  contumaciously  acted  at  all  in  his 
own  election,  the  court  might  well  in  its  discretion 
order  the  filing  of  an  information,  in  order  to  check 
such  a  practice.  Nothing  that  we  have  said  is 
intended  to  apply  to  such  a  case. 

Bule  discharged  wUhotU  costs. 

Attorneys  for  relator,  Brooh  and  Chapmari  (for 
Mole,  Sheerness). 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant.  Eyre  and  Co. 


COURT  OF  APFBAL  IV  CHAVCEBT. 

Reported  by  E.  Stbwabt  Boche  and  H.  Peat,  Eaqra., 
Barri8ter>>at>Law. 


Thursday,  Dec.  19, 1872. 

(Before  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Selbome)  and  the 

Lords  Justices.) 

Be  The  Charitable  Gipts  for  PRisoNER3;^a; 
parte  The  Gtovernohs  op  Christ's  Hospital. 

Charity—Endowed  Schools  Act  1869  (32^  dS  Vict, 
c.  66),  s.  30 — Court  of  Ch<incery — Jurisdiction — 
ChaHtahU  Trusts  Act  1853  (16  ^  17  Vict.  c.  137), 
8. 128 — Bestrictions  on  righi  of  appeal — Limit  of 
am^ount. 

Of  a  number  of  charities  for  the  benefit  of  poor  pri- 
soners arrested  for  debt  vn  the  city  of  London,  four 
were  vested  in  the  Chvemors  of  Christ's  Hospital 
as  trustees.  On  the  passing  of  the  Act  abolishing 
imprisonmrent  for  debt,  the  objects  of  these  charities 
failed.  In  June  1870,  the  Attorney -General  took 
out  q,  summons,  under  the  28th  section  of  the 
Cha/ritable  Trusts  Act  1853,  to  have  a  scheme 
settled  for  the  future  numagement  of  all  these 
charities,  and  in  May  1871,  an  order  wa^  made 
by  Bacon,  V.C.,  directing  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
property  belonging  to  these  charities,  and  that  a 
scliem^  for  their  future  manageTnent  should  be 
settled  in  chambers. 

In  Aug.  1870,  the  Governors  of  Christ's  Hospital 
laid  before  the  Endowed  Schools  Commissioners  a 
scheme  for  the  management  of  all  the  endowments 
vested  in  them,  indudiyig  the  four  charities  for 
prisoners,  which  scheme  provided  for  the  appltca- 
tion  of  the  funds  to  educational  purposes,  out  no 
decision  upon  this  schema  had  been  come  to  bu  the 
commissioners  at  thA  date  of  iKe  Yxce-OWxtwc^&Vxy^  % 
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crder,  or  at  the  date  of  the  hearmg  of  the  ajppeaX 
from  that  order : 
ISeld  (affirming  the  decision  of  Bacon,  F.O.),  that 
the  fact  thai  this  scheme  was  pending  before  the 
Endowed  Schools  Commissioner's,  was  no  reason 
why  the  Court  of  Chancery  shotdd  not  exercise  its 
jurisdiction  in  making  an  order  thai  a  scheme  he 
settled  for  the  future  management  ofaU  the  chari- 
ties for  prisoners,  or  why  it  should  exclude  the 
fou/r  charities  in  question  from  its  order. 
The  provisions  of  sect.  28  of  the  Charitable  Trusts 
Ad  1853,  limiting  the  right  of  appeal  from  an 
order  of  a  Vice-chancellor,  are  not  applicable  to  a 
case  where  the  aggregate  income  of  the  charities 
dealt  with  by  the  order  exceeds  1001.,  though  the 
income  of  each  of  the  cliarities  is  under  lOOL 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Bacon, 
V.C. 

Of  a  number  of  charitable  endowments  which 
existed  in  the  city  of  London  for  the  benefit  of 
poor  prisoners  arrested  for  debt,  four  were  vested 
m  the  Grovemors  of  Christ's  Hospital  as  trustees. 

On  the  passing  of  the  Del>tors'  Act  1869  (32  &  33 
Vict.  0.  62),  by  which  imprisonment  for  debt  was 
abolished,  the  objects  of  tnese  charities  foiled. 

Accordingly,  in  June  1870,  the  Attomey-Greneral 
took  out  a  summons  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  28th  section  of  the 
Charitable  Trusts  Act  1863  (16  &  17  Vict.  c.  137), 
for  the  purpose  of  having  a  scheme  settled  bj  the 
court  for  the  future  management  and  regulation  of 
all  these  charitable  endowments  for  the  relief  of 
prisoners  arrested  for  debt ;  and  upon  this  sum- 
mons Vice-Chancellor  Bacon,  in  May  1871,  made 
an  order  directing  an  inquiry  as  to  the  property 
belonging  to  these  various  charities,  and  that  a 
scheme  or  schemes  for  their  future  management 
and  regulation,  and  the  application  of  the  mcome 
thereof  should  be  settled. 

The  Gt>vemors  of  Christ's  Hospital,  who,  as 
well  as  the  trustees  of  several  of  the  other  chari- 
table endowments,  had  opposed  the  application  of 
the  Attomey-Greneral  before  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
now  appealed  from  this  order,  in  so  far  as  it  affected 
the  four  charities  vested  in  them. 

Bv  the  Endowed  Schools  Act  1869  (32  &  33  Vict, 
c.  56),  sect.  30,  it  is  provided  that : 

"In  the  case  of  any  endowment  which  is  not 
an  ednoational  endowment  as  defined  by  this  Act, 
bat  the  income  of  which  is  applicable  wholly  or  par- 
tially to  any  one  or  more  of  the  following  porposes 
— namely,  inter  alia,  relief  of  poor  prisoners  for  debt,  or 
any  pnrposes  which  have  failed  altogether,  or  have  become 
insignificant  in  comparison  with  the  magnitude  of  the 
endowment,  if  originally  given  to  charitable  nses  in  or 
before  the  year  1800,  it  shall  be  lawfol  for  tiie  conmiis- 
sioners,  with  the  consent  of  the  governing  body,  to 
declare,  hj  a  scheme  nnder  this  Act,  that  it  is  desirable 
to  apply,  for  the  advancement  of  education,  the  whole  or 
any iMkrt  of  snch  endowment;  and  therenpon  the  sam^ 
shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  to  be 
educational  endowment,  and  may  be  dealt  witii  by  the 
same  scheme  accordingly." 

The  Act  provides  that  any  scheme  approved  by 
the  commissioners  must  be  laid  before  Parliament 
for  forty  days,  and  must  be  approved  by  her  Majesty 
in  Council  before  it  can  have  any  operation ;  and 
by  the  52nd  section  of  the  Act,  the  power  of  the 
Court  of  Chanodry  with  respect  to  educational 
endowments  is  taken  away. 

Shortly  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  the  Gover- 
nors of  Christ's  Hospital  gave  notice  to  the 
Endowed  Schools  Commissioners  of  their  intention 
to  propose  a  scheme  for  the  management  of  all  the 


endowments  vested  in  them,  as  well  educational  as 
those  for  the  benefit  of  prisoners,  and  their  actual 
scheme  was  laid  before  the  commissionerB  in  Aug. 
1870 ;  but  as  yet  no  decision  had  been  come  to  hj 
them  upon  it.  This  scheme  provided  for  the  a{^- 
cation  of  the  funds  of  the  four  prison  oharities  to 
educational  purposes  oonneotod  witii  Christ's 
Hospital. 

The  Attorney-General's  scheme  provided  thai 
the  funds  of  all  the  prison  charities  should  be 
applied  as  one  general  mnd  for  the  establishment 
and  maintenance  of  industrial  schools. 

Lindley,  Q.C.  and  Freeling,  for  the  appellants^ 
were  proceeding  to  open  the  appeal  when 

Vaughan  Hawkins  (with  nim  the  SoUeaor" 
General,  Sir  (horge  Jessel,  Q.C.),  for  the  Attorney- 
General,  took  the  preliminary  objection  that  the 
appellants  were  precluded  from  appealing  from  the 
Vice-Chancellor  s  order,  by  the  provisions  of  the 
28th  section  of  the  Charitable  Tmsts  Act  1853, 
inasmuch  as  the  income  of  each  of  the  four  cha- 
rities was  under  lOOL 

The  Lo&D  Chancellor  (Selbome)  overruled  the 
objection,  being  of  opinion  that  the  provisions  of 
the  28th  section  of  the  Act,  limiting  the  right  of 
appeal,  did  not  apply  when  the  aggregate  income 
of  the  charities  aesXt  with  by  the  oraer  exceeds 
lOOZ. 

The  LoBi>s  Justices  were  of  the  same  opinion. 

JrtndZey,  Q.C.  and  Freelir^g,  then  opened  the 
appeal.— We  do  not  dispute  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
V  ice-Chancellor  to  make  the  order  which  he  has 
made,  but  we  say  that  no  order  ought  to  be  made 
by  this  court  with  regard  to  the  funds  of  these 
four  charities  until  it  is  seen  what  course  will  be 
taken  by  the  Endowed  Schools  Commissioners 
upon  the  scheme  laid  before  them  by  the  appeUants. 
Tne  court  ou^ht  either  to  exclude  these  four 
charities  from  its  order,  or,  if  it  includes  them,  it 
ought  to  give  some  special  direction  with  regard 
to  the  scheme  now  before  the  commissioners.  The 
Endowed  Schools  Act  conferred  jurisdiction  on 
the  commissioners  with  respect  to  educational 
endowments,  and  this  court  ought  not  to  interfere 
with  the  jurisdiction  given  to  them  by  the  Act. 
[The  Lord  Chancellor  :  The  commissioners  have 
as  yet  taken  no  step  under  the  30th  section  d[  the 
Endowed  Schools  Act  with  respect  to  these  en- 
dowments, and  till  they  have  done  so,  the  f  ands 
are  not  subject  to  any  jurisdiction  but  that  of  this 
court.]  If  the  commissioners  should  make  a  decla- 
ration that  it  is  desirable  to  apply  these  funds  for 
the  advancement  of  education,  the  jurisdiction  (^ 
this  court  to  deal  with  them  will  be  gone.  [The 
Lord  Chancellor:  Is  not  this  an  application  to 
us  to  exercise  our  discretion  in  reversmg  an  order 
which  is  perfectly  right?]  No  doubt  it  is  to  a 
certain  extent  a  matter  of  discretion.  But  the 
Legislature  intended  that  the  Endowed  Schools 
Commissioners  should  deal  with  endowments  ol 
this  kind,  and  the  court  should  exercise  its  discre- 
tion, and  not  interfere  in  a  case  where  a  scheme  for 
the  regulation  of  the  endowments  has  been  laid 
before  the  commissioners.  If  the  scheme  had  been 
approved  by  the  commissioners,  and  laid  before 
Parliament,  and  was  only  awaiting  the  approval  of 
her  Majesty  in  Council,  this  court,  though  it  still 
retained  its  jurisdiction,  would  surely  abstain  firom 
making  any  order.  We  submit  that  it  ought  to 
act  in  the  same  way  under  present  cironmstanciBS. 
They  referred  to 

The  Attorney-General  v.  LepvM,  2  Swaast.  1SL 
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Be  Lbe's  Tbusts. 


[V.O.  B. 


Without  calling  npon 

The  Soliciior-Oeiiercd  (Sir  Oeorge  Jessel,  Q.C.) 
and  Vau^han  SoMhifu,  who  appeared  in  sapport 
of  the  Yice-Chancellor's  order, 

The  Lord  Ghancellob  (Selbome)  said: — We 
are  dearly  of  opinion  that  the  order  which  has 
been  made  in  this  case  is  perfectly  right.  These 
are  four,  as  we  understand,  of  a  considerable 
number  of  charities  which  have  become  derelict,  if 
I  may  use  the  expression,  by  reason  of  the  cessa- 
tion of  imprisonment  for  debt.  The  Attomey- 
Oeneral,  who  is  the  officer  properly  charged  with 
the  duty  of  seeing  that  charities  are  rightly  admi- 
niatered,  has  applied  to  this  court,  which  is  the 
proper  authority  for  that  purpose,  to  have  the 
whole  aggregate  funds  of  the  various  charities 
mentioned  in  the  summons  properly  dealt  with, 
under  the  order  of  this  court,  by  some  proper 
scheme,  and  theVice-Ghancellor  has  made  an  order, 
apparently  at  large,  leaving  it  open  to  the  Attomey- 
Ueneral,  or  to  any  other  compMBtent  puty,  to .  pro- 
pose any  scheme  whatever  which  may  be  right. 
Now  it  is  suggested  that  because  the  Endowed 
Schools  Act,  by  the  30th  section,  gives  a  power  to 
the  commissioners  under  that  Act,  with  the  consent 
of  the  governing  body  of  any  endowment,  to  divert 
endowments  of  the  character  which  these  par- 
ticular endowments  possess,  from  their  original 
destination  to  educational  purposes,  and  because 
Christ's  Hospital,  not  at  lar^e,  but  in  connection 
with  a  particular  scheme  wnich  they  have  sub- 
mitted to  the  Endowed  Schools  Gommissioners, 
have  expressed  a  wilUngness  to  give  such  a  consent 
as  to  four  of  these  charities,  it  is  suggested  for 
that  reason,  that  the  order  which  the  Yice-Ghan- 
oellor  has  made  is  in  some  respect  or  other  wrong. 
If  it  be  not  wrong,  it  is  dear  that  we  ought  not  to 
reverse  it.  It  is  suggested,  not  that  it  is  absolutely 
wrong,  but  that  the  court  ought,  in  the  exercise  of 
a  sound  judicial  discretion,  under  these  circum- 
stances, either  to  have  refused  to  include  these 
four  charities  in  its  order,  or  to  have  included 
them  with  some  special  direction  relative  to  the 
application  which  was  being  made  to  the  Endowed 
Sniools  Gommissioners.  As  to  refusing  to  in- 
clude these  four  charities  in  the  order,  they 
being  charities  in  the  same  situation  witn 
aU  the  others,  except  in  the  particular  re- 
spect to  which  I  have  adverted,  1  for  my 
part  cannot  see  how  the  court  would  have  been 
justified  in  doing  so.  If  the  petition  had  been  pre- 
sented as  to  those  four  charities  alone,  of  course 
the  court,  if  it  had  thought  right,  might  have 
directed  the  hearing  of  the  petition  to  stand  over 
for  any  reasonable  time,  in  order  to  see  whether 
the  matter  would  be  taken  out  of  its  hands  by  the 
Endowed  Schools  Gommissioners  under  this  Act, 
bat  no  one  can  seriously  sa^  that  the  fate  of  a 
great  number  of  other  chanties,  as  to  which  no 
application  to  the  Endowed  Schools  Gommissioners 
is  pending,  should  be  kept  in  suspense  because  of 
the  possibility  of  their  dealing  with  these  four 
charities ;  and,  if  not,  it  was  in  my  judgment  right, 
and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  make  such  an 
order  with  respect  to  the  whole.    With  respect  to 

e'ving  a  particular  direction  that  the  court  should 
we  regard  to  the  scheme,  that,  I  apprehend, 
would  be  clearly  wrong.  The  merits  of  the  scheme 
were  not  to  be  decided  by  the  court  at  the  time, 
and  if  the  court  did  not  intend  to  express  an 
opinion  in  &TOiir  of  the  scheme  upon  its  merits,  it 
would  be  improper  to  introduce  any  directions, 


more  especially  as  it  is,  under  the  order  that  has 
been  made,  entirely  competent  to  the  court  in 
chambers  to  give  every  consideration  which  may 
be  right  or  proper  to  the  fact  of  the  pendency  of 
the  scheme  before  the  commissioners  and  to  the 
substance  of  the  scheme  itself.  There  is  no  diffi- 
onltj  at  all  in  proposing,  with  regard  to  these  four 
charities,  if  that  is  the  best  way  of  dealing  with 
them,  that  they  should  be  dealt  with  in  connection 
with  the  educational  charities  over  which  the 
commissioners  have  exclusive  jurisdiction,  subject, 
of  course,  to  the  concurrence  of  the  commissioners, 
whoso  concurrence  in  that  respect  would,  as  to 
those  educational  charities,  be  necessary.  Of 
course,  any  other  scheme  whatever  may  be  pro- 
posed, whether  the  scheme  would  or  would  not  have 
the  effect  of  bringing  them  under  the  authority  of 
the  Endowed  Schools  Gommissioners.  The  matter 
is  perfectly  at  large,  and  the  argument  of  Mr. 
Lindley,  when  it  is  carefully  examined,  really 
cotnes  to  this,  that  we  are  not  to  trust  this  court 
to  do  what  is  right,  and  to  exercise  a  sound  judicial 
discretion  in  working  out  this  order.  If  the  best 
thing  is  that  which  Christ's  Hospital  wish  to  do, 
the  court  may  be  trusted  to  concur  in  all  proper 
measures  in  order  to  have  the  thing  done.  If  it  be 
not  the  best  thing,  then  the  fact  of  Ghrist's  Hos- 
pital desiring  it,  honourable  and  respectable  as  that 
body  is,  can  be  no  possible  reason  why  this  court 
should  interfere  with  the  ordinary  course  of  the 
administration  of  justice,  in  order  to  assist  in  pro- 
moting a  scheme  which  on  the  hypothesis  is  not 
the  b^t  that  can  be  suggested.  On  all  grounds, 
I  cannot  but  think  that  this  is  an  appeal 
which  has  been  presented,  rather  in  deference  to 
the  wishes  of  a  most  respectable  body  of  trustees, 
than  with  any' hope  of  success,  and  that  the  only 
thing  wo  can  do  with  it  is  to  dismiss  it  with  costs. 

Lord  Justice  James. — I  desire  only  to  add,  that 
this  court  has  always  been  in  the  habit  in  these 
matters  of  placing  great  confidence  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Attorney-General,  as  to  whether  he 
would  or  would  not  press  for  an  order,  and  as  to 
whether  he  would  or  would  not  press  the  execution 
of  the  order. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish. — I  agree. 

Appeal  accordingly  dmnissed  with  costs. 
Solicitor  lor  the  appellants,  /.  /.  Maherly. 
Solicitor  for  the  Attorney-General,  Feaxon, 


V.C.   BACOH'S    COVBT. 

Reported  by  the  Hon.  Robekt  Bdtlkb  an^F.  Goitld, 
£eq.,  Barrl8ter8>at-Law. 


Dec  7  and  14, 1872. 
Be  Lee's  Trusts. 

Mortmain — Bequest  towards  building  and  endowing 
a  churchf — Church  Building  Act  (42  Qeo,  3, 
c.  108). 

A  bequest  to  a  church  diocesan  building  society 
towards  building  and  endotving  a  church,  but 
without  referring  to  an  existing  site  or  expressly 
excluding  the  applicaiion  of  tlie  money  to  the 
acquisition  of  land,  is  void,  except  to  the  extent  of 

mi 

James  Prince  Lee,  late  Bishop  of  Manchester,  by 
his  will,  after  making  certain  specific  and  pecuniary 
bequests,  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his 
wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  he  directed  hia 
trustees  to  pay  the  sum  of  40001.  "  tA  \»Vl^  C\i\yx^ 
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Diocesan  Building  Society,  in  Manchester,  towards 
building  and  endowing  a  church  in  some  parish  in 
the  diocese  of  Manchester,  the  patronage  of  which 
is  in  the  gift  of  the  Bishop  of  Manchester,  as  the 
new  church  so  to  be  built  is  to  be,*'  and  he 
appointed  his  wife  residuary  legatee  and  executrix, 
and  Thomas  Dudley  Bider  and  Bobert  Birley 
executors  of  his  will. 

By  the  constitution  of  the  Manchester  Diocesan 
Church  Building  Society,  the  object  for  which  ihe 
society  was  established  was  defined  to  be  "  solely 
the  providing  of  funds  and  the  administration  of 
the  same  by  grants  towards  procuring  sites  for,  or 
in  aid  of,  churches  or  chapels  to  be  built,  rebuilt, 
enlarged,  or  to  bo  endowed,  purchased,  or  procured 
under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  several  Church 
Building  Acts,  or  the  ordinary  ecclesiastical 
authority ;  and  also  toward  the  erection,  or  provi- 
sion, of  parsonage  houses  for  the  residence  of  the 
clergy." 

The  executors  being  in  doubt  whether  the 
bequest  of  40002.,  or  at  any  rate  all  beyond  the  sum 
of  500Z.  part  thereof,  was  not  void  under  the 
Statutes  of  Mortmain,  paid  the  sum  of  35002.  into 
court,  under  the  Trustee  Belief  Act. 

Mrs.  Lee,  the  residuary  le^tcc,  now  presented  a 
petition  by  which  she  submitted  that  the  bequest 
of  4000Z.  was  void,  except  to  the  extent  of  5002., 
and  prayed  that  the  35002.  might  be  paid  to  her  for 
her  own  absolute  benefit. 

Amnhletij  Q.C.  and  Bury  for  the  petitioner. — As 
to  5002.,  we  admit  the  bequest  to  be  good,  having 
regard  to  the  Church  Building  Act  (43  Geo.  3, 
c.  108) ;  but  as  to  the  35002.  in  court  the  bequest 
is  void  under  the  Statute  of  Mortmain  (9  Geo.  2, 
c.  36),  as  in  the  will  there  is  no  reference  to  anv 
existing  site  on  which  the  church  is  to  be  erected, 
nor  does  the  will  contain  any  words  expressly 
excluding  the  application  of  the  bequest  to  the  ac- 
quisition of  land.    They  referred  t<> — 

Re  Watmough*8  Trusts,  22  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  88 ;   L. 

Bop.  8  £q.  272 ; 
Booth  V.  Carter,  L.  Bep.3  Eq.  757  ; 
Pratt  V.  Harvey,  25  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  200 ;  L.  Rep.  12 

Eq.  544; 
He  Ireland's  Will,  12  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  381,  Ch. ; 
Hawkins  Y,  Allen,  23  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  451 ;  L.  Rep. 

10  Eq.  246. 

0.  William807i  for  the  executors. 

Speed  for  the  society. — The  objects  for  which 
the  society  was  established  are  lawful,  and  this 
bequest,  which  is  to  be  applied  according  to  the 
rules  of  the  societv,  is  therefore  valid.  No  inten- 
tion contrary  to  the  Statute  of  Mortmain  can  be 
gathered  from  the  words  of  the  will. 

Tatham  Y.  Drummond,  11  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  324;   2 

H.  &  M.  262 ; 
Sinnett  v.  Herbert,  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  7 ;   L.  Rep.  7 
Ch.232; 

was  also  referred  to. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said. — ^The  rule  is  well 
settled  that  in  order  to  make  a  bequest  of  this 
kind  valid  there  must  be  in  the  will  words  re- 
ferring to  an  existing  site  on  which  the  building 
may  be  erected,  or  which  expressly  exclude  the 
laymg  out  of  the  money  in  the  purchase  of  land. 
No  such  words  are  to  be  found  in  this  will. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  petitioner  is  enti- 
tled, after  payment  of  costs,  to  tne  35002.  in  court, 
for  her  own  absolute  benefit. 

Solicitors  for  the  petitioner,  WiUiamaon,  HiU. 
and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  society,  Burder  and  Dunniiig. 


COUBT  OF  QVSEV8  BEVCS. 


Reported  by  J.  Sborr  and  M.  W. 

Barri«ter»>at-Law. 


McKellab,  Eaqn.. 


Monday t  Jan.  27, 1873. 
Beg.  v.  The  Justices  of  Southpobt. 

Incorporated  clauses  of  a  previous  statute — Effect  oj 

repeal  of   previous  statute — The  Licensing  Ad 

1872  (35  cj-  36  Vict.  c.  94.) 

9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  «6.  27, 28,  and  29,  provides  for  apj^eais 

to  quarter  sesftions  as  to  licences  to  keepers  oftnns, 

alehouses,  and  victualling  houses. 

The  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869  (32  cj-  33  Vid. 

c.  27)  is  a  temporary  Act ;  and  hy  sect.  8  all  the 

provisions  of  the  9  GftJO.  4,  c.  61,  as  to  appeal  from 

any  a>ct  of  any  justice,  shall,  so  far  as  may  he,  have 

effect  with  regard  to  grants  of  certificates  under 

this  Ad. 

The  Licensing  Ad  1872  (35  ^  36  Vid.  e.  94)  sed.  7b, 

repeals  so  much  of  tJie  Wine'  and  Beerhouses  Ads 

CM  makes  tkch  Acts  temporary  in  their  duraHon, 

and  the  said  Acts  are  thenceforth  to  be  perpdual; 

it  also  repeals  tlie  Acts  and  parts  thereof  mentiov^ 

in  the  schedule;    amongst  which  are  seds.  27, 

28  and  29  o/9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  hut  not  sed.  8  o/32  ^ 

33  Vid.  c.  27. 

Held  upo7h  a  rule  for  mandamus  to  compel  judices 

to  grant  a  certificate  under  32  ^  33  Vict.  c.  27, 

tJuit  tJie  proper  remedy  was  hy  appeal  to  quarter 

sessions,  tlie  incorporated  appeal  clauses   in  the 

second  Ad  not  having  been  repealed  by  the  repeal 

of  the  first  Ad. 

J.  Paterson,  on   the   14th  Nov.  last,  obtained  a 

rule  7usi  calling  upon  the  defendants  the  justices 

of  Southport  to  show  cause  why  a  writ  of  man* 

damns  should  not  issue  compelling  them  to  grant 

certificates  to  James  Edwardson,  authorising  the 

grant  to  him  of  licences  to  sell  by  retail  Deer, 

wine,  and  sweets,  or  British  wines,  to  be  consumed 

off  his  premises. 

The  said  James  Edwardson  kept  a  grocer's  shop 
at  Southport  in  Lancashire;  and  before  the  last 
general  annual  licensing  meeting  he  duly  gave 
the  notices  reciUirod  by  sect.  7,  of  The  Wine  and 
Beerhouse  Act  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  27),  for  an 
application  for  a  certificate  under  sect.  8  of  that 
Act.    That  section  is  as  follows : — 

All  the  provifiionB  of  the  said  Aot  of  the  ninth  year  of 
the  reign  of  King  Qeorge  the  Fourth  as  to  the  terms 
npon  which,  and  the  manner  in  which,  and  the  persona  by 
whom,  grants  of  licences  are  to  be  inade  b^  the  jiutioes 
at  the  said  general  annual  licensing  meeting,  and  as  to 
appeal  from  an^  aot  of  any  jostioe,  shall  so  tar  as  mi^ 
be  nave  effect  with  regard  to  grants  of  certificates  imdsr 
this  Act,  subject  to  Uiis  auaufioation :  that  no  applioa> 
tion  for  a  certificate  unaer  this  Act  in  respect  of  a 
Ucence  to  sell  by  retail  beer,  cider,  or  wine,  not  to  be 
consumed  on  the  premises  shall  be  refused,  exeept  upon 
one  or  more  of  the  following  grounds  ;  vis. : 

1.  That  the  applicant  has  failed  to  produce  satisfaotoxy 
evidence  of  good  character. 

2.  That  the  house  or  shop  in  respect  of  which  a  lioenoe 
is  sought,  or  any  adjacent  house  or  shop  owned  or  coca- 
pied  by  the  person  applying  for  a  licence,  is  of  a  dis- 
orderly character,  or  frequented  by  thieves,  proetitates, 
or  persons  of  bad  character. 

3.  That  the  applicant  haying  previously  held  a  lioencs 
for  the  sale  of  wine,  spirits,  beer,  or  cider,  the  samo  has 
been  forfeited  for  his  misconduct,  or  that  he  has,  through 
misconduct,  been  at  any  time  previously  adjudged  dis- 
qualified from  receiving  any  such  licence,  or  from  selling 
any  of  the  said  articles. 

4.  That  the  applicant,  or  the  house  in  respect  of  whioh 
he  apphes,  is  not  duly  qualified  as  by  law  is  required. 

Where  an  application  for  anv  such  hmt-mentiainsd  oer- 
tifioate  is  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  house  in  rsspeet 
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of  mldek  he  i^iklies  is  not  duly  qualified  as  by  law  is 
required,  the  jostioee  shall  Bpecdf^  in  writing  to  the 
applioant  the  gronnds  of  their  aeoieion. 

The  defendants,  the  said  justices,  refused  to 
grant  the  applicant,  the  said  James  Edward8on, 
the  certificate  for  which  he  applied,  but  the  ground 
of  their  refusal  was  neither  of  the  four  grounds ' 
authorised  by  the  said  8th  section. 

A.  L.  Smith  showed  cause  on  behalf  of  the  Justices 
of  Southport — It  must  be  admitted  that  this  refusal 
was  not  based  upon  either  of  the  four  grounds 
mentioned  in  the  Act,  and,  therefore,  it  cannot  be 
justified.  Beg,  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire  (40 
L».  J.  17,  M.  G.)  relates  only  to  original  applications. 
The  proper  remedy,  however,  was  by  appeal  to  the 
quarter  sessions,  in  which  caae  this  rule  for  a 
mandamus  cannot  be  made  absolute.  Beg.  v. 
Piigrim  (40  L.  J.  3,  M.  G.)  was  a  case  upon  an  appeal 
to  quarter  sessions  under  this  Act  before  1872. 
The  power  of  the  prosecutor  to  appeal  to  the 
quarter  sessions  in  this  case  depends  upon  the 
effect  of  the  repeal  section  and  schedule  in  the 
Intoxicating  Liquor  Licensing  Act  1872  (35  &  36 
Vict.  c.  94).  By  sect.  75  "  the  several  Acts  set 
forth  in  the  second  schedule  hereto  shall  be  re- 
pealed to  the  extent  to  which  such  Acts  are  therein 
expressed  to  be  repealed,  and  in  particular  there 
shall  be  repealed  so  much  of  the  Wine  and  Beer- 
houses Acts  as  makes  such  Acts  temporary  in  their 
duration,  and  the  said  Acts  shall  henceforth  be  per- 
petuaL*'  In  the  second  schedule  of  the  Act  are 
enumerated  the  9  (jeo.  4  c.  61,  ss.  27,  28,  and  29, 
which  are  the  sections  giving  and  providing  for 
appeals  to  quarter  sessions.  In  that  sch^ule, 
however,  there  is  no  mention  of  the  8th  section  of 
the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869,  which  is  above 
first  set  out.  Several  cases  have  been  decided  in 
which  an  intermediate  Act  has  incorporated  or  re- 
enacted  provisions  of  an  earlier  Act ;  and  a  third,  a 
subsequent  Act,  repealing  the  first  Act,  without 
mention  of  the  second  Act,  has  been  held  not  to 
affect  the  incorporated  or  re-enacted  provisions  of 
the  second.  The  words  of  the  intermediate  Act  in 
this  case,  sect.  8  of  the  Act  of  1869,  are,  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  Act  of  1828  *'  as  to  appeal  from 
any  act  df  any  jubtioe,  shall,  as  far  as  may  be, 
have  effect  with  regard  to  grants  of  certificates 
under  this  Act."  In  Beg,  v.  Stock  (8  A.  &  E. 
405)  this  principle  of  interpretation  was  ad- 
mitted rather  than  decided,  the  case  being  de- 
termined upon  another  point.  The  words  of 
the  intermediate  Act  were  these,  **  on  notice  being 

STen  in  the  manner  and  form  prescribed  by  an 
ct  passed,"  &c.;  this  Act  alluded  to  having 
been  repealed  by  a  subsequent  Act  which  made  no 
raferenoe  to  this  one.  Beg.  v.  llie  Inhab^itants 
of  Merionethshire  (6  Q.B.  343)  was  as  to  the  power 
<^  the  court  to  award  costs  to  a  prosecutor  upon 
an  indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  county  bridge. 
Bjr  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  s.  64,  the  court  was  granted 
tms  power  in  highway  cases,  if  the  defence  were 
frivolous.  Stat.  43,  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  s.  1,  enacts  that 
all  **  matters  and  things  in  the  said  Act  contained, 
relating  to  highways,  shall  be,  and  the  same  are, 
hereby  extended  and  applied,  as  far  as  the  same 
aie  applicable  to  such  (county)  bridges,  and  the 
loads  at  the  ends  thereof  as  aforesaid,  as  fully  and 
effectaal]|r  as  if  the  same  and  every  part  thereof 
were  herein  repeated  and  re-enacted."  Stat.  5  & 
6  WSL  4^  a  50,  8. 1,  repeals  the  first,  but  not  the 
second  of  these  two  Acts ;  and  the  court  held  that 
the  prcmaion  in  the  first  Act  as  to  costs  still 


applied  to  county  bridges  under  the  second.  Lord 
Denmon,  in  his  judgment  (p.  346),  said,  "  The 
question  still  is  whether  stat.  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59, 
which  is  unrepealed,  does  not  keep  alive  the  power 
given  by  stat.  13,  Greo.  3,  c.  78,  s.  64.  And  1  think 
it  must  be  taken  to  do  so."  Another  point  under 
the  same  three  Acts  as  those  upon  which  Beg.  v. 
Merionethshire  was  decided,  was  considered  and 
decided  in  the  same  way  in  Beg.  v.  The  Inhabitants 
of  the  County  of  Brecon  (15  Q.  B.  813).  [Quain,  J., 
cited  Boden  v.  Smith,  18  L.  J.  121,  C.  P.]  That 
case  turned  upon  the  words  "shall  be  taken  to 
apply,"  and  the  question  was  whether  the  time 
limited  for  an  action  was  throe  months  or  two 
years.  By  the  Gounty  Bates  Act  (55  Goo.  3,  c.  51) 
a  limitation  of  three  months  was  provided  as  the 
period  within  which  actions  must  be  brought  for 
anything  done  in  pursuance  of  the  Act.  5  &  6  Vict. 
c.  97,  s.  5,  provides  that  actions  for  anything  done 
in  pursuance  of  local  or  personal  Acts  shall  l)e 
brought  within  two  years.  And  by  8  &  9  Vict.  c. 
21,  which,  although  made  a  public  Act,  relates  to 
Lancashire  only,  sect.  21  enacts  that  all  existing 
powers  and  provisions  relating  to  county  rates 
shall  be  taken  to  apply  to  rates  made  under  the 
Act.  It  was  held  that  the  limitation  in  the  first 
Act  was  incorporated  in  the  last,  and  that  even  if 
this  last  Act  were  to  be  considered  as  a  local  one, 
it  must  be  taken  to  have  repealed  the  second, 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97,  as  far  as  regards  the  period  of 
limitation ;  and  therefore  that  an  action  brought 
for  seizing  the  plaiutiff^s  goods  for  a  rate  under 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  21,  was  brought  too  late  after  the 
expiration  of  three  months  from  the  seizure.  That 
the  words  in  the  8th  section  of  the  Wine  and  Beer- 
house Act  1869  are  sufficient  to  give  a  right  of 
appeal,  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Justic^^s  of  Sumy  (3.) 
L.  J.  49,  M.  G.)  is  an  authority ;  there  Hannen,  J., 
held  that  an  appeal  was  given  in  the  Act  27  &  28 
Vict.  c.  101,  by  a  provision  in  sect.  2,  that  the  Act 
should  be  construed  as  one  with  the  Highway  Act 
1835  (which  provides  for  appeal  to  quarter  sessions) 
taken  with  sect  21,  whicn  enacts  that  "  the  like 
proceedings  shall  be  had  as  when  application  is 
made  under  the  Highway  Act  1835." 

/.  Paterson  supported  the  rule. — ^The  Act  of 
1872  was  intended  to  be,  and  was,  in  fact,  a  con- 
solidating statute ;  it  contains,  therefore,  the  whole 
'  law  on  this  licensing  subject.  The  object  of  the 
Legislature  clearly  was  to  repeal  all  powers  of 
appeal  to  quarter  sessions,  and  the  omission  to 
refer  to  this  section  of  the  Act  of  1869  may  have 
been  in  consequence  of  the  temporary  nature  of 
that  Act  (see  sect.  22).  [Cockburn,  G.J. — But  in 
the  last  Act  of  1872,  the  Act  of  1869  is  expressly 
made  permanent.]  But  that  is  the  very  same  Act 
which  repeals  the  power  to  appeal.  The  effect 
might  be  different  if  the  Act  of  1869  were  perma- 
nent before  that  of  1872  was  passed,  but  by  ex- 
pressly repealing  powers  given  by  a  permanent 
Act,  it  may  reasonably  be  inferred  that  the  Legis- 
lature impliedly  repealed  a  merely  temporary  inco^ 
poration  of  those  powers.  [Blackburn,  J. — There 
IS  nothing  in  the  Act  of  1872  to  show  any  intention 
to  repeal  the  appeal  to  quarter  sessions  except  the 
mere  mention  of  sect.  29  of  the  Act  of  1828  in  the 
schedule.]  Sections  37  &  38,  by  providing  a  dif- 
ferent mode  of  applying  to  quarter  sessions  for 
confirmation  of  new  licences,  are  in  accordance 
with  that  intention.  The  cases  cited  on  the  other 
side  are  not  exactly  in  point,  either  with  regard  to 
the  words  therein  used  and  decidi^  u^w^  ^x  ^\^ 
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regard  to  the  relationship  of  the  Acts  in  each  case 
respectively.  The  Acts  are  in  neither  case  exactly 
in  pari  inalerid  with  each  other.  Here,  on  the 
contrary,  all  the  Acts  cited  in  the  schedule  are 
upon  the  same  subject ;  those  Acts  taken  together 
are  to  be  the  positive  legislation  for  the  future, 
and  are  to  be  r^Eid  as  one  consolidated  statute. 

CocKBUBN,  C.J. — This  is  an  application  for  a 
^nandcmus  to  certain  justices  to  grant  certificates 
fbr  a  new  licence  under  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act 
1869  (32  «fc  33  Vict.  c.  27,  s.  8.)  It  is  admitted  that 
these  justices,  at  their  special  sessions,  refused 
these  certificates  for  some  reason  other  than  the 
only  four  grounds  upon  which  a  refusal  is  autho- 
rised by  that  section.  The  applicant,  Uierefore, 
has  a  good  complaint  against  the  justices,  but  he 
can  obtain  a  remedy  by  mandamxis  only,  if  he 
could  not  have  proceeded  bv  appeal  to  quarter 
sessions.  It  is  said  by  the  defendants  that  this 
was  a  matter  concerning  which  the  applicant 
might  have  appealed,  and  this  ri^ht  of  appeal 
depends  upon  whether  this  8th  section  is  in  any 
way  repealed  by  the  Licensing  Act  1872  (35  &  26 
Vict.  c.  94).  Sect.  76,  repcids  the  Acts  set  out  in  the 
2nd  schedule,  **  to  the  extent  to  which  such  Acts 
are  therein  expressed  to  be  repealed.*'  Amongst 
other  sections  of  the  9  Greo.  4,  c.  61,  sections  27, 28, 
and  29,  which  provide  for  appeals  to  quarter  sessions, 
are  expressly  mentioned  in  the  second  schedule. 
The  question  then  arises  whether  those  repealed  sec- 
tions have  been  so  incornorated  in  this  8th  section 
of  the  Act  of  1869  (whicn  section  is  not  repealed, 
and  which  Act  is  made  permanent  instead  ot  being 
teniporary,  as  it  was  before,  by  this  same  Act  of 
187^)  as  to  continue  the  power  of  appeal  created 
by  those  sections.  The  words  of  the  8th  section 
are — "  All  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act  of  the  9 
Geo.  4,  as  to  the  terms  upon  which,  and  the 
manner  in  which,  and  the  persons  by  whom,  grants 
of  licences  are  to  be  made  by  the  justices  at  the 
said  ^neral  annual  licensing  meeting,  and  as  to 
appeal  from  any  act  of  any  justice,  shall,  so  far  as 
may  be,  have  effect  with  regard  to  grants  of  cer- 
tificates under  this  Act."  Now,  the  authorities 
clearly  establish  this,  that  when  provisions  of  an 
Act  are  re-enacted  into  or  incorporated  with  a  sub- 
sequent Act,  the  effect  is  the  same  as  if  the  words 
of  those  provisions  were  actually  reprinted  in  the 
subsequent  Act ;  and  a  repeal  of  tne  earlier  Act 
has  no  effect  upon  the  re-enacted  or  incorporated 
provisions  in  the  other.  The  only  difficulty  here 
IS  the  form  of  the  words  used  in  the  8th  section  of 
the  Act  of  1869,  and  the  question  is  whether, 
although  not  positive  in  terms,  they  do  not  prac- 
tically and  constructively  incorporate  the  appeal 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  1828.  1  think  the  words 
"  shaU,  80  &r  as  may  be,  have  effect "  must  have 
the  same  meaning  as  an  express  incorporation  of 
these  provisions.  I  am  the  more  fortified  in  this 
opinion  by  the  case  of  Boden  v.  8niUh  where  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  the  words  ''  the 
like  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  where  application 
is  made  under  the  Highway  Act  1835  implied 
the  power  of  appeal  granted  by  that  Act.  I  think 
these  words  are  sufficient  to  keep  alive,  with 
respect  to  the  matters  to  which  they  relate,  the 
powers  of  appeal  create  by  9  Geo.  4,  c  61,  ss. 
27-29,  and  have  the  same  effect  as  if  those  sections 
were  more  formally  incorporated.  That  being  so, 
is  there  any  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  be 
discovered  from  The  Licensing  Act  1872,  which 
can  justify  us  in  holding  that  these  incorporated 


provisions  are  repealed  by  that  Act  P  I  oan  ^Ina 
no  such  intention  from  its  words,  but  I  desire  to 
say  that  in  all  my  judicial  experience  I  never  met 
with  a  more  complicated  and  puzzling  enact* 
ment  than  this  repeal  of  a  collection  of  sections  of 
statutes.  Such  a  repeal  of  parts  of  Acts,  some  of 
which  have  been  re-enacted,  and  some  modified  in 
various  ways,  cannot  but  place  anyone  trjring  to 
discover  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  con- 
fusion and  perplexity.  The  whole  of  these  licen- 
sing statutes  constitute  a  labyrinth  of  chaotic 
legpslation,  and  whatever  may  have  been  the 
obiect  with  re^^ard  to  this  particular  matter,  oor 
only  safe  rule  is  to  abide  by  a  principle  of  constmo- 
tion  which,  at  all  events  in  most  cases,  has  the 
merit  of  correcting  omissions  and  errors  in  the 
wording  of  Acts  of  Parliament. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  bat  I 
oan  by  no  means  say  the  matter  is  clear.  If  it  be 
desired  to  consolidate  legislation  on  this  subject, 
all  these  Acts  named  in  the  schedule  should  be 
swept  away  together  and  entirely,  and  the  new 
enactment  should  repeat  all  the  desirable  provi- 
sions in  positive  terms.  I  cannot  doubt  mysdf 
that  the  fault  is  not  all  that  of  the  draftsman, 
whose  business  generally  is  to  make  a  Bill  to  pass 
through  the  House  of  Parliament.  I  think  the 
fault  IS  rather  that  of  the  Government,  who  prefer 
to  leave  the  judges  to  work  a  new  Act  than  risk 
the  re-enacting  of  established  legislation.  I  may 
observe  that  this  Licensing  Act  is  not  the  worst 
specimen  of  this  kind  of  statute-making  which  I 
have  recently  met  with.  The  Public  Health  Acts 
are,  if  possible,  in  a  more  confused  state  than  the 
Licensing  Acts.  Here,  however,  there  are  fifteen 
statutes  on  the  subject;  the  Legislature  has  re- 
pealed three,  and  from  fragments  of  the  remaining 
twelve  we  are  left  to  find  out  the  existing  law.  As 
to  the  point  before  us,  I  cannot  but  construe  the 
words  "  shall,  so  far  as  may  be,  have  effect,"  as  in- 
corporating the  provisions  referred  to.  Sect.  75, 
ana  the  2nd  schedule  together,  of  the  Act  of 
1872,  repeal  these  provisions  as  originally  enacted, 
but  omit  all  reference  to  them  as  incorporated  in 
the  Act  of  1869.  Under  these  circumstances, 
common  sense,  as  well  as  authorities,  would  prompt 
us  to  consider  this  omission  intentional ;  the  more 
so  here  because  in  this  very  schedule  the  Legisla- 
ture has  expressly  taken  notice  of  incorporated 
provisions  in  some  other  statutes ;  for  instance,  as 
to  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  85,  the  extent  of  repeal  indudes, 
among  other  sections,  *'  so  much  of  sect.  11  as  in- 
corporates or  applies  any  repealed  enactment." 
That  is  intelli^ble,  but  in  the  abseuce  of  any  sooh 
express  rcpeid  of  sect.  8  of  the  Act  of  1869,  we 
cannot  imply  such  an  intention.  I  am  in  extreme 
doubt  what  was  intended ;  but  if  the  repeal  of  all 
powers  of  appeal  was  meant,  the  statute  has  noi 
said  so. 

Mellor,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  out  I  do 
not  quite  excuse  the  draftsman  of  the  Act  at  the 
expense  of  the  Home  Secretary.  Here  there  is  a 
departure  from  the  usual  woras,  and  from  those 
already  approved  for  the  expression  of  a  particular 
intention.  If  the  Act  of  1869  had  used  the 
ordinary  phrase  for  incorporating  previous  pro- 
visions, the  re-incorporation  would  probably  have 
been  observed  and  repealed  by  the  Act  of  1872.  I 
conclude  that  the  words  used  are  sufficient  to 
incorporate  the  appeal  clauses  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  they  were  repeated  or  formallv  re-enaoted. 
The  repeal,  therefore,  of  9  Geo.  4  c.  61  ss.  27  to  29. 
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has  no  sfiisct  opon  the  8th  section  of  the  Act  of 
1869.  I  think  the  rale  for  a  maridamwi  cannot  be 
made  absolute,  beo&aee  the  applicant's  proper 
remedj  is  bj  appeal  to  qoarter  sessiooB. 

Qum,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
sect.  8  iocorporateB  tlie  appeal  clanses  in  the  Act 
of  1869  jnst  M  if  the  WOTds  were  repeated,  aod 
therefore  witli  regaid  to  certificatoa  the  power  to 
appcsJ  to  qoarter  aeBsiona  is  not  repealed  by  the 
Act  of  1872.  Mr.  PateiBon  says  that  migfat  have 
been  bo,  if  it  had  not  been  the  general  scope  of  the 
Act  to  deal  with  the  whole  of  the  legislation  on  the 
■object;  therefore  he  says  if  an  appeal  to  quarter 
■oeaions  with  reapect  to  certificates  still  exiatB,  and 
appeals  in  all  other  cases  are  abolished,  the  effect 
at  the  Act  is  anomaloas.  I  cannot  myself  see  any 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  L^islatare  to  render 
the  proceedings  the  same  in  all  cases  of  licensing, 
and  the  draftsman,  if  it  had  been  intended  to  do  so, 
mif^t  have  repeated  the  flnt  part  of  thi»  section  as 
well  M  any  other. 

Bvl«  diieharged  without  oott$. 


and 


Attom^s  for  proseontor,  BaSey,  8hav>,  Smith, 
td  BaiUy,  for  Keigida/  Wtdlon,  Soathport. 


Attorneys  for  defendants,  Ortgory,  Savidiffe,  and 
Co.,  for  Wilaby  and  EtU,  Sonthport. 


Jan.  22  and  25, 1873. 

Hktiuiik  v.  Thb  Que  bit, 

X»duimMiU~Fleadiag — Dtffeelive  avemient  cured  by 


verdict — Compiracy  to  remove  ijooda  tn  eonimn- 
plation  of  banJcrupleii~ETr(tr—Debtor§'  Ad  1869 
132  4- 3S  Via.  e.  62),  ».  11. 
8*eL  11  of  the  Dtbtort'  Act  1869  (32  j-  33  Viet.  e.  62) 
tmaelB  that  any  pergon  adjudged  bankrupt  shall 
he  deemed  guHly  of  a  miedenManor  if.mUninfour 
monthe  noA  before  the  pn*entalion  of  a  banJc- 
Tuplcy  petition  againat  Aim,  he  fraudvlea&y  re- 
I*  any  part  of  hi*  property,  of  the  value  of  lOL 


IS  tried  on  an  indiefment  charaing  that  he  and 
dkrre  "  uulavfuUti  and  wickedly  did  conepire, 
eombint,  confederate  and  agree  together  contrary 
to  Ike  provision*  of  the  Ikhtori'  Act  1869,  and 
mOnnfowr  month*  n^et  h^ore  the  preeentation  of 
a  baaicraplcy  petition  against  the  taid  H.,  fraudti- 
loNlIy  to  remove  part  of  the  properly  of  the  laid 
H.  to  the  value  of  101.  and  umoard*,  thai  ie  to 
•ay,  divert,  ^c,  he  the  laid  H.  then  and  there 
bm»y  a  trader  and  liabie  to  become  bankrupt ;" 
~    '  '    vingpUaded  not  guilty,  wat  convicted  attd 


KrroT  having  been  brought  on  the  ground  that  the 
imdi^meni  contained  no  allegation  thai  H.  ever 
tMU  adjadged  bankrupt 

Hdd,fir*l,  that  ike  offence  of  compiracy  vsat  com- 
^Ute  a*  toon  at  an  agreement  had  been  entered 
*nio  to  remove  the  good*  in  contemplation  of  an 

3"udicationofbankrMptey,  even  though  no  such 
judication  ever  took  place;  secondly,  that  after 
Mrdict  it  muit  be  taken  to  have  been  proved  that 
Ike  agreement  uxu  entered  into  in  contemplation 
of  ait  a^udieation,  though  thit  was  not  averred 
*M  the  indictment,  tuch  defect  being  cured  by  the 
verdtet;  (fcinQy,  that  a*  to  aider  by  verdict  at 
eommunt  late  there  u  no  diilinetton  betuieen 
ariminal  tmd  dvU  plaadinge. 
'^■'™  opon  a^ndgment  oa  an  indictment,  tried  at 
**—  "— *tI  Cnminal  Court,  fbc  oonspiraoy,  contain- 


ing  Horeral  connts,  of  which  only  the  first,  eaoond, 

and  foorth  are  material. 

The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that 
Moritz  Heymann  and  others,  named  in  the  indict- 
ment, on  the  Sod  Jan.  1871,  unlawfully  and 
wickedly  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and 


before  the  presentation  of  a  bankruptcy  petition 
against  him,  the  said  Moritz  Seymann,  fraadn- 
iently  to  remove  part  of  the  property  of  him,  the 
said  Morits  Heymann,  to  the  value  of  101.  and 
upwards,  that  is  to  aaj ,  divers  large  qnantitics  of 
lace  and  embroidered  goods,  table  clotns,  napkins, 
cartainB,  petticoats,  dresses,  handkerchiefs,  necker- 
chiefs, shawls,  and  shirt  fronts,  be,  the  said  Moritz 
Heymann,  then  and  there  being  a  trader  and  liable 
to  uecome  a  bankrupt,  against  the  peace  of  our 
Lady  the  Qneen. 

The  second  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that 
Moritz  Heymann  and  the  said  other  persons  con- 
spired together  that  the  said  Moritz  Heymann 
should  within  four  months  next  before  the  presen- 
tatiou  of  a  bankruptcy  petition  against  hira,  and 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Debtors'  Act 
1869,  unlawfully  and  with  intent  to  defraud,  con- 
ceal part  of  bis  property,  to  the  valae  of  101.  and 
upwards,  that  is  to  sa^,  lace  and  embroidety,  toble 
cloths,  napkins,  curtams,  dresses,  petticoats,  hand- 
kerchiefs, neckerchiafs,  shawls,  and  shirt  fronts,  to 
the  value  of  900[. 

The  fourth  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that 
Moritz  Heymann  and  the  said  other  persons  con- 
spired together  that  he,  the  said  Moritz  EOTmann, 
should,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Debtors' 
Act  1869,  unlawfully  and  fraudulently  dispose  of, 
otherwise  than  in  tne  ordinary  way  of  his  trade, 
certain  of  bis  property,  to  wit,  divers  large  quanti- 
ties of  curtains  and  embroidered  goods,  table 
cloths,  napkins,  400  piecos  of  embroidery,  sixteen 
dresses,  eighty-six  handkerchiefs,  sixteen  dozen 
neckerchief,  thirty  shawls,  large  quantities  of 
shirt  fronts,  and  other  Kooda  which  be,  the  said 
Moritz  Hevmann,  had  Dcfore  then  obtained  on 
eredit,  and  oad  not  paid  tor. 

Lon  pleaded  not  gniltv.  He  was  con- 
1  the  first,  second,  ana  fourth  counts  of 
the  indictment,  and  was  sentenced  on  each  count 
to  be  imprisoned  for  eighteen  calendar  months. 

The  grounds  of  errpr  assigned  were  that  the 
indictment  was  not  sufficient  in  law ;  that  the 
object  ol  the  conspiracies  charged  in  the  above- 
mentioned  three  counts  of  the  indictment  was  to 
commit  offences  under  sect.  11  of  S2  &  33  Vict.  c. 
62,  Bub-secta.  4,  5,  and  15,  which  section  is  limited 
persons  who  have  been  adjudged  bankrupt, 
ereas  in  none  of  these  counts  was  it  alleged  that 
the  defendant  bad  boon  adjudged  bankrupt ;  that 
there  was  no  allegation  that  any  creditor  of  the 
defendant  entitled  to  petition  had  presented  a 
petition  against  him  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy ; 
that  there  was  no  allegation  that  defendant  and 
the  other  persons  knew  at  the  dates  of  the  alleged 
conspiracies  that  the  defendant  was  a  person  to 
whom  sect.  11  of  the  Debtors'  Act  applied. 
Sect.  11  of  82  A  33  Vict.  o.  62  enacts  that : 
Any  peraon  adjadnd  buikrapt,  and  uij  penon  whosa 
kfiurs  are  liquidated  by  amuiKemuit  in  pnnoanoe  of  the 
Baukmptc;  Aot  1969,  ahmU  ineaofa  ol  the  osisi  following 
bs  deemed  niiltf  of  a  mitdemeanor,  and  on  •onviotion 
thereof  shall  be  liable  to  be  imprison^  for  any  time  not 
txoeeding  two  yean,  with  or  witboot  hatd  labou  -,  Utab 
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is  to  pay  ....  if  after  the  presentation  of  a  bank- 
raptcy  petition  against  him  or  the  oommencememt  of  the 
liquidation,  or  within  four  months  next  before  snoh  pre- 
sentation or  commencement,  he  conceals  any  part  of  his 
property  to  the  value  of  ten  pounds  or  upwards,  unless 
the  jury  is  satisfied  that  he  had  no  intent  to  defraud :  if 
after  the  presentation  of  abankruptcy  petition  against  him, 
or  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation,  or  within  four 
months  next  before  such  presentation  or  commencement, 
he  fraudulently  removes  any  part  of  his  property  of  the 
value  of  ten  pounds  or  upwards  :  if  within  four  months 
next  before  the  presentabon  of  a  bankruptcv  petition 
against  him,  or  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation,  he, 
being  a  trader,  pawns,  pledges,  or  disposes  of  otherwise 
than  in  the  ordinary  way  of  his  trade,  any  property  which 
he  has  obtained  on  credit,  and  has  not  paid  for,  unless 
the  jury  is  satisfied  that  he  had  no  intent  to  defraud. 

Sect.  19  of  the  same  Act  provides  that : 

In  an  indictment  for  an  offence  under  this  Act,  it 
shall  be  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  substance  of  the 
offence  charged  in  the  words  of  this  Act  specifying  the 
offence,  or  as  near  thereto  as  circumstances  admit,  with- 
out alleging  or  setting  forth  any  debt,  act  of  bankruptcy, 
trading,  aajudioation,  '-r  any  proceedings  in  or  order, 
warrant,  or  document  of  any  court  acting  under  tiie 
Bankruptcy  Act  1869, 

BesUy  for  the  plaintiff-  in  error. — ^The  counts 
upon  Wnich  the  defendant  was  convicted  do  not 
disclose  an  indictable  offence.  Sect.  19  of  the 
Debtors*  Act  1869  does  not  apply  to  this  case, 
as  the  indictment  here  is  an  indictment  at  common 
law  for  a  coilspiracy  to  commit  offences  under  that 
Act,  not  an  indictment  for  any  offence  under  that 
Act.  The  facts,  therefore,  must  be  alleged  with 
all  the  particularity  required  to  constitute  the 
offence  onarged  in  the  indictment.  Now  there  is 
no  alle^tion  that  any  bankruptcy  petition  was  ever 
presented  against  the  defendant,  or  that  any  adiu- 
dication  ever  took  place.  In  Rex  v.  Jones  (4  B  &  Ad. 
S45)  the  indictment,  afler  stating  that  a  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy  had  issued  against  the  defen- 
dant by  virtue  of  wnich  the  commissioners  adjudged 
him  to  be  a  bankrupt,  charged  that  he  ana  other 
defendants  conspired  to  conceal  a  part  of  his  per- 
sonal estate.  After  verdict  this  indictment  was 
held  defective  for  not  showing  that  the  defendant 
had  actually  become  a  banlmipt.  "  It  does  not 
state  enough,"  said  Parke,  B.,  '*  to  show  that  the 
defendant  conspired  to  do  any  unlawful  act;  it 
ought  to  have  alleged  not  merely  the  issuing  of  a 
commission  of  bankrupt,  but  that  there  had  been 
a  trading  by  Jones,  and  a  petitioning  creditor's 
debt,  and  tnat  he  became  bankrupt.*  *'Tho  in- 
dictment,** said  Taunton,  J.,  "  ought  to  contain 
averments  of  all  matters  necessary  to  constitute 
the  offence;  it  is  not  sufficient  merely  to  allege 
matter  which  makes  it  probable  that  an  offence 
has  been  committed.  It  was  not  enough  to  show  in 
this  case  that  a  conmiission  issued,  or  that  the 
commissioners  adjudged  the  party  to  be  a  bank- 
rupt. He  must  actuSly  have  become  bankrupt.'* 
In  Bex  y.  Mason  (2  T.  R.  581)  it  was  held  that  an 
indictment  charging  the  defendant  with  obcaining 
money  by  false  pretenses  was  insufficient,  if  it  did 
not  show  what  the  false  pretences  were ;  and  that 
if  the  defendant  were  convicted  on  it  the  court 
would  reverse  the  judgment  upon  a  writ  of  error. 
In  Reg.  v.  Peck  (9  A.  &  El.  686)  it  was  held  that  a 
count  for  conspiring  to  deceive  and  defraud  divers 
of  Her  Majesty's  subjects  who  should  bargain  with 
defendants  for  the  sale  of  goods,  of  great  quantities 
of  such  goods  without  making  payment,  remune- 
ration or  satisfaction  for  the  same,  with  intent  to 
obtain  profit  and  emolument  to  defendants,  was  bad, 
as  not  showing  that  the  conspiracy  was  for  a  pur- 


pose necessarily  criminal ;  also  that  a  count  charg* 
mg  that  defendants,  being  indebted  to  divers 
persons,  conspired  to  defraud  them  of  the  payment 
of  such  debts,  and  in  pursuance  of  such  conspiracy 
executed  a  {aXee  and  fraudulent  deed  of  bargain 
and  sale,  and  assignment  of  certain  goods  from  two 
of  themselves  to  a  third,  with  intent  thereby  to 
obtain  emolument  to  themselves,  was  bad  for 
omitting  to  show  in  what  respect  the  deed  was 
false  and  fraudulent.  [Mellob,  J. — These  cases 
have  been  virtually  overruled  by  later  ones.]  The 
case  of  Sysderffy,  The  Queen  (11 Q.  B.  245),  in  which 
the  court  held  good,  on  writ  of  error,  an  indictment 
charging  that  defendants  "  unlawfully,  fraudu- 
lently, and  deceitfully,  did  conspire,  combine,  con- 
federate, and  agree  together  to  cheat  and  defraud  '* 
the  prosecutor  **  of  his  goods  and  chattels,"  cer- 
tainty seems  inconsistent  with  Reg,  y.  Peek  (u6i 
sup.).  [Blackburn,  J.,  referred  to  Nash  v.  The 
Queen  (4  B.  &  S.  935),  where  an  indictment 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1861,  s.  221,  alleged 
that  the  defendant,  having  been  adjudged  bank- 
rupt by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Lon- 
don district,  being  then  the  comrt  duly  autho- 
rised and  competent  to  adjudicate  as  aforesaid 
upon  his  examination  in  the  said  court,  wUh 
intent  to  defraud  and  defeat  the  rights  of  bis 
creditors,  did  not  fully  and  truly  discover  to  the 
best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief  all  his  property, 
to  wit,  al}  his  personal  property  in  money  and  in 
goods,  and  did  not,  as  to  part  of  his  property  (not 
being  part  fully  and  bona  fide  before  sold  or  dis- 
posed of  in  the  way  of  his  trade  or  business,  and 
not  laid  out  in  the  ordinary  expense  of  his  fi&mily), 
fully  and  truly  discover  to  the  best  of  his  know- 
ledge and  belief  &»  aforesaid,  how,  and  to  whom, 
ana  for  what  consideration,  and  when  he  had  dis- 
posed of,  assigned,  or  transferred  such  part  thereof, 
to  wit,  S^. ;  and  it  was  held  on  error  that,  sup- 
posing the  indictment  bad  for  want  of  certainty, 
the  objection  was  cured  by  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  21,  as 
the  offence  was  sufficiently  discribed  in  the  words 
of  the  statute.]  Sect.  21  of  7  Greo.  4,  c.  64  applies 
only  to  offences  created  by  statute,  not  to  such  an 
offence  as  the  plaintiff  has  been  found  guilty  of. 
It  enacts  that  "  where  the  offence  charged  nas  been 
created  by  any  statute,  or  subiected  to  a  c;reater 
degree  of  punishmeut,  or  excluded  from  the  benefit 
of  clergy  by  any  statute,  the  indictment  or  infor- 
mation shall,  afler  verdict,  be  held  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  punishment  prescribed  by  the  statute 
if  it  descrioe  the  offence  in  the  words  of  the 
statute.**  The  indictment  in  the  present  case,  being 
at  common  law,  is  bad  for  not  stating  all  the  in- 
gredients of  the  offence,  and,  amongst  others,  that 
a  petition  had  been  presented  a^inst  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  and  that  he  tiad  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt 
[Blackburx,  J.  —  To  complete  the  offence  that 
would  be  necessary ;  but  the  offence  of  conspiracy 
may  be  complete  though  the  crime  contemplatea 
is  never  committed.  Why  should  it  not  be  a  con- 
spiracy to  conspire  to  remove  goods  within  four 
months  of  a  contomplated  bankruptcy  by  the 
owner?]  That  may  oe  so;  but  in  the  nresent 
case  the  indictment  contains  no  allegation  uiat  the 

ftarties  conspired  in  conteniplation  of  bankruptcy. 
Blackburn,  J. — In  Com.  Dig  Pleader,  0.  87,  we 
find  that  "  if  a  declaration  omits  that  which  was 
necessary  to  be  proved,  otherwise  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover,  this  shall  be  aided  by  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff."  So  1  Wms.  Saund.  260  n.  1 : 
"  Where  there  is  any  defect,  imperfection,  or  ornia- 
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■ion  in  any  pleading,  whether  in  sahstance  or  form 
which  woala  have  been  a  fatal  objection  upon  de- 
murrer, yet  if  the  issue  joined  be  such  as  neces- 
sarily reauired  on  the  trial  proof  of  the  facts  so 
di^ectiTely  or  imperfectly  stated  or  omitted,  and 
without  which  it  is  not  to  be  presmned  that  either 
the  jadge  would  direct  the  jury  to  give,  or  the 
jury  would  have  given,  the  verdict,  such  defect, 
imperfection,  or  omission  is  cured  by  the  verdict 
by  the  common  law.'*]  All  this  is  said  only  of  the 
Meadinfirs   in  civil   actions.     [Blackburn,    J. — I 


LOW  of  no  distinction  in  this  respect  between 
civil  and  criminal  pleadings.  Is  there  any  autho- 
rity for  making  a  distinction?]  In  1  Chitty's 
Cnm.  Law,  p.  172,  we  read :  "It  is  further  laid 
down  that  an  indictment  ought  to  be  certain  to 
eveiy  intent,  and  without  any  intendment  to  the 
contrary  :  and  that  it  ought  to  have  the  same  cer- 
tainty as  a  declaration ;  for  all  the  rules  that  apply 
to  civil  pleadings  are  applicable  to  criminal 
accusations.  The  last  observation,  indeed,  does 
not  sufficiently  express  the  degree  of  precision 
required ;  for  technical  objections  have  been  more 
freauently  admitted  to  prevail  in  criminal  than  in 
civu  proceedings,  and  it  was  expressly  laid  down 
l^  Lord  Mansfield  (1  Leach  134)  that  a  greater 
strictness  is  required  in  the  former  than  is  neces- 
sary in  the  latter ;  and  in  the  first  a  defendant  is 
allowed  to  take,  advantage  of  mere  formal  excep- 
tions.'* Archbold's  Pleading  and  Evidence  in 
Criminal  Cases,  p.  53  (17th  edit.),  was  also  re- 
ferred to. 

Bromhy,  in  support  of  the  conviction,  was  told 
that  the  court  would  consider  before  the  25tk 
instant  whether  it  would  be  necessary  to  hear  hin. 

Jan.  25. — Blackburn,  J. — This  was  a  writ  of 
error  argued  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  my 
brothers  Mellor,  Quain,  and  myself,  on  the  last 
Crown  paper  day.  We  intimated  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  argument  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  we 
should  say  to-day  whether  we  thought  it  necessary 
to  hear  any  arguments  in  support  of  the  convic- 
tion ;  and  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it 
is  not  necessary  to  do  so.  The  indictment  was  for 
conspiracy,  and  it  is  not  necessaiy  to  cite  any 
authority  to  show  that  the  offence  of  conspiracy  is 
complete  as  soon  as  there  is  an  agreement  to  do  a 
thing  which  would  be,  if  done,  though  not  a  crime, 
such  a  matter  as  would  bring  the  agreement  to  do 
it  within  the  definition  of  conspiracy.  Here  the 
prisoner  has  been  convicted  upon  an  indictment 
on  several  counts,  but  all  the  objections  raised 
apply  to  the  first  count,  and  the  ,reison  for  our 
decision  as  to  that  count  will  apply  to  our  judg- 
ment upon  the  other  two.  The  first  count  charges 
that  Moritz  Heymann  and  the  other  persons  men- 
tioned in  it,  on  the  2nd  Jan  1872,  "unlawfully  and 
wickedly  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and 
agree  together,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Debtors'  Act  1869,  and  within  four  months  next 
before  the  presentation  of  a  bankruptcy  petition 
against  the  said  Moritz  Heymann,  frauaulently 
to  remove  part  of  the  property  of  the  said  Moritz 
Heymann  to  the  value  of  lOL  and  upwards,  that  is 
to  say,  divers  large  quantities  of  lace  and  embroi- 
deraa  goods,  ^.,  he  the  said  Moritz  Heymann  then 
and  there  being  a  trader,  and  liable  to  become 
banknipt,  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen." 
On  this  there  is  a  plea  of  not  guilty  and  a  verdict 
of  fl^Otj.  Sect.  11  of  the  Debtors'  Act  1869  (32  & 
33  Viot.  c.  62),  enacts  that  "  any  person  adjudged 
budcmptand  anyperson  whose  wairsare  liquidated 
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by  arrangement  in  pursuance  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act 
1869  shall  in  each  of  the  cases  following  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor If  after  the  pre- 
sentation of  a  bankruptcv  petition  against  him,  or 
the  commencement  of  the  liquidation,  or  within 
four  months  next  before  such  presentation  or  com- 
mencement, he  conceals  any  part  of  his  property  to 
the  value  of  lOZ.  or  upwards,  unless  the  jury  is 
satisfied  that  he  had  no  intent  to  defraud ;  if  after 
the  presentation  of  a  bankruptcy  petition  against 
him,  or  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation,  or 
within  four  months  next  before  such  presentation 
or  commencement,  he  fraudulently  removes  any 
part  of  his  property  oE  the  value  of  lOZ.  or  upwards, 
&c.'*    It  is  quite  clear  that  if  an  agreement  were 
come  to,  or  a  conspiracy  entered  into  such   as 
alleged  in  the  first  count  of  the  indictment,  with  a 
view  to  a  prospective  and    contemplated  bank- 
ruptcy, the  offence  of  conspiracy  would  be  at  once 
complete,  whether  an  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
did  or  did  not  follow.   The  objection  here  taken  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  that  the  count 
does  not  say  that  the  agreement  or  conspiracy  was 
in  contemplation  of,  or  with  a  view  to,  an  adjudica- 
tion, and  if  we  were  determining  such  a  question 
on  demurrer,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  that 
might  not  be  a  good  objection.  But  there  is  a  &:cneral 
rule  as  to  pleading  at  common  law — and  I  think  it 
right  to  say  that  there  is  no  distinction,  where 
questions  of  this  sort  arise,  between  the  pleadings 
in  civil  and  criminal  proceedings — that  where  an 
averment  which  is  necessary  to  support  a  par- 
ticular part  of  the  pleading,  has  been  imperfectly 
stated,  and  a  verdict  on  an  issue  involving  that 
averment  is  found,  and  it  appears  to  the  court  after 
verdict    that    unless    this    averment    were    true 
the    verdict    could    not    be    sustained,    in    such 
a  case  the  verdict  cures  the  defective  averment, 
which  might  have  been  bad  on   demurrer.     The 
authorities  upon  this  subject  are  all  stated  in    I 
"VVras.  Saund.  260,  n.  1  (last  edit.).     If  the  con- 
federacy in  the  present  case  were  entered  into  in 
contemplation  orexpectation  of  afuture  bankruptcy, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  offence  of  conspiracy 
was  committed.    The  count  avers  that  the  plaintiff 
in  error  and  the  others  mentioned  in  it  unlawfully 
and  wickedly  conspired,  combined,  &c.,  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Debtors'  Act  1869,  and 
within  four  months  next  before  the  presentation  of 
a  bankruptcy  petition  against  him,  fraudulently  to 
remove  part  of  his  property ;  but  it  does  not  state 
expressly  that  this  was  done  in  contemplation  of 
a  bankruptt'y  petition,  but  only  that  it  was  done 
within  four  months  next  before  the  presentation  of 
such  a  petition.    We  think  that  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  upon  the  issue  of  not  guilty  could  not  have  been 
arrived  at,  unless  it  were  proved  that  the  fraudu- 
lent removal  of  the  goods  was  in  contemplation  or  ex- 
pectation of  an  adjudication  in  bankruptcy ;  and  if 
the  confederacy  was  entered  into  in  contemplation 
of  an  adjudication,  the  offence  of  conspiracy  was  at 
once  complete  as  soon  as  the  parties  had  agreed, 
whether,  m  fact,  any  adjudication  followed  or  not. 
The  oWections,  therefore,  taken  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error,    fail,   and    our  judgment  will, 
therefore,  be  for  the  Crown. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Attorney  for  prosecution,  A.  0.  Bitton. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff  in  error,  H,  Sydney, 
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V.O.  B.] 


Eeg.  v.  Castbo;  Be  Onslow  and  Whallet. 


[QB. 


Jan,  20,  21,  and  29,  1873. 
Beg.  V,  Castro. 

Contempt  of  court — Speeches'  ai  public  meetings — 
Pending  trial — Collection  of  funds  for  defence — 
Vituperaiion  of  judge  and  attacks  upon  witnesses 
— Privilege  ofmemiers  of  Parliament — Fine  and 
imprisonment 

The  defendant  had  been  committed  for  perjury  by  the 
judge  who  tried  an  ejectment  in  which  he  was 
claimant,  and  in  which  the  issue  was  the  Question 
of  his  identity  with  a  certain  baronet  aUeged  by 
the  defendants  to  be  dead.  The  jury,  during  the 
defendants*  case,  had  expressed  themselves  satisfied 
thai  the  claimant  was  not  the  person  he  swore  he 
was,  and  he  elected  to  be  nonsuited.  The  grand 
jury  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court  found  true 
bills  against  him  for  perjury  and  forgery ;  the 
proseculion  removed  the  indictments  by  oertiorari 
into  this  court ;  and  it  had  been  fixed,  upon  appli- 
cation  of  the  Attomey-Oeneral,  that  the  trial 
should  take  place  at  Bar  next  Easter  term.  The 
defendant  and  his  friends,  amongst  whom  were 
Ujoo  members  of  parliament  and  one  barrister'Oi- 
law,  had  held  public  meetings  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  money  for  the  defence  at  the  forthcoming 
trial,  and  remarks  had  been  made  by  the  defendant 
and  the  three  friends  mentioned^  imputing  verjury 
and  conspiracy  to  the  witnesses  for  the  ae/ence  at 
the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  and  prtnudice  and  par* 
tiality  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  this  court,  who, 
they  said,  had  proved  himself  unfU  to  preside  ai 
the  trial  of  the  indictments.  They  also  asserted 
the  innocence  of  the  defendant,  and  the  injustice  of 
his  treatment. 

Held,  that  the  trial  of  these  indictments  was 
a  proceeding  of  the  court  then  pending ;  thai, 
although  the  remarks  ai  the  meetings  might 
be  the  subject  of  a  criminal  information,  yet 
the  parties  who  made  them  might  also  be  pross" 
cuted  summarHu  for  contempt  of  court ;  that 
these  remarks  indicated  an  cUtempt  by  means 
of  vituperation  to  deter  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
from  taking  any  pari  in  the  trial,  and  also  by 
attacks  on  the  witnesses  themselves  to  influence  the 
public  mind  and  prejudice  the  jury ;  that  they  un- 
warrantahUf  interfered  with  the  even  and  ordinary 
course  of  justice  ;  that  it  was  no  excuse  thcU  the 
motive  or  purpose  for  which  the  vfieetings  were  lield 
wcu  justijiahte,  nor  that  the  attempt  to  interfere 
with  the  course  of  justice  was  ineffectual;  that  the 
proceedings  were  a  gross  contempt  of  court;  and 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  (he  court  to  put  a  stop  to 
them. 

The  members  of  Parliament  who  made  these  remarks, 
when  summoned  to  answer  for  contempt,  apolo- 
gised, and  submitted  themselves  to  the  court.  They 
were,  therefore  only  fined  lOOL  each;  but  it  wcu 
held  that  the  court  would  not  ciUow  the  privilege 
of  the  House  of  Commons  to  prevent  punishment 
by  imprisonment  of  its  members  for  a  contempt  in 
the  administration  of  justice,  if  the  occasion  re- 
quired it. 

The  barrister-€U-law,  whose  offence  was  more  aggra- 
vated than  ihcU  of  the  others  concerned,  w<u  sen- 
tenced to  three  months'  imprisonment,  and  a  fine 
of  5001 

TTie  court,  not  desiring  to  prejudice  the  defendant  in 

his  defence  at  the  forthcoming  trial,  merely  bound 

him  and  one  surety  over  in  recognisances  of  500Z. 

each,  to  he  f off  sited  if  the  defendant  attended  any 

morepuhlie  meetings  of  the  fcind  complained  of. 


Monday,  Jan,  20, 1873. 

Be  Onslow  and  Whallet. 

Upon  the  application  of  the  prosecution,  Mr. 
Guildford  Onslow,  M.  P.  for  the  borough  of  Guild- 
ford, atid  Mr.  Whalley,  M.P.  for  the  city  of  Peter- 
borough had  been  summoned  to  answer  a  charge 
of  contempt  of  court  by  endeavouring  to  prejudice 
the  course  of  justice  upon  the  trial  of  inoictments 
which  have  been  removed  from  the  Central 
Criminal  Court,  but  hav^  not  yet  come  to  be  tried. 
The  defendant  had  been  claimant  in  an  ejectment, 
JHchbome  v.  Lushington,  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  the  only  issue  in  which  was  the  identity  of 
the  claimant  with  the  person  he  alleged  himself  to 
be,  viz..  Sir  Roger  Charles  Doughty  Tichbome, 
Bart.  The  circumstances  of  the  action  are  to  be 
found  reported  in  the  case  of  Tichbome  v.  Moeiyn 
(L.  Eep.  8  C.  P.  29  ;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  554.)  The  trial 
lasted  103  days,  and  during  the  case  for  the  defence 
the  jury  expressed  their  opinion  in  opposition 
to  the  claimant's  alleged  identity,  and  the 
claimant  elected  to  be  nonsuited.  Bovill,  C.  J., 
who  tried  the  case,  then  committed  the  claimant 
for  perjury,  and  upon  his  Lordship's  suggestion  the 

Erosecution  was  undertaken  by  the  Treasury. 
Subsequently  true  bills  for  perjury  and  foi^gery 
were  found  against  him  by  the  ^imd  jury  at 
the  Central  Criminal  Court;  aiuL  those  true 
biUs,  which  are  the  indictments  in  this  case, 
were  removed  upon  certiorari  by  the  proeecatioa 
into  this  court.  The  trial  of  the  defendant  tor 
perjury  has,  upon  the  application  of  the  Attomey- 
Greneral,  been  fixed  to  be  held  at  Bar,  and  to  be 
commenced  during  next  Easter  term.  Defendant, 
who  is  on  bail,  has,  with  his  friends,  been  address- 
ing public  meetings  in  various  parts  of  the 
country,  convened  oy  them  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  funds  in  aid  of  the  defence  at  the  forth- 
ooming  triaL 

Two  of  these  public  meetings  were  held  at  St. 
James'  Hall,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the 
11th  and  12th  Dec.  last.  Mr.  Onslow,  Mr.  Whalky, 
and  the  defendant  were  present  on  both  occasions. 
On  the  11th  Dec.  Mr.  Whalley,  who  was  in  the 
chair,  addressed  the  meeting,  and  introduced  Mr. 
Onslow,  who  then  addressed  the  meeting  and  spoke 
in  these  terms : 

It  may  be  as  well  that  I  should  erolain  to  yon  tfaift 
our  object  in  addiessiiig  the  British  public  had  its  origia 
on  these  grounds.  We  were  refased  in  the  Home  of 
Commons  replies  to  questions  we  put  to  the  Miniatsn. 
Our  mouths  were  shut  in  that  House,  and  knowiag,  as 
we  do,  that  we  are  supporting  the  right  man  in  a  good 
and  honest  complaint,  we  have  nothing  left  but  to  appeal 
to  public  opinion.  We  don't  ask  tou  to  sav  whether  he 
is  or  is  not  Sir  Roger  Tichbome ;  but  we  ask  yon  to  enj 
and  believe  that  he  is  an  ySnglifthman,  and,  as  an  En^^iBh- 
man,  that  he  is  justly  entitled  to  fair  play,  whieh  is  the 
birthright  of  every  one  of  our  countrymen.  (Cheers.) 
Now,  I  maintain  that  in  the  late  trial  he  did  not  reoeift 
the  fair  play  he  is  entitled  to.  The  long-winded  gpeeefc 
of  the  Attorney-General,  lasting  21  di^  (hisses),  wis 
never  replied  to,  and  we  have  a  perfect  ri|^t  to  assoie 
that  had  Sergeant  BaTlantine  be^  permitted  to  re^he 
would  have  turned  the  minds  of  the  jury  asd  of  tiM 
public  as  much  as  they  were  turned  1^  the  AUaasf 
GenaraL    (Clheers.) 


Mr.  Onslow  concluded  a  lon^  speech  by  sajrii^ 
that  in  the  great  undertaking  m  which  they  were 
eng^aged  they  had  obtained  i^ormation.  and  would 
brmg  forward  witnesses  on  the  trial*  Utat  woold, 
if  the  claimant  were  treated  with  tlie  jnstioe  he 
had  a  right  to  demand,  lead  to  his  honoinble  and 
triumphant  aoquittaL 


MAGISTRATES'  OASES. 


Q.B.] 


Be  Onslow  and  Wo&llei. 


[QB. 


At  the  second  meetins  held  on  the  next  daj,  at 
which  a  Mr.  Skipwort£  ma  in  the  ohtar,  Mr. 
Whallej  apoke  thos  : 

Tlm«  aie  thsn,  gontlamra,  in  this  oaae  two  ^neatiom. 
In  tha  Snt  plaoe  u  thil  man  trnly  Sir  Boger  Tiohborne  P 
{Lood  oriea  d  "  Tm,  ;ei.")  In  the  Beooiid  plaos  ia  that 
bat  knoiin  P  Now,  mark  and  obierve  Uu*,  beoanaa  thsae 
•n  words  whiofa  I  apeak  with  B  doe  aanae  01  raaponaibilitr 
to  Uwaawbon  I  maet  in  aooiol  life,  to  the  Hones  of  Com- 
mon*, where  I  have  and  aboil  o^ain  pledge  all  that  I  havB 
woAed  and  lobonied  for  dormg  tnentr  jeora  on  the 
•trengh  of  mj  ooDTiationa — ia  that  fact,  if  fact  it  be, 
known  to  the  Attomer-OeneialF  has  it  been  known  to 
him  throoBhoQl  tbia  proaaontionP  ia  it  known  to  Her 
Mojaatj'a  Oorenunent  or  to  Mi.  Gladstone,  or,  which  ia 
the  ooms  tking,  haxe  the;  given  100,0001.,  or  whatever 
other  DMnwr  they  hare  given,  out  of  ];oar  pooketa,  haTo 
tb^  given  that  mimej  to  proaeante  tins  man  and  to  oon- 
Tiot  him  of  offenoaa  without  taking  the  ordinary  and 
proper  neona  at  their  oonunand  for  aaoertainmg  the  fact 
whetlm  he  be  really  guilty  of  perjory  or  not  P 
And  again: 

I  have  oho^ed  the  Tiohborne  &inilr,  I  have  ohaiged 
dinotly  and  in  print  the  Donghtra,  UM  Boddiffea,  and 
the  whole  lot  of  tbem  togMher,  with  knowing  tluit  he  ia 
fhe  man,  and  oombinin^  in  a  ocmapirBoy  againat  him. 
(Iiond  obeera.)  Now.ladiMandtieiitlemen.youwiilnatD- 
rally  0^  how  out  weliatentoaDcnaDon  Qoiiote  aa  that  I 
What  a  fool  that  man  mnat  be  to  throw  himeelt  into  a 
iinorrel  that  in  no  manner  oonoenia  him,  merely  aa  to  the 
qsMtion  whether  thia  gentlemen  or  aomebody  etae  ia 
(Otitled  to  oert^  aet^tM  in  Hampshire ,  and  here  it  ia, 
ladiaa  and  gentlemen,  that  I  oome  to  the  re«l  qoeetian 
which  oonoema  yon  and  me.  and  the  handreda  of  thoa- 
Mtnda  id  men  that  I  have  addcaaaed  throaghoat  the 
oomitry.  Here  we  oome  now  to  the  pnblia  qneation. 
Qoitlraien,  the  time  ha«  not  oome  when  either  I  ehonld 
fa*  jnatifled  in  apeokinf^  or  yon  would  be  prepared  to 
liatan  to  thoae  pooaibilitaea  of  oonapiraoy  in  a  matter  of 
thia  kind,  whioh  I  do  believe,  it  ia  my  hope,  my  aipecta- 
tian,tb*v«ry  object  foe  which  I  eiert  mjaalf  in  thia  cane, 
will  in  due  time  boootaa  more  folly  devwopod  and  nndor- 
stood  by  the  people  of  this  oonntry.  What  ia  the  Dalnce 
of  thia  conapuaoT  P  What  is  the  origin  ?  What  are  th« 
gnnmda  on  «biob,  six  yeara  ago,  tbeae  peopls  met  in  a 
oiawiiw-rDom  in  London,  and  aaid  wa  will  defy  the  lawa 
tg  England,  wa  have  thsie  eatateB,  here  is  the  man,  it  ia 
not  expedient  that  this  man  should  have  these  aatatea, 
we  will  keep  them,  we  ore  strong  enough  in  Parliament, 
atrong  enough  on  the  Jndioial  Bench,  etrocg  enough  in 
•oeien  to  di!j  the  laws  of  England.  (Cheera.)  Gentle- 
men, I  am  not  prepared  to  enter  into  that  to  the  eitent  I 
faol  it.  I  aay  that  I  lire  in  the  hope  that  the  time  will 
oome  when  it  will  be  quite  legitimate  to  address  yon  on 
tb*  natsie  of  that  oonapiraoy  against  Sir  Boger  Tioh- 
botse  which  I  itate  bare  tonight,  in  aocordonoe 
with  a  ehallenge  whioh  1  save  three  months  ago  at 
the  last  pablio  meeting  in  London,  in  Oxford  Hall,  to 
thia  affaot— That  I  ehonld  be  prepared  to  meet  the 
AttarBev-Oaneral  or  any  of  the  aix  oonnael  most  eminent 
at  tha  Bar,  or  any  other  advocates  that  he  might  put 
forward,  and  to  satisfy  any  intelligent  London  audienoa 
that  it  was  not  oonaiatent  with  the  foots  of  thia  aaae,  as  I 
■hoold  present  them  to  yon,  that  he  did  not  knowthrongh- 
Owt  that  tarial  that  he  was  pioaeonting  that  the  otaimont 
waa  Sir  Boger  Tiehbome,  and  that  he  and  the  Govern- 
mont  afterwarda  at  his  advioe  do  now  at  this  moment 
know,  or  that  they  hove  the  means  of  knowing,  that  it  is 
ao;  that  in  aoatentotion  of  their  oonapicoc;  for  the 
nipoae  of  retaining  theae  large  aatatea  m  the  handa  of 
(lie  ATiindalfaciil*,'the  iMdingfamily,  as  weknow,  in  a 
certain  inflnential  oirola  of  aooietv — for  the  pnrpoae  of 
latoining  these  eetntea  in  thot  family,  ond  anstoining  the 
whole  ooorse  o(  (bwr  oondnct  from  Bret  to  laat^  that 
tbay  do  know,  or,  aa  I  eay,  have  the 


Mr,  OnaUm  fttterwarda  made  a  long  speech  at 
die  Muae  meeting,  of  which  the  drift  waa  to  nrge 
tbe  aodienoe  to  muEe  enbscHptionB  for  the  defeniM, 
and  in  tbe  roanlt  Ur.  Wbftllef  moved  »  resolation : 


That  this  meeting  deolorea  ita  opinion,  in  common  with 
the  oonntry  at  large,  that  the  proeecntion  of  the  olaimant 
at  the  public  coat  was  nnoalled  for,  and,  in  the  obaenoe 
of  expWtation.  which  had  been  refused,  wholly  nnjnati- 
fioble,  and  demands  public  reprobotion  ;  and  that  the  sup- 
port and  aympothy  of  the  British  public  are  jaatly  due 
to  the  olaimant.    This  ceaolntioD  was  carried. 

Upon  the  reports  of  these  Hpaoches,  verified  by 
affidavit.  Hawkim,  Q.C.  (with  hira  flouren)  had  on 
behalf  of  the  Crown  moved  for  and  obtained  the 
anmmonsea  herein.  Both  gentlemen  uow  appeared 
in  court  accordingly. 

Sir  /.  B.  Karalake,  Q.C.  (with  him  A.  L. 
Smith)  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Onalow,  read  an  afK- 
davit  filed  b;  him,  in  which  be  abated,  among 
other  things,  that  for  many  years  of  his  life  he 
lived  on  terms  of  intimacy  and  friendahip  with  the 
late  Sir  Jamee  Tichbome  and  Lady  Tichbome,  his 
wife,  and  upon  the  death  of  the  Utter  he  attended 
her  funeral  at  Tichbome  Fork.  Sir  James  Tich- 
bome and  he  were  natives  of  the  same  county,  and 
they  saw  a  good  deal  of  each  other  at  different  times. 
After  the  arrival  of  the  claimant  in  tbia  conntiy 
in  1866  he  became  acquainted  with  him,  and  was  in 
oommonication  with  Lady  Tichbome  on  the  subject 
of  bis  identity,  and  he  knew  from  her  that  she 
idontiticd  him  as  her  firstborn  son,  the  issue  of 
her  marriage  with  Sir  James  Tichbome,  and  as 
faraa  be  could  jadge,  be  believed  she  bad  no  doubt 
wbateveron  thesubjoot.  He  waa  earnestly  entreated 
by  her  ladyship  before  her  death  not  to  abandon 
or  desert  her  son,  the  said  claimant,  and  he  faith- 
fully promised  that  he  would  never  do  so,  and, 
honeetly  believing,  aa  be  had  always  done  and  still 
did,  that  the  person  identified  by  her  is  her  son,  be 
bad  endeavoured  to  the  best  of  his  ability  and 
power  during  all  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  and  in  the  Common  Pleas,  to  assist  him 
in  estabUsing  his  claim  to  the  title  and  estates.  It 
is  a  matter  of  notoriety,  be  said,  that,  ever  since  the 
claim  was  first  made  by  the  claimant  to  the  present 
his  identity  nas  been  made  the  topic  of 
Irion  and  discussion  among  all  classes  in 
the  House  of  Commons,  in  the  clubs,  in  eocieCy, 
and  in  almost  every  part  of  the  kincdom  :  and 
finding  that  the  result  of  the  trial  had  bad  the  not 
unnatural  effect  of  creating  a  very  strong  pre- 
judice against  the  claimant  (the  greater  because 
many  statements  which  had  been  made,  but  not 
proved  by  witnesses,  wore  assumed  to  be  true),  he 
did  attempt  to  counteract  the  feeling  of  prejudice, 
vrith  the  view  and  object,  so  far  as  be  could  attain 
them,  of  preventing  the  result  of  the  trial  from 
operating  ui^justly  against  the  claimant  in  tbe 
criminal  proceedings  taken  against  him.  After 
tbe  release  of  the  claimant  from  prison  (Lady 
Tichborne,  from  whom  during  ber  life  he  received 
lOOOI.  a  year  sinco  his  return,  having  died)  the 
clfumant  waa  wholly  without  funds  to  meet  the 
expenses  of  his  defence.  He  attended  meetings  in 
parts  of  the  country  with  the  object  of  obtaining 
funds  for  the  purpose  of  defraying  the  expenses  of 
his  trial.  The  meetings  of  the  11th  Dec.  and  Che 
12tb  Dec.  1872,  mentioned  in  the  afiidavits  filed 
upon  obtaining  the  rule  in  thia  case,  were 
meetings  oall^  for  such  purpose  as  aforesaid. 
In  tbe  observations  which  he  made,  bis  desire, 
intention,  acid  object  were  to  counteract  the  feeling 
of  prejudjoe  existing  against  tbe  claimant,  so 
that  he  might,  if  possible,  go  into  court  to  meet 
hia  trial  for  tbe  criminal  offence  alleged  a^inst 
him  onprajndiced  by  the  raaalt  of  xh&  ^cnik  ^ 
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[Q.B. 


.  Nisi  Priiut,  and  the  comments  which  had  been 
made  upon  him  in  the  coarse  thereof.  He  said  that 
although  now  it  was  obvious  to  him  that  such  ob- 
servation^,  made  with  the  sole  object  and  purpose 
aforesaid,  might  be  considered  to  have  the  effect  of 
reflecting  upon  the  character  of  witnesses  and  the 
conduct  of  tne  prosecution,  it  did  not  occur  to  him 
that  such  was  or  might  be  the  effect.  He  had  not 
the  slightest  intention  of  prejudicing  or  interfer- 
ing with  or  preventing  the  course  of  justice,  and 
it  was  with  great  regret  that  he  had  taken  a  course 
unwittingly  which  could  be  looked  upon  as  indi- 
cative of  having  ever  entertained  any  such  in- 
tention. The  affidavit  thus  concluded :  "  I  re- 
peat that  at  the  time  I  made  the  observations 
complained  of  I  had  no  intention  whatever  of 
interfering  with  the  course  of  justice  in  the 
trials  which  are  now  pending.  I  made  such 
observations  under  the  circumstances  and  with 
the  objects  only  above  stated  by  me.  As  soon 
as  I  read  the  report  in  the  public  papers,  of  the 
motion  to  this  honourable  court,  I  saw  that  I 
had  been  betrayed  into  taking  a  course  which  laid 
me  open  to  the  imputation  of  having,  in  trying  to 
remove  prejudice  operating  against  the  claimant, 
created  prejudice  against  the  prosecution,  and  there- 
by, pending  a  trial,  improperly  commented  upon 
matters  connected  with  it ;  and  I  desire  to  express 
my  unfeigned  regret  at  having  taken  such  a  course, 
and  to  apologise  in  all  sincerity  to  this  honourable 
court  for  the  conduct  for  which  1  am  arraigned."  So 
far  as  the  counsel  had  been  able  to  look  into 
the  subject,  he  found,  he  said,  that  where 
a  matter  was  actually  pending  in  a  court  it 
had  always  been  deemed  improper  to  comment 
upon  the  evidence  which  was  or  would  bo  given 
on  the  hearing;  and  that  if  the  effect  of  the 
comments  were  or  might  be  to  reflect  upon  the 
administration  of  justice,  or  to  prejudice  the  fair 
trial  of  the  case,  tnen  there  was  technically  a  con- 
tempt of  court.  In  the  present  case  the  proceed- 
ings, no  doubt,  were  so  far  pending  that  indictments 
had  been  found  n^inst  too  claimant  which  were 
standing  for  trial  m  this  court ;  and  so  far  as  he 
could  form  an  opinion  from  the  authorities  (though 
there  was  no  express  authority  precisely  in  point), 
it  might  be  considered  that  the  proceedings  were 
pending.  If,  however,  he  should  be  wrong  in  that 
view,  and  if  in  point  of  law  the  case  was  not  pend- 
ing, he  hoped  bis  admission  would  not  prejudice 
the  case  of  Mr.  Onslow.  The  course  he  proposed 
to  adopt,  and  which  had  been  suggested  to  him  by 
Mr.  Onslow  rather  than  suggested  by  himself  to 
his  client,  was  to  explain  the  circumstances  under 
which  that  gentleman  came  to  use  the  words  com- 

Slained  of,  and  this  he  had  done  in  his  affidavit, 
[e  desired  to  urg^  that  from  the  course  the  trial 
of  the  action  haia  taken,  it  had  come  to  a  dose 
before  the  evidence  had  been  fully  gone  into,  and 
many  thin^  had  been  stated  by  tne  Attorney- 
General  which,  it  was  believed  by  his  client,  would 
not  have  been  capable  of  proof,  and  Mr.  Onslow 
had  made  his  comments  unaer  the  impression  that 
the  case,  had  it  been  concluded  regularly,  would 
have  turned  out  very  differently.  No  doubt,  how- 
ever, in  the  course  of  Mr.  Onslow*8  speech  fdlusions 
were  made  to  the  coming  trial,  and  he  felt  bound 
to  admit  that  there  were  observations  made  which 
technically  amounted  to  a  contempt,  inasmuch  as 
they  miffht  tend  to  prejudice  the  fair  trial  of  the 
case.  Therefore  they  would  come  within  the  rule 
be  had  adverted  to,  assuming  that  the  court  would 


be  of  opinion  that  the  case  was  pending.  [Cock- 
BUBN,  C.  J. — On  that  point  we  entertain  no  doubt.] 
That  being^  so,  of  course  the  case  would  come  within 
the  principle  of  several  recent  decisions  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  on  this  very  case,  with  referenoe 
to  observations  in  the  press.  And  he  expressed 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Onslow  his  regret  that  he 
should  have  been  betrayed  into  these  obscrra- 
tions.  [CocKBURN,  G.  J.  —  There  is  a  qaeetion. 
Sir  John,  which  I  think  it  proper  to  put,  and 
which  is  important.  Are  we  to  understand 
that  Mr.  Onslow,  in  expressing  that  regret,  which 
has  been  so  happily  expressed  by  you  on  his 
behalf,  intimates  to  the  court  his  clear  intention 
and  resolution  not  again  to  take  part  in  any  sndi 
proceeding?]  Most  undoubtedly;  and  he  made 
that  statement  at  Mr.  Onslow's  direction. 

Diahy  SeymoMtt  Q.G.  (with  him  Morgan  iXoyd 
and  Macrae  Afoir),  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Whalley,  read 
an  affidavit,  in  which  that  gentleman  entered  at 
great  length  into  the  facts  of  the  ejectment.  The 
affidavit  OT)ncluded  as  follows :  "  And  I  further  say 
that  I  attended  the  said  meetings  with  the  sinoertf 
and  honest  conviction  that  the  same  were  lawful 
public  meetings,  convened  for  a  legitimate  object, 
and  that  I  had  a  full  right  to  discuss  the  matters 
contained  in  the  speeches  delivered  by  me  at 
such  meetings.  It  never  occurred  to  me  that 
anything  said  at  the  said  meetings  would  unduly 
influence  the  jury  that  might  be  empanelled  to 
try  the  said  indictments,  nor  in  any  other  way 
prevent  a  fair  and  impartial  trial.'*  The  oounsei 
observed  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  course 
which  was  to  be  taken  by  Sir  J.  Karslake,  who  had 
acted  without  any  communication  or  concert  with 
him;  and  while  he  fully  concurred  with  him  in  the 
language  he  had  employed,  he  felt  it  his  duty  to 
point  out  to  the  court  that  there  was  this  dbtinc- 
tion  between  the  present  case  and  any  other,  that 
here  the  parties  were  commenting  upon  a  former 
trial  which  was  concluded.  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — But 
with  attacks  upon  the  conduct  and  character  of 
witnesses  who  were  to  be  called  again  as  witnesses. 
Lush,  J. — He  suggests  that  what  they  had  done 
once  they  would  be  likely  to  do  again.]  Mr. 
Whalley  states  that  his  only  object  wbs  to  pro- 
mote an  appeal  on  behalf  of  the  defence.  [Cock- 
burn,  C.  J. — But  if  the  obvious  effect  was  to  pre- 
judice the  fair  trial  of  the  prosecution,  the  purfK>se 
would  not  be  material.]  it  might  be  material  in  a 
case  of  mere  constructive  contempt  such  as  this. 
In  all  the  other  cases  there  had  been  attacks  apon 
particular  witnesses  in  a  trial  or  hearing  still  pen- 
ding. [Cockburn,  C.  J. — So  there  are  here,  for 
particular  persons  who  are  expected  to  be  called  as 
witnesses  are  charged  with  perjury.]  This  was 
explained  as  having  reference  to  the  former 
trial.  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — The  question  of  iden- 
tity being  the  same  in  the  civil  as  in  the 
criminal  trial,  those  witnesses  who  gave  their 
evidence  in  the  former  trial  against  the  claimant 
would  be  called  again  in  the  ensuing  trial 
to  give  their  evidence  against  him.  If  the 
meeting  had  been  convened  only  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  funds  for  the  approaching  trial,  per* 
haps  that  might  not  in  itself  nave  been  reprehen- 
sible. But  if,  speaking  with  reference  to  the 
approaching  trial,  those  witnesses  who  it  is  known 
will  be  called  to  give  evidence  are  denounoed  as 
conspirators,  and  as  intending  to  give  peijored 
evidence — is  it  to  be  doubted  that  this  is  a  con* 
tempt  P    Is  not  this  the  test  P    Suppose  a  peraon 
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afterwards  called  as  a  jaror  on  the  coming  trial 
had  been  present  at  the  meeting  and  heard  these 
penons  charged  as  perjured  conspirators,  would  it 
not  have  been  calculated  to  prejudice  his  mind  P] 
If  Mr.  Whalley  used  lan^ua^e  tantamount  to  that, 
he  ooold  not  of  course  vmdicate  it ;  but  he  denied 
that  he  had  any  idea  of  his  language  having  such 
an  effect.  He  was  stating  nis  reasons  why 
persona  should  subscribe  to  the  defence.  That 
takes  it  out  of  the  charge  as  to  contempt.  [Black- 
burn, J.  —  That  is  quite  contrary  to  the  law, 
aa  I  have  always  understood  it.]  In  all  the 
previous  cases  on  the  subject  there  had  been 
attacks  upon  witnesses  for  their  evidence  on  the 
▼ery  proceedings  then  pending ;  for  instance,  in 
the  Cnancery  cases  there  had  been  attacks  upon 
persons  who  had  made  affidavits  in  the  case  being 
heard.  Surely  there  is  a  broad  <^tiuction  be- 
tween those  cases  and  the  present  P  [Msllor,  J. 
— ^Even  if  there  had  been  no  direct  allusion  to  the 
coming  trial,  can  any  man  doubt  that  the  state- 
ment that  the  witnesses  in  the  former  trial  were  in 
a  conspiracy  to  deprive  a  man  of  his  estates  by 
means  of  perjury,  would  have  had  an  effect  upon 
the  public  mind  as  to  the  coming  trial,  in  which, 
<tf  necessity,  the  question  would  be  the  same  and 
the  witnesses  must  be  the  same  ?]  Mr.  Whalley 
had  a  lawful  object  in  view,  in  the  course  of  urgiag 
which  he  had  &llen  into  the  use  of  this  language. 
His  object  was  only  to  promote  subscriptions  for 
the  defence.  [Blackburn,  J. — I  have  no  doubt  in 
all  the  cases  of  newspaper  contempts  which  have 
occurred,  the  object  was  not  to  do  injustice,  but  to 
promote  the  sale  of  the  paper ;  but  has  that  ever 
been  oonsidered  an  excuse  P  Lush,  J. — Can  any 
motive  excuse  the  assertion  at  a  public  meeting 
that  the  witnesses  on  a  coming  trial  are  in  a  con- 
spiracy to  commit  fraud  by  means  of  perjury  P] 
He  commented  upon  the  evidence  they  gave  at  the 
former  trial  in  order  to  show  that  they  were  com- 
bined together  to  defeat  the  claimant.  [Lush,  J. 
— With  a  view  to  show  that  they  were  likely  to 
give  falae  evidence  on  the  coming  trial.]  J^ot 
necessarily  so.  They  might  or  might  not  be 
called  at  the  next  trial.  These  remarks  might 
be  the  subject  of  a  criminal  information.  [Black- 
BOQi.  J. — But  even  if  so,  it  is  no  reason 
why  a  party  should  not  be  prosecuted  for  a 
contempt.]  It  might  be  a  reason  why  the 
Court  should  not  interfere  summarily  for  a  con- 
tempt that  there  was  a  remedy  by  way  of  criminal 
information.  [Mellor,  J. — If  Mr.  Whalley  had 
ocmfined  himself  to  pointing  out  the  great  odds 
against  the  clainumt,  arising  from  the  wealth  and 
social  position  of  the  family  opposed  to  him,  and 
had  ni^ed  this  as  a  reason  for  assisting  him  with 
snbaonptions,  avoiding  all  calumnious  imputations 
upon  those  who  were  against  him,  his  case  would 
have  been  very  different,  and  I  should  have  felt 
very  reluctant  to  visit  him  with  an^  penalty.  But 
he  has  not  been  content  with  this,  and  has  im- 
puted to  the  witnesses  against  him  that  they  were 
m  a  conspiracy  to  defeat  and  convict  an  innocent 
man  by  means  of  perjury.]  His  object,  however, 
was  le]^timate.  [Cockburn,  CJ. — The  motive  or 
the  ol^iect  could  not  excuse  a  contempt  of  court. 
Blackburh,  J. — Undnly  to  interfere  with  a  fisdr 
trial  is  not  the  less  a  contempt  because  it  is  done 
togetsobflcriptions  for  one  siae.]  Thisisa"con- 
stmotiTe  oontempt,"  and  is,  therefore,  to  be 
ranrded  with  some  jealousy.  [Blackburn,  J. — 
whan  is  the  distinctioo  between  an  actual  con- 


tempt and  a  "constructive"  contempt?]  The 
distinction  is  very  obvious :  one  is  a  direct  attack 
upon  the  Court,  and  the  other  is  only  an  indirect 
attack  upon  some  of  the  parties  or  witnesses. 
[Blackburn,  J.  —  Lord  Cottenham  said  in  Mr. 
Lechmere  Charlton  8  case  (2  Myl.  &  Cr.  31t>,  3^2), 
"  It  is  immaterial  what  means  are  adopted,  if  the 
object  is  to  taint  the  source  of  justice,  and  to 
obtain  a  result  of  legal  proceedings  different  from 
that  which  would  follow  in  the  ordinary  course.  It 
is  a  contempt  of  the  highest  order.*  j  That  was 
a  very  different  case  from  the  present.  But  even 
adopting  that  definition  here,  that  was  not  Mr. 
Whalley's  object.  This  was  a  constructive  con- 
tempt, and  a  novel  case,  and  would  carry  the 
doctrine  of  contempt  further  than  any  case  wiiich 
has  yet  occurred.  Mr.  Whalley  disclaimed  any 
intention  to  pervert  the  course  of  justice,  or  inter- 
fere with  a  fair  trial ;  and  if  he  had  been  guilty  of 
a  contempt,  it  had  been  unwittingly,  and  in  the 
conscientious  discharge  of  what  he  believed  to  be 
a  public  duty.  He  apologised  to  the  Court,  and 
promised  not  to  attend  any  such  meetings  in 
future. 

Haiokins,  Q.C.  (with  him  Bowen)  appeared  for 
the  prosecution,  and  read  extracts  of  the  speeches 
made  at  the  public  meetings.  He  left  the  matter 
in  the  hands  of  the  Court. 

Cockburn,  C.  J.  addressed  Mr.  Guildford  Onslow 
and  Mr.  Whalley : — I  have  to  express  the  unani- 
mous opinion  of  the  court  (Cockburn,  C.J.,  Black- 
bum,  Mellor,  and  Lush,  J  J.)  that  in  th^  proceedings 
set  forth  in  these  affidavits  to  which  you  have  been 
called  upon  to  give  an  answer  you  have  been  guilty 
of  a  gross  and  aggravated  contempt  of  the  autho- 
rity of  the  court.  We  are  far  from  saying  that 
when  persons  believe  that  a  man  who  is  under  a 
prosecution  on  a  criminal  charge  is  innocent,  they 
may  not  legitimately  unite  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding him  with  the  means  of  making  an  effectual 
defence ;  and  any  expressions  intended  only  as  an 
appeal  to  others  to  imitc  in  that  object,  though, 
perhaps,  not  strictly  regular,  would  not  be  fit 
matter  for  complaint  and  punishment.  We  (|uite 
agree  that  it  would  be  harsh  and  unnecessary  to 
interfere  with  the  expression  of  opinion  honestly 
entertained,  and  expressed  only  for  a  legitimate 
purpose.  But  it  is  no  excuse  to  urge  when — at  a 
meeting  held  for  the  purpose  of  providing  funds — 
language  is  used  which  amounts  to  an  offence 
against  the  law — and  a  contempt  against  the  court — 
that  the  motive  or  the  purpose  for  which  the  meet- 
ing was  held  was  justifiable.  And  when  we  find 
that  at  a  former  trial  the  jury  before  whom  the 
claimant  gave  his  evidence  declared  that  they  dis- 
believed that  evidence,  and  that  the  learned  judge, 
who  presided  at  the  trial,  directed  his  prosecution, 
and  tnat  a  grand  jury — the  proper  and  constitu- 
tional tribunal — have  lound  true  bills  against  him 
on  the  serious  charges  of  forgery  and  perjury — 
that  such  a  man  should  be  paraded  through  the 
country  and  exhibited  as  a  sort  of  show  at  public 
assemblies  as  the  victim  of  injustice  and  oppression, 
and  that  at  these  meetings — i  u  violent  and  infiamma- 
torjr  langu^e — witnesses  who  had  given  evidence 
against  him  on  the  former  trial  should  be  held  up 
to  public  odium  as  having  been  guilty  of  conspiracy 
ana  penury;  that  the  counsel  engaged  against 
him,  and  even  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial, 
should  be  reviled  in  terms  of  opprobrium  and 
contumely ;  and,  what  is  still  more  immediately  to 
the  present  purpose,  that  th&  qk^il\&  ^^^^'^Rs&Mik^ 
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prosecution  should  be  discussed  and  the  evidence 
assumed  to  be  false ;  and  that  all  this  should  occur, 
not  merely  in  the  provinces,  but  in  the  metropolis, 
almost  in  the  precmcts  of  the  court  and  within  the 
very  district  irom  which  the  persons  are  to  come 
who  are  to  pass  in  judgment  between  the  Grown 
and  the  accused  in  the  coming  trial — how  can  we 
shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  there  is  here  an 
outrage  upon  public  decency  and  a  great  public 
scandal,  and  that  the  even  and  ordinary  course  of 
justice  has  here  been  unwarrantably  interfered 
with  P  This  court,  therefore,  cannot,  under  such 
circumstances,  hesitate  to  exercise  the  authority 
which  it  undoubtedly  possesses,  for  preventing  the 

fublic  discussion  of  any  trial  pending  in  the  court. 
t  has  been  attempted  to  be  contended  on  your 
behalf  that  the  meetings  in  question  were  con- 
vened solely  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  monej 
in  order  to  enable  tne  accused  to  carry  on  his 
defence,  and  with  the  additional  purpose  of  remov- 
ing any  prejudice  which  the  result  of  the  former 
trial  may  have  produced  against  him.  But  that 
can  be  no  excuse  if  the  language  used  amounts  to 
an  unwarrantable  interference  with  the  course  of 
justice.  And  when  we  find  that  gentlemen  of 
your  station  and  position,  gentlemen  of  education, 
members  of  the  Legislature,  have  condescended  to 
lend  themselves  to  proceedings  of  this  character, 
and  to  hold  such  language  as  you  have  used 
on  these  occasions,  we  can  only  contemplate  your 
conduct  with  astonishment  and  regret.  When  it  is 
said  that  all  this  was  done  without  any  conscious- 
ness that  it  was  an  offence  against  the  public 
justice  of  this  court,  though  it  must  have  the  effect 
of  creating  prejudice  with  reference  to  the  approach- 
ing trial,  I  can  only  accept  that  apology  as  really 
derogatory  to  the  understanding  of  those  who 
make  it.  There  cannot  be  the  slightest  doubt  in 
the  mind  of  any  sensible  man  that  such  a  course 
of  proceeding  must  interfere  with  public  justice. 
If  it  is  open  to  those  who  take  the  part  of  the 
accused  to  discuss  in  public  the  merits  of  the 
prosecution  in  his  interest;  then  it  must  be  equally 
open  to  those  who  believe  in  his  guilt  to  take  a 
similar  course  on  the  other  side.  And  then  we 
may  have,  on  the  occasion  of  a  political  trial,  or 
any  case  exciting  great  public  interest  an  or- 
ganized system  orpublic  meetings  throughout  the 
country,  at  which  the  merits  or  the  demerits  of 
the  accused  may  be  discussed  and  canvassed  on 
the  one  side  and  the  other,  and  thus,  by  app)eals 
such  as  you  have  not  henitated  to  make  to  public 
feeling  in  this  case,  the  course  of  public  justice 
may  be  interfered  with  and  disturbed.  It  is  clear 
that  such  comment  upon  a  proceeding  still  pend- 
ing is  an  offence  against  tne  administration  of 
justice  and  a  high  contempt  of  the  authority  of 
this  court.  Nor  can  it  make  any  difference  in 
point  of  principle  whether  the  observations  are 
made  in  writing  or  in  speeches  at  public  meetings, 
and  we  can  have  no  hesitation  in  applying  to  the 
one  case  the  same  rule  as  to  the  other.  We  think, 
therefore,  that  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  have 
done  no  more  than  dischar^  their  duty  in  bring- 
ing this  case  under  our  notice ;  and  we  must  deal 
with  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  repress,  if  possible, 
such  improper  proceedings  in  future.  We  are 
glad  to  find  that  on  this  occasion,  though 
attempts  have  been  made  to  distinguish  this  case 
from  others  in  which  the  court  has  interfered  in 
the  exercise  of  its  summary  authority,  yet  both 
parties   have   through   their   counsel  submitted 


themselves  to  the  court,  and  have  given 
a  clear  and  distinct  pledge  that  they  will  take  no 
part  in  such  objectionable  proceeding  again.  If 
there  had  been  any  hesitation  in  giving  such  a 
pledge,  or  the  slightest  appearance  of  it,  and  if 
there  had  not  been  the  most  submissive  attitude 
assumed,  the  court  would  have  thought  it  neces- 
sary to  use  to  the  fall  extent  the  power  and 
authority  it  possesses,  and  would  have  inflicted  a 
substantial  fine  and  also  a  sentence  of  imprison- 
ment in  addition.  We  are  happily  spared  the 
necessity  of  taking  the  latter  course  in  consequence 
of  the  very  proper  line  you  have  both  of  you 
adopted.  jBut  we  wish  it  to  be  understood  that 
in  the  fine  we  are  about  to  impose  we  have  gone 
to  the  extreme  of  moderation,  and  that  if  on  any 
future  occasion  proceedings  of  this  kind  shall  be 
resorted  to,  the  full  power  of  the  court,  which  it 
immediately  possesses  to  restrain  and  prevent  such 
proceedings  oy  the  infliction  of  adequate  punish- 
ment, will  be  certainly  inflicted  with  a  stem  and 
unhesitating  hand.  The  mischief  in  the  present 
case,  so  te  as  the  positive  effect  of  these  pro- 
ceedings is  concerned,  has  been  very  trining 
indeed,  thanks  to  the  good  sense  of  tne  metro- 
politan press  in  forbearing  from  giving  publicity 
to  these  offensive  and  objectionable  proceedings. 
But  your  intention  was  not  the  less  reprehensible, 
nor  your  conduct  the  less  open  to  severe  censure. 
However,  under  all  the  circumstances  we  think 
that,  considering  the  position  you  have  taken  and 
the  pledge  you  have  given,  a  pecuniary  penalty  of 
moaerate  amount — ^moderate  with  reference  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  and  the  aggravated 
character  of  the  offence  you  have  committed — 
will  satisfy  the  exigencies  of  the  case.  But  that 
leniency  which  we  now  exercise  will  be  appealed 
to  in  vain  if  any  other  person  shall  be  found 
guilty  of  a  similar  offence.  The  sentence  of  the 
court  upon  you  is  that  for  this  contempt  you  do 
each  pay  a  fine  of  lOOL  to  the  Queen,  ana  that  you 
be  imprisoned  until  the  fine  be  paid. 

Upon  consulting  the  other  judges,  the  Lord 
Ghisp  Justice  almost  immediately  added : 

To  persons  of  your  position  it  is  not  necessary 
to  apply  the  latter  part  of  this  sentence.  The 
sentence  of  the  court,  therefore,  is  that  you  do 
each  pay  a  fine  of  lOOL  to  the  Queen. 

Jan.  21. — CocKBURN,  C.  J.  to-day  made  the  follow- 
ing remarks  with  regard  to  this  matter: — I  find  that 
an  impression  has  gone  forth  that,  in  remitting 
that  part  of  the  sentence  pronounced  yesterday 
which  imposed  imprisonment  until  the  fine  was 
paid,  I  was  influenced  by  the  anticipation  of 
some  difficulty  as  to  the  imprisonment  of  members 
of  Parliament  by  reason  of  some  privilege  which 
members  of  Parliament  possess.  This  is  an  entire 
mistake,  imprisonment  being  only  imposed  as  a 
means  of  insuring  payment  of  the  fine.  I  was  re- 
minded by  my  brother  Blackburn  that  payment 
might  be  enforced  without  having  recourse  to  im- 
prisonment, and  it  at  once  occurred  to  me  that  it 
was  unnecessary — ^looking  to  the  position  of  these 
gentlemen — that  imprisonment  should  be  imposed 
until  the  fine  was  paid,  especially  as  there  were 
other  means  of  enf  orcin j^  payment.  On  that  ground 
alone,  that  part  of  the  judgment  was  recaUed.  I 
had  intended  to  intimate  in  the  judgment  which, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  court,  I  pronounced, 
that  if  in  the  case  itself  there  had  not  been  a  per- 
fect submission  to  the  court  on  the  part  of  the 
defenduits,  and  the  clearest  and  moat  pontiTe 
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pledge  that  there  would  be  no  renewal  of  the  con- 
duct complained  of,  the  sentence  of  imprisonment 
would  have  been  added  to  the  pectmiary  penalty. 
The  pofisibility  of  any  collision  with  the  House  of 
Commons  had  not  appeared  to  ns  as  ever  likely  * 
to  oooor,  especially  as  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Lechmere 
Charlton,  who  was  committed  by  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  the  House  of  Commons  declined 
to  interfere  on  behalf  the  privilege  of  their  mem- 
bers ;  and  I  am  sure  that  tne  House  of  Commons 
would  not  desire  to  interpose  the  privilege  of  its 
members  to  prevent  punishment  by  imprisonment 
for  a  contempt  in  the  administration  of  justice.  I 
was  anxious  that  there  should  be  no  misunder- 
standing on  a  matter  of  such  importance  as  this, 
and,  therefore,  I  have  thought  it  necessary  to  cor- 
rect an  impression  which  seems  to  have  prevailed 
as  to  the  grounds  on  which  we  proceeded  m  remit- 
ting that  part  of  our  judgment  to  which  we  have 
referred. 

Attorney  for  the  prosecution,  the  Solicitor  to 
the  Treasury. 
Attorney  for  Mr.  Onslow,  E,  Bromley, 
Attorney  for  Mr.  Whalley,  F.  Moojen, 


Wednesday,  Jan,    29. — Be    Skifworth    and    the 

Defendant. 

CocKBURN,  0.  J.  had  on  the  22nd  inst.  handed  to 
the  Attorney-General  in  court  some  Brighton 
newspapers,  which  had  been  sent  him,  and  which, 
he  said,  contained  reports  of  proceedings  reflecting 
srossly  upon  the  court,  and  repeating  the  contempt 
tar  which  Messrs.  Onslow  and  Whalley  were  fined. 

The  Attomey-Cfeneral  undertook  that  careful 
attention  should  be  given  to  the  matter ;  and  at  his 
desire,  on  Saturday  tne25th,H'at(;Hn«,Q.C.,  moved, 
before  Blackburn,  Mellor,  Lush,  and  Quain,  JJ., 
that  Mr.  Skipworth,  a  barrister-at-law,  be  sum- 
moned to  answer  for  a  contempt  of  court. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  verifying  news- 
paper reports,  that  Mr.  Skipworth,  who  was  chair- 
man of  tne  meeting  held  on  12th  Dec.  and  referred 
to  in  the  previous  matter,  was  present  in  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  the  21st  inst.,  when 
Messrs.  Onslow  and  WhaUey  were  fined ;  and  on 
Uie  same  day  he  went  to  Brighton,  and  there  in 
the  evening,  with  the  defendant,  the  claimant  in 
the  ejectment,  attended  another  public  meeting, 
convened  to  collect  funds  for  the  defence.  !&&. 
Skipworth  took  the  chair,  and  was  received  with 
great  applause.    He  said : — 

Ladies  and  QentlemeD, — It  is  enoonraging  to  me  to 
have  snoh  a  reoeption  after  the  degrading  speotaole  I  have 
witiiessed  in  the  Conrt  of  Queen's  Bench  to-day.  It  was 
nottung  less  than  this — that  two  hononrable  members  of 
Parliament  had  been  brought  up  as  oriminals  for  advo- 
cating troth  and  justice.  ("  Hear,  hear,'*  and  applause.) 
Yes.  it  was  a  sad  spectacle.  Has  Engliuid  come  to  this  ? 
No  less  than  a  great  infringement  of  our  liberties !  If  they 
had  a  just  cause  on  the  otiier  side  this  would  never  have 
been  done.  (Cries  of  "  Never !  ")  What  do  they  mean  P 
WDl  they  rob  a  man  of  every  friend  he  possesses  P  I  will 
CO  on  to  advocate  the  cause  of  my  friend  Sir  Bogor  Tioh- 
bome.  I  live  quietlv  upon  mv  own  estate.  I  have  my 
home  and  family  and  mends ;  1  have  my  affiurs  to  attend 
k> ;  but  when  duty  caQs  me  forth  I  obey  the  call,  and  when 
I  see  soah  degradation  as  I  witnessed  to-day ,  these  honour. 
ablsmeiibroaght  op  and  treated  as  criminals,  and  obli^fed 
to  Mmlogiae  in  the  most  degrading  way,  and  fined  for  domg 
ibmr  dn^  to  their  feUow-oountzymen,  I  remember  that  I 
was  cbavman  of  that  meeting  tneir  conduct  at  which  was 
eansd  hi  qnestton.  The  Lora  Chief  Justice  in  his  judg. 
SMBt  pioieiieii  how  mild  and  moderate  he  was  to  them  as 
Hmj  aad  apolofi  wkt,  and  that  if  anybody  else  should  <^end 


in  the  same  way  he  should  be  treated  with  the  utmost 
rigour  of  the  law,  not  only  with  a  fine  but  with  imprison- 
ment. ("  Shame,  shame.")  I  hurl  this  intimation  back 
with  the  contempt  with  which  he  treated  these  honourable 
men.  I  care  not  for  his  intimidation.  I  will  stand  here 
with  my  friends  in  defence  of  him—in  defiance  of  his 
vulgar  threats.  (Cheers.)  I  am  not  going  to  be  intimi* 
dated  when  my  honest  dutv  to  my  country  calls  me  forth. 
I  could  see  there  was  no  chance  of  justioe  being  done  by 
those  four  judges.  It  was  like  appealing  to  stone  walls.  I 
could  see  that  their  minds  were  made  up  to  convict  my 
friends.  And  why  was  this,  but  to  prevent  free  public  dis- 
cussion in  this  country?  I  would  have  cut  my  hand  off  before 
I  would  have  acknowledged  that  I  had  been  doing  wrong 
and  apologized  when  there  was  nothing  to  apologize  for.  I 
would  let  them  send  me  to  prison  rather  than  have  acknow- 
ledged what  was  untrue.  Better  the  dungeon  than  such  a 
degradation.  What  is  life  worth  without  liberty  and 
honour  P  (Cheers.)  If  this  man  be  Sir  B.  Tiohbome,  then 
there  is  a  conspiracy  to  keejp  him  out  of  his  estates.  And  I 
say  that  Lord  Chief  Justice  Cockbum  was  not  the  fit 
person  to  try  anything  in  connexion  with  the  case.  I  am 
sorry  to  say  that  he  has  so  long  prejudged  the  case  that 
he  is  unfitted  to  try  the  case  as  an  impi^tial  judge. 

Blackburn,  J.  observed  that  in  the  papers  handed 
down  by  the  court,  there  were  even  more  aggra- 
vated expressons  alleged  to  have  been  used  by  the 
defendant  in  the  prosecution. 

Hawkins,  Q.C. — That  is  so.  And  his  speech  as 
reported  is  verified  by  affidavit.  But  I  would 
rather  myself  abstain  horn  entering  into  the  mat- 
ter against  him,  as  I  do  not  desire  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecution  to  do  an3rthing  which  mignt  pre- 
judice his  trial.  [Blackburn,  J. — The  Court  will 
near  the  language  used,  and  will  then  say  what 
shall  be  done. J  My  application  is  only  against  Mr. 
Skipworth. 

The  defendant  spoke  at  the  meeting  as  follows : 

I  call  upon  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  to  come  forward  and 
answer  for  contempt  of  court.  .  .  .  In  prejudicing  me 
before  trial.  I  go  further ;  for  I  am  determined  to  go  to 
the  bottom  of  it.  Four  years  ago  he  prcgudiced  me  as  a 
rank  impostor  at  his  club.  I  know  of  other  occasions,  but 
I  cannot  prove  them.  I  can  prove,  however,  that  subse- 
quently, within  the  last  two  months,  at  a  party  where  a 
lady,  a  friend  of  mine  was,  he  turned  round  and  in  an 
angry  tone  said  it  was  a  disgrace  to  mention  me  in  decent 
society.  I  have  a  right  to  call  upon  him  to  answer  for 
contempt  of  court,  I  do  not  suppose  they  will  grant  the 
rule,  but  he  may  rest  assured  that  I  will  apply  for  it.  I 
maintain  that  he  had  no  right  to  sit  upon  that  bench.  At 
St.  James*s-hall  my  friends,  Mr.  Onslow  and  Mr.  Whalley, 
attended  and  said  that  he  was  not  a  fit  person  to  sit  upon 
my  trial.  So  much  have  I  heard  that  I  mean  to  petition 
Parliament  against  his  sitting  on  my  trial.  I  shall  be  able 
to  prevent  it ;  but  if  I  am  not  I  will  go  into  court  without 
counsel  or  attorney,  or  witnesses,  and  let  him  crush  me 
as  he  thinks  proper.  If  the  Lord  Chief  Justioe  is  to  sit 
upon  my  case  I  will  offer  no  eridence,  but  will  throw  my- 
self upon  the  country. 

Blackburn,  J. — We  think  that,  though  Mr. 
Hawkins,  representing  the  prosecution,  does  not 
ask  it,  we  ought  to  issue  an  order  not  only  against 
Mr.  Skipworth  but  also  against  the  claimant — by 
whatever  name  he  may  be  known.  It  is  a  mistake 
to  suppose  that  such  proceedings  as  these,  b^  way 
of  attachment,  are  taken  to  vindicate  the  dignity 
and  honour  of  the  court,  or  to  punish  any  attacks 
upon  ourselves.  K  that  were  the  only  object,  there 
would  probably  be  hardly  ever  a  case  which  we 
should  not  treat  with  contempt.  But  the  court  has 
the  power,  bv  summary  process,  to  interfere,  and 
prevent  an^rthin^  that  may  unduly  interfere  with 
the  administration  of  justice  in  cases  pending 
before  it.  It  is  because  if  such  cases  were  left  to 
the  slow  process  of  the  general  law  by  indictment 
or  otherwise,  the  mischief  would  be  done,  that  we 
have  the  power  of  interfering  summarily,  and  it  is 
our  duty  to  exercise  that  ^wex.    '^Oi^^'^^Ti  "Ofi^ 
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present  occasion  enouRh  bss  been  broagbt  before  ' 
UB  to  show  UB  distinctly  that  there  is  an  organized 
tmd  persevering  Bfatem  of  aeitation  wbich  seems 
to  lie  an  interference  with  the  proper  coarse  of 
justice,  and  whicb  there  is  reason  to  believe  will 
not  be  put  a  stop  to  until  this  person,  the  claimant, 
or  defendant,  is  brought  befbre  uS'  And,  tbere- 
tbre,  though  it  is  not  asked  on  the  part  of  the  pro- 
secution, we  think  it  right  to  make  the  order  that 
both  these  persons  shall  attend  hereon  Wedaesdaj 
morning  next. 

To-daj  Mr.  Skipworth  and  the  defendant  ap- 
peared in  answer  to  the  summons  issued  against 
them.  Neither  of  them  was  represented  by 
counsel. 

The  affidavits  Bled  by  the  prosecution  were  read 
at  length  by  the  officers  of  the  court ;  who  also 
read  an  affidavit  filed  bj  Mr.  Skipwbrth.  The 
affidavit  of  Mr.  Skipworth,  after  giving  the 
history  of  the  case,  proceeded  to  state  : 

The  meotmgB  aomplained  of  were  given  out  to  be  (tailed 
for  tiie  rmrpoee  of  raiBiug  money  tor  the  Tichbome  Defeuoe 
Fnnd,  bnt  1  did  not  attend  tliem  on  that  aooonut  alone, 
bat  for  tha  purpoae  ot  enliating  aympathj  in  the  oase.  At 
these  meetinKB  no  improper  Tangntt^  wm  cued,  eicapt 
DDder  eiaitement  oansed  bf  hoetile  interraptions.  The 
meetingB  took  place,  too.  bj  reason  of  tbo  SDDrmaas  in. 
tereit  taken  in  the  case  tbioaghoDt  tlie  oonatry.  and  often 
upon  invitation  and  at  the  eipresB  desire  of  respeotable 
persons.  And  all  these  meeting  were  nnjmitaoae  in  de- 
daring-  a  belief  in  the  Claimant. 

As  to  the  part  he  had  taken  in  these  meetings,  Mr. 
Skipworth  went  on  to  say ; 

I  have  bad  no  other  object  than  to  promote  the  canne  of 

— otw"ob^ __        ._ 

tenoe,  and  not  intentionally.  The 
npon  any  oE  the  judges  or  law  officers  ot  the  Crown  irere 
meant  iu  the  way  of  honest  comment  and  fair  oritioiBm 
npon  their  pnblio  acts  and  condnct.  1  had  not  the  elight- 
«at  intention  of  bringing  the  Conrt  into  contempt,  bnt  my 
■ole  object  has  been  to  uphold  the  interests  of  justioe, 
which  I  believed  to  be  in  jeopardy. 

Mr,  Skipworth  went  on  to  saj  that  he  was  in 
court,  ana  heard  the  sentence  passed  on  Mr. 
Onslow  and  Mr.  Whalleyi  and  he  thought  that 
under  the  circumstances  there  hnd  been  a  degra- 
dation and  disbononr  to  the  law  which  he  felt  called 
npon  to  protest  against.  The  remarks  I  made  (he 
Baid)  at  the  Brighton  meeting  as  to  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  not  being  a  proper  judge  to  try  the  case, 
were  based  upon  notorious  and  well-known  facts, 
he  having  repeatedly  denounced  the  claimant  as 
an  impostor;  and  on  this  account,  Mr.  Skipworth 
said,  "  I  considered  it  improper  that  he  should 
preside."  "  I  put  it  to  the  meeting,  not  in  the 
fipirit  of  aspereiOD  or  contempt,  lint  as  an  obser- 
vation fairly  called  tor  by  the  position  of  the  case; 
and,  though  1  was  eicited  by  a  hiss  to  say  '  I  hiss 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice,'  that  expression  escaped 
me  on  the  spur  of  the  moment ;  and,  being  sensible 
upon  redection  that  the  expression  was  improper, 
I  withdrew  it.  But  I  caniiot  forego  my  right  to 
comment  upon  the  conduct  of  a  judge  with  refer- 
ence to  a  case  before  him.  With  regard  to  the 
charge  of  attendine  this  particular  meeting.  I 
must  say  that  though  I  was  not  bound  by  the  sub- 
mission and  the  pledge  given  by  the  two  members 
of  FaHiament,  I  avow  that  I  attended  that  meeting 
in  defiance  of  the  threat  held  out  by  the  court,  and 
that  it  was  with  the  distinct  intention  of  settinc 
that  threat  at  defiance;  for  I  considered  that  such 
«  threat  ou^ht  not  to  have  been  uttered  from  the 
bench,  and  it  waa  my  oi^etA  to  prevent  the  atigma 


least  one  man  who  had  a  spark  of  public  spirit  in 
his  breast  snfQcient  to  inspire  him  to  resist  the 
attempt  made  to  extort  pl^iges — which  there  waa 
no  legal  right  to  exact — not  to  attend  meetings 
admitted  to  be  lawful."  In  conclusion,  Mr.  Skip- 
worth  submitted  that  he  could  not  but  consider 
the  course  now  taken  agunst  him  unjust,  cruel, 
and  oppressive. 

The  defendant,  when  called  upon  bv  the  court, 
said  that  he  was  not  aware  that  he  had  committed 
any  oontempt,  and  if  he  had  done  so,  it  was  not 
his  intention.  Be  submitted  thatwbat  he  had  stated 
was  true,  and  he  ought  to  be  tried  upon  this  obaiye 
against  him  by  a  jury,  now  especially,  as  the  chief 
complaint  ^;ainst  him  was  on  account  of  what  he 
had  said  about  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  [Black- 
burn, J. — You  are  not  charged  with  a  contempt  in 
the  sense  of  having  insulted  any  member  of  the 
court,  bnt  with  an  attempt  to  obstruct  the  ordinary 
course  of  justice,  and  using  undne  influerioe  to 
prejudice  a  trial.]  He  contended  that  all  he  bad 
said  related  to  the  previous  trial,  at  wbich  his 
counsel  had  no  opportunity  to  reply,  and  in  conse- 
quence the  accusations  mode  against  him  by  the 
Attorney-General  on  behalf  of  the  defence  had  re- 
ceived no  answer.  Besides,  all  the  newspapers,  he 
said,  were  continually  making  attacks  upon  him. 
He  appealed  to  the  court  whether  an  artide 
heaping  abuse  npon  him  in  the  Saturday  Review 
of  the  previous  week,  was  fair  or  just.  [Blacs- 
BUKK,  J. — Ah  you  appeal  to  us,  wo  are  bonnd  to 
answer  you,  and  to  say  that  we  think  it  is  not  just, 
and  that  we  entireljr  agree  with  you  in  thinkiDg 
that  it  was  a  most  improper  article,  for  the  verj 
reason  you  are  now  brought  before  us  to  answer 
for  what  you  have  done,  and  we  only  hope  that  no 
one  will  offend  again.]  He  then  went  on  to  read 
articles  in  which  he  had  been  attacked,  and  urged 
that  as  his  counsel  had  not  been  heard  in  reply,  he 
had  no  other  means  of  meeting  those  attacks  than 
speaking  at  public  meetings.  Therefore,  it  was, 
be  said,  that  ho  had  gone  from  town  to  town  trying 
to  meet  and  to  answer  these  charges,  and  to  appeal 
to  his  fellow-countrymen  agaiost  the  attacks  of^he 
press.  He  urged  that  he  had  a  right  to  do  so,  and 
that  ihe  Court  had  no  right  to  interfere  with  him. 
He  urged,  again,  that  this  was  the  more  jnst 
because  his  trial  had  been  put  oB  for  twelve 
months  in  order  to  enable  the  Government,  with 
all  the  aid  of  the  Government  funds,  to  got  up  a 
stronger  case  against  him  by  means  of  advertisi^ 
for  evidence  and  other  methods  in  Australia.  He 
urged  further  that  these  meetingpi  had  been  goingon 
for  many  months  without  being  in  any  way  objected 
to,  and  had  lately  been  brought  before  the  Conrt  of 
Chancery  without  any  objection.  He  urged,  again, 
that  when,  in  1870,  he  brought  the  £eAo  before  the 
Court  ot  Chancery  for  prejudicing  the  case  before 
the  hearing  and  before  the  trial,  the  Vice- Chancel- 
lor let  its  proprietors  off  with  payment  of  their  costs, 
and  be  had  to  pay  his  own.  Alter  that,  of  conrse,  he 
made  no  further  attempt  to  obtain  redress  in  court, 
and  now  he  was  charged  with  "  contempt "  of 
Court  because  he  tried  to  get  redress  by  appealing 
to  the  public  himself.  He  had  attended  eighteen 
ot  these  meetings,  and  had  held  at  all  of  Uiem  the 
same  language,  and  had  never  been  interfered  with 
before  in  any  way.  He  protested  that  he  had  only 
asserted  the  right  of  a  free-bom  Englishman  in 
defending  himself,  and  he  urged  that  had  the 
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Goremment  done  their  dnty  and  behaved  fiEurly  he 
would  never  have  been  driven  to  this.  Finally  he 
appealed  to  the  Court  on  the  ground  that  if  they 
sent  him  to  prison  or  inflicted  a  fine  which  he  conld 
sot  pay  they  would  prejudice  his  defence  in  the 
proeecution  now  pending  against  him,  and  de- 
prive him  of  the  means  of  making  his  defence. 

Hawhiru,  Q.O.  (with  him  Bowen)  appeared  for 
the  prosecution,  and  briefly  submitted  the  matter 
to  the  Court. 

Blackburn,  J. — These  persons  have  been  called 
aiXMi  to  show  cause  why  they  should  not  be  com- 
mitted for  contempt  of  court,  and  the  first  question 
is  whether  they  have  been  guilty  of  a  contempt. 
The  word  "contempt"  has  caused  persons  who 
are  not  lawyers  to  suppose  that  it  means  a  pro- 
ceeding to  protect  the  personal  dignity  of  the 
judges  from  insult  to  them  as  individuals,  and 
sometimes,  no  doubt,  persons  have  been  committed 
for  such  personal  attacks,  although,  so  far  as  their 
protection  as  individuals  is  concerned,  that  is  a 
subordinate  object,  and  the  cases  are  very  rare  in 
which  judges  would  consider  it  worth  their  while 
to  interpose  on  that  ground.  But  there  is  another 
and  more  important  object  for  which  it  may  be 
necessary  to^mterpose.  Any  case  which  is  pend- 
ing, either  in  a  civil  or  criminal  court,  ought  to  be 
tned  in  the  ordinary  course  of  justice,  and  in  the 
present  case  there  is  an  indictment  against  one  of 
^e  persons  before  us  which  is  now  standing  for 
trial.  That  case  ought  to  be  fairly  tried ;  but  it 
may  happen  that  proceedings  occur  such  as  have 
now  called  upon  us  to  interfere.  Sometimes  the 
ooorse  taken  has  been  by  attacking  the  judge, 
sometimes  by  attempting  to  induce  him  to  alter 
his  opinion  or  to  take  a  course  different  from  that 
whicn  he  would  otherwise  take ;  more  commonly, 
there  is  an  attempt  to  influence  the  trial  by 
attacking  the  witnesses  or  appealing  to  public 
feeling  so  as  to  prejudice  the  trial,  in  all  these 
ways  great  miscnief  may  be  done,  interferingwith 
the  due  and  ordinary  course  of  justice.  When 
the  attempt  is  by  an  act  which  is  itself  punish- 
able, as  conspiracy,  libel,  or  assault,  the  party 
might,  of  course,  be  indicted  for  it;  but  the 
effect,  though  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of 
punishment,  mi^ht  be  made  greater  for  the  pur- 
pose of  prevention ;  the  mischief  might  be  done, 
and  the  administration  of  justice  would  be  per- 
verted or  prejudiced.  For  that  reason,  from  the 
earliest  times,  the  Superior  Courts  of  Law  and 
Bqnity  have  exercised  the  jurisdiction  of  prose- 
cuting such  attempts  by  summary  proceedings 
for  contempt,  and  having  that  power,  it  is  our  duty, 
when  the  occasion  arises,  to  exercise  it.  In  the 
pesent  instance,  as  Mr.  Hawkins  has  stated, 
ne  did  not  desire  to  proceed  against  the  defen- 
dant; but  we  thought  that  as  there  had 
been  an  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  course  of 
justice,  it  was  our  duty  to  interpose  against  him, 
•nd  we,  therefore,  ourselves  ordered  him  to  attend. 
And  I  am  bound  to  say  that  he  has  defended 
himself  here  with  great  propriety,  and,  making 
allowance  for  the  want  of  legal  knowledge,  he  has 
taken  every  point  in  his  favour  which  the  ablest 
counsel  could  have  done.  Nevertheless,  he  has 
not  snooeeded  in  showing  us  that  he  has  not  been 
guilty  of  a  contempt.  He  has  ursed  that  the 
matter  ought  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  but  the  ques- 
tion is  not  now  whether  he  is  innocent  or  ^;uilty  on 
the  indictment  on  which  he  will  be  fairly  tned  here- 
after.   The  attempt  to  prq'udioe  the  trial  is  the 


offence  with  which  he  is  now  charged.  We  are 
not  to  inouire  whether  what  he  has  stated  be  true 
or  false,  out  whether  the  course  he  has  taken  be 
such  as  to  show  that  he  intended  to  influence  the 
trial  and  prejudice  the  question  by  appeals  to 
public  feeling.  All  such  attempts  amount  to 
contempt  of  court,  and  we  hardly  think  it  neces- 
sary to  cite  any  authorities  on  the  point.  We 
need  only  mention  one,  Mr.  Lechmere  Oharlton^e 
case  (2  Mvl.  &  Cr.  316).  Lord  Cottenham,  after 
citing  authorities,  said  in  that  case,  p.  342,  "  Ail 
the  authorities  tend  to  the  same  point ;  thev  show 
that  it  is  immaterial  what  measures  are  aaopted, 
if  the  object  is  to  taint  the  source  of  justice  and 
to  obtain  a  result  of  legal  proceedings  different 
fh)m  that  which  would  follow  in  the  ordinary 
course.  It  is  a  contempt  of  the  highest  order,  and 
although  such  a  foolish  attempt  as  this  cannot  be 
supposed  to  have  any  effect,  it  is  obvious  that  if 
such  cases  were  not  punished,  the  most  serious 
consequences  might  follow.  If  I  consulted  my 
own  personal  feelings  upon  the  subject,  I  should 
pass  by  these  letters  as  a  foolish  attempt  at  undue 
mfluence;  but  if  I  were  to  adopt  that  course,  I 
should  consider  mvself  guilty  of  a  very  great 
dereliction  of  mv  high  duty.  The  order  must 
therefore  be  madfe  absolute  for  the  committal  of 
Mr.  Lechmere  Charlton  to  the  Fleet.'*  These 
words  indicate  the  kind  of  contempt  which  has 
been  attempted  in  the  present  instance,  where 
there  has  been  an  attempt  hj  means  of  vitupera- 
tion to  deter  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  from  taldng 
any  part  in  the  trial,  and  also  by  attacks  upon  the 
witnesses  themselves,  to  influence  the  public  mind 
and  prejudice  the  jury.  Mr.  Skipwortn  has,  in  so 
many  words,  said  that  he  intended  to  do  so,  and 
that  he  wiU  do  it  again.  Such  a  course,  we  are  all 
of  opinion,  amounts  to  a  contempt  of  court.  We 
have  then  to  consider  whether  it  is  the  less  eo 
because  it  is  foolish  and  ineffectual.  It  is  true 
that  it  is  utterly  ineffectual.  Before  these  meet- 
ings had  been  neard  of,  it  came  to  be  a  question 
whether  the  case  should  be  tried  before  a  single 
judge  or  at  bar — that  is,  before  the  full  court, 
or  several  judges  of  it,  when  each  judge  takes 
part  in  the  proceedings,  and,  possibly,  as  has 
actually  happened,  they  may  have  different 
opinions  and  express  them.  That  occurred  in  the 
trial  of  the  Seven  Bishops,  and  the  jud^s  ex- 

Sressed  different  opinions  and  gave  conflicting 
irections  to  the  jury,  the  result  of  which  was  an 
acouittal.  Such  is  the  nature  of  a  trial  at  bar; 
ana  it  is  within  my  personal  knowledge  that 
before  any  application  was  made  on  the  subject, 
the  Lord  Chier  Justice  stated  that  he  thought  it 
right,  as  it  was  likely  to  be  a  case  of  much 
magnitude  and  importtoce,  that  more  than  one 
judge  should  sit  to  assist  him  in  the  trial.  After- 
wards the  Attorney-General,  as  was  his  privilege, 
prayed  a  trial  at  bar,  and  that  was  at  once 
acceded  to.  It  was,  however,  the  personal  desire 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  that  tne  case  should 
not  be  tried  by  himself  alone,  but  by  several 
judges  at  bar.  That  being  so,  we  find  that 
meetings  are  held  at  which  the  object  appears 
to  have  been,  by  means  of  vituperation,  to  deter 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  from  sitting  at  the  trial. 
They  will,  however,  have  no  such  effect.  There  is 
not  and  never  has  been  the  slightest  doubt  in  my 
mind,  nor  in  the  mind  of  any  member  of  the  court, 
that  it  would  be  a  ^preat  dereliction  of  duty  on  the 
part  cA  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  ot  «i^\KasX»  ^  <sQi\n^^ 
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weakness  on  his  part,  if  he  were  to  yield  to  this 
influence  and  renrain  from  sitting  on  the  trial  of 
the  case.  There  is  not,  however,  the  slightest  idea 
of  doing  so.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  is  of  opinion 
that  it  is  his  duty  to  sit  on  the  trial,  and  we  are 
all  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the  course  of  these 
proceedings  various  observations  have  been  made 
reflecting  upon  him,  or  upon  other  persons,  but 
principafiy  as  to  what  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  is 
supposed  to  have  said  on  various  occasions  on 
the  subject;  but  it  is  not  right  that  a  judge 
in  the  high  position  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
should  be  exposed  to  such  attacks  and  expected  to 
come  forward  to  deny,  to  explain,  or  to  refute 
them.  A  judge  in  his  position  cannot  be  expected 
to  come  forward  to  vindicate  himself  from  such 
imputations.  As  I  am  not  to  sit  upon  the  trial,  I 
may  permit  myself  to  say  that  I  am  sure  it  will  be 
conducted  with  perfect  impartiality.  These  at- 
tacks, then,  have  failed  in  their  object,  but  it  is 
not  the  less  incumbent  upon  us  to  visit  them,  for 
in  future  cases  the  influence  exerted  might  be  more 
formidable  and  require  the  strongest  measures  to 
repress  it.  We  may  imagine  the  case  of  a  popular 
pmon  indicted  for  sedition  or  treason,  and  ap{)eal- 
ing  to  public  sympathy  and  support.  It  might 
reouire  considerable  nerve  to  resist  such  attempts, 
ana  if  we  were  topass  over  the  present  instance,  wnen 
the  more  formidiAble  case  arose,  in  which  our  suc- 
cessors might  find  themselves  obliged  to  interpose, 
they  might  find  themselves  seriously  embarrassed 
by  the  precedent  we  should  have  set.  Besides, 
it  would  be  a  great  public  scandal  if  these  proceed- 
ings were  allowed,  and  it  is  essential  that  they 
should  be  stopped.  That  being  the  view  we  take 
of  our  duty  upon  this  occasion,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  both  these  persons  have  attended  public 
meetings  with  the  intention  of  influencing  the 
ordinary  course  of  justice  and  prejudicing  the  trial, 
and  we  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that 
they  have  been  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court.  The 
second  question  that  arises  is  what  should  be 
their  sentence.  I  would  observe  that  under  ordi- 
nary circumstances  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  would 
preside  here,  and  his  absence  is  not  to  be  supposed 
as  at  all  inconsistent  with  anything  I  have  said. 
But  we  have  to  determine  the  amount  of  punish- 
ment for  an  offence  which  has  partly  consisted  of 
personal  attacks  upon  the  Lord  uhief  Justice ;  and 
where  that  is  the  case  there  is  the  risk  that  his 
feelings  might  be  thought  vindictive,  and  the  still 
greater  risk  that  his  anxiety  to  avoid  it  might  lead 
him  to  be  too  lenient,  and  therefore  it  was  desir- 
able that  he  should  avoid  this  difficulty  by  being 
absent  on  the  occasion.  In  a  court  of  equity, 
where  there  is  only  a  single  judge,  it  would  not  be 
possible  to  avoid  it;  out  here  it  is  so,  and 
therefore  he  has  not  thought  flt  to  take  any 
part  in  fixing  the  amount  of  punishment.  Having 
said  so  much,  we  proceed  to  consider  what  should 
be  the  sentence  in  this  case.  And  first,  as 
to  Mr.  Skipworth,  I  cannot  see  anything  in  his 
favour.  He  has  deliberately  come  forward,  as  he 
avows,  to  influence  the  trial  of  the  case ;  he  declares 
the  claimant  to  be  innocent,  and  tries  to  persuade 
the  public  that  he  is  so.  Up  to  last  Monday  week 
he  might  have  supposed  he  was  doing  nothing  wrong, 
but  on  that  day  ne  waspresent  in  court  and  heard 
Mr.  Onslow  and  Mr.  Whalley  declared  guilty  of 
contempt  Having  heard  that  judgment,  he  went 
down  to  Brighton  and  held  a  pablic  meeting,  at 
which  he  denounced  the  Lord  tlhief  Justice,  and 


rke  in  terms  not  very  complimentary  to  the  rest 
the  court.  I  am  reminded  by  my  brother 
Mellor  that  Mr.  Skipworth  is  a  barrister  and  ought 
to  know  better;  but,  though  a  barrister,  it  is 
evident  that  he  is  no  lawyer.  For  such  an  Afffi^ 
vated  oflence  we  must  impose  a  sentence  ol  fine 
and  also  of  imprisonment,  and  the  flrst  question  is 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  fine,  which  must  not  be 
excessive,  but  still  must  be  sufficient  to  be  deter- 
rent, and  within  those  limits  the  amount  is  within 
our  discretion.  Upon  the  whole,  we  think  that 
the  amoxmt  ou^ht  to  be  5001.  To  that  we  must 
add  a  term  of  imprisonment,  and  that  also  must 
be  sufficient  to  prevent  the  mischief  of  in^ei^r- 
ence  with  the  trial  which  is  to  be  held  in  April 
next.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  term  of  im- 
prisonment must  be  three  months.  Then,  as  to 
the  other  defendant  on  the  indictment — no  doubt 
he  has  attempted  to  influence  the  course  of  justice, 
and,  therefore,  has  been  guilty  of  a  contempt,  bat 
there  are  differences  and  mitigating  circumstanoes 
in  his  case.  One  great  difierence  is  this — that  he 
is  a  pcurty  in  the  case,  to  whom  some  latitude  must 
be  allowed ;  and  although  we  think  he  has  gone 
beyond  that  limit,  still  it  is  a  consideration  to  be 
borne  in  mind.  Again,  it  is  to  be  considered  that 
he  was  assailed  by  attacks  in  the  Press  calculated 
to  prejudice  his  trial,  and  if  he  had  confined  him- 
self to  answering  those  attacks,  though  he  might 
still  have  been  guilty  of  a  contempt,  it  would  have 
been  one  of  which  this  court  might  have  been 
reluctant  to  take  notice.  There  is  another  con- 
sideration to  which  he  has  very  justly  ad- 
verted— that  we  must  take  care  in  passing 
sentence  upon  him  not  to  do  anything  that 
might  prejudice  him  in  his  defence.  If  we 
were  to  impose  a  fine  or  inflict  imprisonment  it 
might  have  that  efiect,  but  it  is  necessary  that 
these  proceedings  should  be  stopped.  Taking 
these  things  into  consideration,  we  are  of  opinioQ 
that  the  proper  course  would  be  that  he  should 
give  security,  himself  for  500L,  and  another  for 
5001.,  that  he  will  be  of  good  behaviour  and  not  be 
guilty  of  any  contempt  of  court  for  the  period  of 
uiree  months ;  otherwise  he  must  be  imprisoned 
until  then. 

Mellob,  J. — ^I  entirely  concur  in  what  my 
brother  Blackburn  has  expressed  upon  the 
matter.  I  entertain  no  doubt  whatever  of  the 
character  of  the  contempt,  or  that  it  is  one  whidi 
it  is  our  duty  to  repress ;  and  I  agree  with  the 
reasons  he  has  given,  and  also  in  l£e  distinction 
he  has  drawn  between  the  cases  of  the  two  persons 
now  charged  before  us. 

Lush,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  have 
nothing  to  add  to  the  observations  of  my  brother 
Blackburn. 

QuAiK,  J. — I  also  entirely  agree  with  my  brother 
Blackburn. 

Blackbusn,  J.  then  formally  passed  the  sentence 
of  the  Court  accordingly. 


Monday,  Jan.  27, 1873. 
Bbo.  v.  Jokes. 

Quo  warranto — User   of  office — Dedaraium   of 
defendant* 8  own  election. 

It  appeared,  upon  a  nde  for  a  quo  warranto,  thai 
the  defendant  had  presided  at  a  vestry  meet^ 
convened  for  the  purpose  of  eleotiiM  a  member  y 
a  burial  board,  under  15  ^  16  VteL  e.  85, 1. 12; 
that  he  and  others  were  proposed  cmd  seconded  s 
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(hat  he  declared  himeelf  elected ;  that  the  derk 

wrote  to  the  derk  of  the  Bwrial  Board  informing 

him  of  the  defendant's  election ;  and  that  at  the 

fkeast  veetry  tneeting,  when  defendant  ctgam  pre- 

ndedy  the  mintUee  of  the  prevtoita  meeting,  one  of 

which  wae  a  memorandum  of  the  d^endanrs 

eiection,  were  tmanimotLsly  confirmed,  defendant 

gtated  in  an  affidamt  that  he  had  deuined  to 

uttend  any  of  the  meetings  of  the  board,  and  he 

had  not  ai  any  time  acted  or  claimed  the  right  to 

aetastL  member  of  the  Board : 

Held,  thai  this  was  not  a  sufficient  user  of  the  office 

to  found  an  application  for  an  information  in  the 

naJtwre  of  a  quo  warranto. 

This  was  a  nue  nisi  calling  upon  Philip  Jones  to 

show  cause  why  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a 

quo  warranto  shonld  not  be  exhibited  against  him 

to  show  by  what  authority  he  claims  to  exercise 

the  office  of  a  member  of  the  Kingston-upon- 

Thames  Burial  Board,  on  the  following  grounds : 

first,  that  the  miyonty  of  votes  was  given  to  the 

relator,  Gleaveland  Phillips,  and  not  to  the  said 

Philip  Jones;  secondly,  that  the  return  by  the 

chairman,  the  said  Philip  Jones,  of  himself  was 

a  bad  return;  thirdly,  tnat  his  vote  was  bad; 

loarthly,  that  the  votes  of  the  deputy  vestry  clerk 

and  of  the  paid  auditor  were  bad ;  fifthly,  that  the 

adQoumment  of  the  meeting  of  the  18th  July  last 

was  illegal  and  improper. 

By  15  A  16  Vict,  a  86,  s.  11 : 

In  oaae  of  moh  resolntioii  as  aforesaid — (i.e.,  a  Teaolntion 
of  vestry  to  provide  a  boxial  gronnd),  the  vestry  shall 
aiipoint  not  less  than  three  nor  more  than  nine  persons. 
heang  ratepayers  of  the  parish,  to  be  the  Burial  Board  of 
SDoh  narisn;  of  whom  one-third,  or  as  nearly  as  may  be 
OD»-tmrd  (to  be  determined  among  themselves)  shall  go 
out  of  office  yearly,  at  such  time  as  shall  be  from  time  to 
time  fixed  b j  the  vestry,  but  shall  be  eligible  for  immediate 
reappointment. 

By  sect.  12 : 

Aaj  vacancies  in  the  Board  may  be  filled  up  by  the 
vwtiy  when  and  as  the  vestry  shall  think  fit. 

A  special  vestry  meeting  of  the  parish  of  Kingp- 
8ton-on-Thames  was  duly  held  on  the  18th  July 
last,  in  accordance  with  a  request  firom  the  Burial 
Board  of  the  said  parish,  for  the  purpose  of  electing 
a  member  of  the  said  Burial  Board  in  the  place  of 
another  member  lately  deceased. 

The  said  Philip  Jones  was  voted  to  the  chair, 
which  he  occupied  during  the  meeting;  and  he 
acted  as  retummg  officer. 

Hie  said  Gleaveland  Phillips,  and  Philip  Jones 
were  each  proposed  and  seconded  for  the  vacant 
office,  and  the  said  Philip  Jones  as  chairman  and 
returning  officer  took  a  show  of  hands  for  the  said 
Gleavdand  Philips  and  idso  for  himself.  He 
declared  himself  to  be  elected  by  a  majority  of 
votes,  and  on  the  same  day  the  clerk  to  the  vestry 
wrote  to  the  clerk  of  the  said  Burial  Board,  inform- 
ing him  that  at  this  vestry  meeting  "  it  was  resolved 
that  Mr.  Philip  Jones  be  elected  a  member  of  the 
Burial  Board,  and  to  fill  the  vacancy'*  aforesaid. 
The  said  ClcAveland  Philips  immediately  gave 
notice  to  every  one  concerned  that  he  clamied  to 
be  elected  instead  of  the  said  Philip  Jones,  on  the 
groond  amongst  others  that  the  said  Philip  Jones 
ooold  not  return  himself,  and  that  he  voted  for 
himself ;  but  the  said  Philip  Jones  never  disclaimed 
to  be  a  member  of  the  said  Burial  Board,  and  has 
sinoe  received  aU  notices  of  meetings  of  the  said 
Board. 

It  aimared  from  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant' 
the  nia  Fhil^  Jones,  that  he  was  churdiwarden 


of  the  parish,  and  accustomed  to  preside  at  the 
vestry  meetings  in  the  absence  of  the  vicar.  He 
deniecL  that  he  voted  for  himself,  and  asserted  that 
he  was  returned  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  vestry  present.  He  stated  that  at  the  subse- 
quent meeting,  when  he  was  again  in  the  chair, 
tne  minute  oi  the  previous  meeting,  to  the  effect 
that  he  was  duly  elected  member  of  the  Burial 
Board,  was  unanimously  confirmed.  His  affidavit 
also  contained  the  following : — "  I  have  declined 
to  attend  any  of  the  meetings  of  the  said  Burial 
Board,  and  I  have  not  at  any  time  acted  or  claimed 
the  right  to  act  as  a  member  of  the  said  Burial 
Board?' 

Field,  Q.O.  and  Pearce,  showed  cause  against 
the  rule. — This  paragraph  of  Mr.  Jones'  affidavit 
is  sufficient  to  snow  that  a  quo  warranto  will  not 
apply  to  this  case.  It  was  neld  in  The  King  v. 
whiiwell  (5  Term  Bep.  85),  that  there  must  be  an 
user  as  well  as  a  claim  of  a  franchise  in  order  to 
found  an  application  for  an  information  in  the 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto.  Stating  that  the  de- 
fendant who  was  elected  to  an  office  had  tendered 
himself  to  be  sworn  in  is  not  sufficient.  Here  the 
defendant  has  not  gone  even  so  far  as  that. 

/.  Brown,  Q.O.  and  Foard  supported  the  rule : — 
The|  defendant  publicly  declared  himself  duly 
elected,  and  the  clerk  to  the  vestry  over  which  he 
had  presided,  wrote,  informing  the  Burial  Board 
of  his  election.  Further  he  himself  states  that  the 
minute  of  his  election  was  in  his  presence  unani- 
mously confirmed.  According  to  The  Kina  v.  Taie 
(4  East,  337),  a  swearing  in,  though  defective  in 
law,  yet  being  such  whereby  the  party  claimed  at 
tlie  time  to  be  a  free  burgess  of  a  corporation,  was 
sufficient  user  of  the  office  to  warrant  an  informa- 
tion in  nature  of  quo  warranto  against  him,  and 
not  like  a  mere  clami  of  the  office.  The  circum- 
stances of  this  case  constitute  more  than  a  mere 
claipa  of  the  office  by  the  defendant ;  they  amount 
to  an  acceptance. 

Blackbubn,  J.,  cited  The  King  v.  Ponsonby 
(2  Brown's  Oases  in  Parliament,  311.) 

Blackbitrk,  J. — When  one  considers  the  nature 
of  a  quo  warranto,  it  is  clear  that  the  writ  is 
applicable  only  to  a  person  in  the  exercise  of  an 
office  or  franchise.  Every  information  alleges 
that  the  defendimt  at  a  certain  place,  on  a  cer- 
tain day,  ddd  use  and  exercise,  and  from  thence 
continually  afterwards  to  the  time  of  exhibit- 
ing this  mformation  hath  there  used  and  exer- 
cised, and  still  doth  there  use  and  exercise, 
without  any  legal  warrant,  royal  grant,  or  ri^ht 
whatsoever,  the  office  of,  &o,,  and  for  and  during 
all  the  time  last  above  mentioned  hath  there 
claimed,  and  still  doth  there  claim  to  be,  &o, 
(Comer's  Crown  Practice,  form  No.  clix.)  These 
alleffations  could  not  be  made  concerning  the  acts 
of  the  defendant  here.  The  King  v.  Tate,  is  in  my 
opinion  quite  right,  but  there  is  no  such  user  here. 

Mellob  and  Quaxn,  JJ.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

Attorney  for  relator,  B,  G,  Hanrott. 

Attorney  for  defendant,  0,  C,  Sherrard, 


Wednesday,  Jan.  29, 1873. 
Eeo.  v.  Thb  Postmasteb-General. 

Mandamus— Eating  of  telegraph  po§ts  and  wires — 
Assessment'-The  Telegraph  AcU  1868  and  1869 
(81  ^  32  Vict.  c.  110;  32  ^  33  Vict  c.  73.) 

A  vesfry  aippUed  by  mandamus  to  eomyid  tlU  P<Mi- 
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master-Oenerdl  to  pay  poor  rates  upon  the  rate" 
able  value  of  telegraph  posts  and  wires,  as  fixed 
hy  an   assfissment  committee.      The  Postmaster^ 
General  had  tendered  a  smaUer  amowntt  proper' 
tionaie  to  a/n  assessment  fixed  by  the  Commus" 
sioners  of  the  Treasury,  which  the  vestry  had 
refused. 
Held,  that  hy  the  Telegraph  Acts  1868  and  1869,  no 
duty  is  cast  v/pon  the  JPosmaster-Oeneral  to  pay 
the  rates  imposed  by  those  Acts ;  and  that  there 
is  no  reme&y  by  rnamdamus  against  him  to  enforce 
tlie  payment  of  rales  fixed  by  an  assessment  com- 
mittee. 
A  RULE  nisi  for  a  m/indamus  had  been  obtained  by 
Poland,  on  behalf  of  the  yestry  of  the  parish  of 
Morylebone,  to  compel  the  Postmaster- General  to 
pay  the  sum  of  104Z.  3«.  4d.,  the  amount  at  which 
the  telegraph  wires  in  the  said  parish  had  been 
rated  by  tne  assessment  committee  for  the  pay- 
ment of  poor  rates. 

The  property  assessed  consisted  of  telegraph 
wires  and  the  posts  supporting  them.  There  had 
been  no  assessment  before  18^,  in  which  year  all 
the  telegraphs  became  the  property  of  the  Post 
Office  Department  of  the  Gbyemment.  It  was, 
howeyer,  admitted  that  they  might  haye  been 
assessed,  and  were  properly  assessable.  The 
Postmaster-General  had  notice  that  the  property 
was  assessed  at  5001.,  and  that  the  rates  due 
amounted  to  the  sum  for  which  the  rule  had  been 
obtained.  The  Postmaster>(}eneral  gaye  notice 
of  appeal  against  this  rate,  but  did  not  prosecute 
the  appeal.  Subsequently  he  tendered  to  the 
yestry  41,  3«.  4d.,  the  proportionate  rate  upon  an 
assessment  of  20L,  which  was  the  amount  nzed  as 
the  assessment  of  the  poles  and  wires  in  the  Mary- 
lebone  parish  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  Trea- 
sury. The  yest]^  refused  this  tender  and  obtained 
the  rule  now  argued. 

The  Attomey-Chneral  (Sir  J.  D.  Coleridge,  Q.O.) 
and  Bowen  snowed  cause : — The  two  questions 
are :  first,  whether  tins  court  has  jurisdiction  to 
afford  a  remedy  by  mandamus  against  the  Post- 
master-General P  secondly,  whether  the  assessment 
committee  is  the  proper  authority  for  determininff 
the  rateability  and  assessment  ol  this  property  r 
Under  the  Telegraph  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Vict, 
c.  110),  which  is  an  Act  to  enable  Her  Majesty's 
Postmaster-C^eneral  to  acquire  work  and  maintain 
electric  telegraphs,  it  is  delared  expedient,  in  the 
preamble,  that  the  Postmaster-General  be  em- 
powered to  work  telegraphs  in  connection  with 
the  administration  of  the  Post-office ;  and  by  sect.  4 
"  It  shall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty's  Postmaster- 
General,  and  he  is  hereby  authorized,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's 
Treasury,  from  time  to  time  out  of  any  moneys 
which  may  be  from  time  to  time  appropriated  by 
Act  of  Parliament,  and  put  at  his  disposal  for  that 
purpose,  to  purchase  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
the  whole,  or  such  parts  as  he  shall  thii^  fit,  of 
the  undertaking  of  any  company ;  and  any  under- 
taking, and  all  other  property  purchased  under 
the  powers  of  this  Act,  shall  be  yested  in  and  held 
by  Her  Mig'esty's  Postmaster-Genei^  in  his  corpo- 
rate capacity,  and  his  successors,  proyided  always 
that  no  such  purchase  be  made  and  that  no  agree- 
ment, other  than  the  agreement  confirmed  by  this 
Act  for  any  such  purchase,  be  binding,  unless  the 
sa/dagreemeDt  be  accompanied  by  a  minute  from 
Hie  UommiBsionerB  of  Hetr  JUajesty's  Treasury,  in 
which  the  /frounde  of  the  agreement  ahall  be  set 
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forth,  shall  haye  lidn  for  one  month  on  the  table 
of  both  houses  of  Parliament  without  disapproyal ;" 
and  by  sect.  22,  "  All  land,  property,  and  under- 
takings purchased  or  acquired  by  the  Postmaster- 
General  under  this  Act  shall  be  assessable  and 
rateable  in  respect  to.  local,  municipal,  and  paro- 
chial rates,  assessments,  and  charges,  at  sums  not 
exceeding  the  rateable  yalue  at  which  such 
land,  property,  and  undertakings  were  pro- 
perly assessed,  or  assessable  at  the  time  of 
such  purchase  or  acquisition."  It  appears  fi:t>m 
this  statute  that  the  Postmaster-General  is  em- 
powered to  act  only  under  the  directions  of 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  ;  it  waa 
clearly  shown  in  the  case  of  Beg,  y.  The  Lord$ 
Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  (L.  !Bep.  7  Q.  B.  387 ; 
26  L.  T.  Bep.  64),  argued  last  year,  that  all  pKay- 
ments  by  the  Treasury  are  subject  to  the  reyiew 
of  Parliament ;  and  it  was  held  that  this  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  oyer  the  Treasury  by  mandamus. 
This  Act  of  itself  should  therefore  be  sufficient  to 
establish  the  first  point,  but  the  Telegraph  Act 
1869  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  73),  makes  the  matter  clear. 
The  preamble,  after  reciting  the  agreements 
entered  into  by  the  Postmaster-General  under  the 
Telegraph  Act,  1868,"  and  the  sums  of  money 
fixed  for  the  payment  of  transfers  effected  by  him, 
states  that "  it  is  necessary  to  giye  authority  to  the 
Commissioners  of  Her  M^esty's  Treasury  to  raise 
the  funds  which  will  be  required  to  enable  the 
Postmaster-General  to  carry  into  effect  the  arrange- 
ments hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  the  other  pur- 
poses of  the  recited  Act  and  this  Act."  By 
sect.  13,  power  is  giyen  to  the  Commissioners  of 
the  Treasury  to  raise  money  by  certain  modes 
therein  mentioned,  and  the  interest  upon  such 
securities  shall  be  chargeable  upon  ana  payable 
out  of  the  consolidated  nmd  or  tne  growing  pro- 
duce thereof.  By  sect.  14 :  "  The  amount Jso  nused* 
or  the  stock  so  created  shall  be  placed  to  an 
account  at  the  Bank  of  England  in  the  names  of 
the  Commissioners  for  the  Reduction  of  the 
National  Debt,  and  shall  be  appropriated  by  the 
said  commissioners  in  such  manner  and  trans- 
ferred to  such  parties  as  shall  be  directed  by  the 
Postmaster-General  for  the  purposes  of  the  Tele- 
graph Acts,  under  such  regulations  as  shall  be 
prescribed  by  the  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's 
Treasury;"  by  sect.  19,  "The  gross  reyenue  re- 
oeiyed  by  the  Postmaster-General  for  the  trans- 
mission of  messages  by  means  of  electric  tele- 
graphs shall  be  paid  into  the  Exchequer  to  the 
account  of  the  Consolidated  Fund;  and  the 
expenses  incurred,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Gom- 
missionera  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury,  in  working, 
maintaining,  or  extending  telegraphs,  shall  be 
^d  out  of  moneys  to  be  yotea  by  Parliament." 
By  sect.  20,  "  There  shall  be  laid  before  both 
Blouses  of  Parliament  on  or  before  the  31st  day  of 
March  in  eyery  year  an  account  showing  the  grosa 
amount  receiyed  during  the  previous  year  ending 
the  31st  day  of  December,  the  amount  of  expenses 
incurred  during  the  year,  and  the  balance  remain- 
ing applicable  to  pay  the  annuities,  or  the  interest 
falling  due  upon  the  securities  issued  under  the 
authority  of  this  Act ;  and  as  a  sinking  fund  for 
the  redemption  of  such  securities,  and  &e  surphiB 
remaining  after  deducting  the  amount  of  audh 
expenses,  and  of  such  annuities  and  interest,  ahaU 
be  issued  out  of  the  Consolidated  Fund,  or  the 
growing  produce  thereof,  to  the  CommisaiQneni 
f OT  Uie  nodudsion.  ol  \^<&  '^^^qt^  \Wa^  U)  be 
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)d  in  reduction  of  debt  to  an  amoant  equiva- 

0  that  created  by  the  annuities  or  securities 

1  under  the  provisious  of  this  Act ; "  and  by 
21,  "  A  copy  of  all  regulations  which  may  be 
by  the  Postmaster-General,  with  the  consent 
9  Uommissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury 

*  the  said  Telegpraph  Acts,  shall  also  be  laid 
)  both  Houses  oi  Parliament."  Now  when 
iject  and  provision  of  these  Acts  are  looked 
i  will  be  seen  that  the  whole  control  of 
olographs  was  intended  to  be  kept  under 
onent.  The  money  to  be  employed  in  any 
a  acquiring  the  teleg^phs  is  to  be  voted  by 
unent,  and  the  expenses  incurred  in  main- 
ly them  is  abo  to  be  voted  by  Parliament. 
in  payinff  away  the  money  so  voted  for 
isea,  the    Postmaster-Genend  can  only  act 

*  the  authority  of  the  Commissioijers  of  the 
wry,  whose  servant  in  that  respect  he  is,  so 
ihe  present  case  comes  distinctly  within  the 
rity  of  Reg.  v.  The  Lords  Commissioners  of 
fwuury,  before  cited,  where  it  was  held  that 
mdamtts  could  issue  to  compel  the  payment 
mey  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  treasury. 
LOB,  J. — But  are  rates  "expenses"  within 
leaning  of  the  19th  section  P  Blackbubn,  J. 
i,  it  was  held  that  rates  were  expenses  of 
penance  in  The  Mersey  Docks  v.  Cameron, 
'..  of  L.  -443.]  It  might  be  that,  had  the 
laster-General  actually  received  the  money 
e  payment  of  these  rates  and  refused  to  part 
it,  the  case  would  tiien  &11  within  Bex  v. 
Lards  Commissioners  of  the  Treasu/ry  (4 
E.  286,  976),  which  was  distinguished  in  the 

case  referred  to,  but  he  has  not  a  sixpence 
id  the  4L  3«.  Ad,,  which  has  been  tendered 
Bfosed,  nor  can  he  have  more,  for  by  the 

of  the  Act,  he  is  bound  to  pay  over  the 
t  of  the  gross  income  he  receives  to  the 
ory.  [Blackbukn,  J. — But  what  remedy  has 
ansh  P  The  22nd  section  of  the  first  Act 
J  entitles  the  parish  to  payment  of  the  rates. 
»a  Contend  that  the  Treasury  Commissioners 
lemselves  to  be  sole  judges,  as  to  the  amount 
>  assessment  upon  which  the  rates  are  to  be 
]  Yes.  That  is  the  second  point.  It  is 
that  the  Government  intended  to  keep  the 

management  of  this  Act  under  their  con- 
many  of  the  properties  were  of  small  or  no 
at  the  time  they  were  acquired,  inanmuch  as 
were  in  the  hands  of  different  struggling  or 

companies,  but  they  became  at  once  of  great 

when  by  the  transfer  to  the  Gk>vemment 
formed  parts  of  one  laree  and  important 
rty;  and  where  there  had  previously  been 
Messments  of  such  parts  tne  Government 
ot  intend  that  the  parish  authorities,  who 
i  probably  be  influenced    by  the  increased 

snould  proceed  to  assess ;  but  that  the  fixing 
sh  assessment,  together  with  the  other  part 
)  management  of  the  Act  should  be  retained 
lir  own  hands.  But  this  question  does  not 
if  the  first  point  is  decided  in  the  defendant's 


r. 


/.  Karsiake,  Q.C.  and  Poland  (in  support  of 
lie). — Hiis  is  Crown  property,  but  it  is  made 
lie  bj  statute.  The  Question  is.  How  are  the 
to  be  recovered,  and  from  whom  P  The  24th 
n  of  the  first  Act  provides  that  if  Parliament 
no  moneyB  at  the  dispc^al  of  the  Postmaster- 
ml  for  the  pmpose  doarrymg  out  the  provi- 
I  agnemeiDtB  taea  entered  into  with  the  dif- 


ferent companies,  the  Postmaster-General  shall 
thereupon  pay  to  the  several  companies  "  all  rea- 
sonable costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  them  in 
relation  to  any  proceedings  taken  under  this  Act." 
If  no  money  is  voted,  then  he  is  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses. The  Act  does  not  say  where  the  money 
to  pay  such  expenses  is  to  come  from,  but  it  does 
say  that  he  shall  pay;  it  casts  a  statutory  duty 
upon  him.  It  is  submitted  the  22nd  section  is  in 
effect  the  same.  True,  it  does  not  in  words  say 
the  Postmaster-General  "  shall  pay,"  but  it  says 
the  property  acquired  by  him  under  the  Act  shall 
be  assessable.  Me  is  the  occupier  of  the  property, 
and  as  such  is  primd  fade  liable  for  tne  rates. 
The  22nd  section  says  the  rates  are  to  be  paid.  It 
follows  that  the  Postmaster- General  is  the  proper 
person  to  pay  these  rates,  and  to  say  he  has  no 
lunds  is  no  more  an  answer  to  this  claim  than  it 
would  be  to  a  claim  by  a  company  for  expenses 
under  the  24th  section.  The  duty  exists  equally 
under  both  sections.    [Blackburn,  J. — But  if  we 

Eut  that  construction  on  the  22nd  section,  and 
old  the  Postmaster- General  liable  as  occupier, 
your  remedy  would  be  by  distress.  For  the  pur- 
poses of  a  mandamus  you  must  show  that  he  has 
public  moneys  which  he  wrongfully  refuses  to  pay 
aWay.]  Here  no  distress  is  legally  capable  of 
being  taken ;  so  that  the  only  remedy  is  oy  man- 
damus. That  of  itself  is  a  reason  why  the  court 
should  grant  it.  [Lush,  J. — Yes ;  if  there  be  a 
duty.] 

Blackburn,  J. — I  have  no  doubt  whatever  but 
that  it  was  intended  by  the  22nd  section  that  the 
parish  should  not  be  losers  by  the  transfer  of  the 
telegraphs — that  they  should  have  the  same  rates 
they  had,  or  ought  to  have  had  previously.  But 
the  Act  provides  no  means  of  enforcing  the  pay- 
ment, and  in  that  respect  it  is  defective.  All  we 
can  do  is  to  I'efuse  the  writ. 

Mellob,  Lush,  and  Quain,  JJ.,  concurred. 

BAtle  discharged. 

Attorneys  for  applicants,  Clarkson,  Son,  and 
QreenweU, 

Attorney  for  respondents,  The  Solicitor  to  the 
Treasury. 

[SUTINO  AT  BAR.] 

Tuesday,  AprU  29, 1873. 
(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Mellor  ai^d  Lush,  JJ.) 

Bso.  v.  Castro. 

Tried  at  bar — Removal  by  certiorari  from  Central 
Criminal  Court — Indictment  for  perjury — Offences 
in  two  counties. 

An  indictment,  containing  two  counts,  one  aUeging 
perjury  committed  in  Middlesex,  the  other  alleging 
perjury  committed  in  London,  was  tried,  upon 
removal  by  certiorari  from  the  CerUral  Criminal 
Court,  before  the  Queen's  Bench  sitting  at  bar. 

Held,  that  it  was  no  valid  objection  to  the  jwris' 
diction  of  the  court  thai  the  jury  was  entirely 
from  the  county  of  Middlesex. 

Indictment  for  perjury,  removed  from  the 
Central  Criminal  Court  by  certiorari,  and  tried  at 
bar  by  application  of  the  Attorney-General.  The 
juiy  summoned  by  the  court  consist  of  special 
jurors  of  the  county  of  Middlesex. 

The  indictment  contains  two  counts :  the  firsts 
alleging  that  the  deCenduBbuXi  QOTnm\\Xfi^  '^t>^t^  \&^ 
the  trSl  at  ;NiBi  Ptiua  at,  ^f»toM«}wfit  ^\  ^^ 
cgeotmfi&t  TicKbonve  ^.  LuBhiiivglotv\  ^^  ^^^^ 


Ex.] 

alleffmp  that  the  defendant  oommitted  pe^niy  in  ^ 
afflaants  in  the  Chanceiy  suit  of  the  Bame  name, 
eworn  by  him  in  the  city  of  London  before  a  oom- 
misBioner  for  taking  oatne  in  Chanoery.  The  n^nue 
laid  in  the  indictment  is  "  Central  Criminal  Conrt." 

The  certiorari,  in  puraoaaoe  of  9  &  10  Vict.  c. 
24,  8.  3,  states  the  county  of  Middlesex  to  be 
that  in  which  the  indictment  is  to  be  tried.  That 
section  is : — 

3.  And  whecewi  doabts  hsTe  been  nuB«d  M  to  the 
[iroper  plwja  ot  trial,  where  indiotmenta  h>vs  been  re- 
mored  by  writ  of  Mrtiorori  trom  the  Centml  Criminal 
Court  into  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench :  Bs  it  enacted, 
that  •yery  writ  of  certiorari  tat  remoTiiur  an  indiotment 
from  tb«  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  ^all  ipecify  the 
oonnty  or  jnrisdibtioi]  in  which  the  same  shall  be  tried  ; 
and  a  jury  aball  be  rammoned,  and  the  trial  proceed  in 
the  sans  manner  in  all  respeote  as  if  the  indictment  had 
besn  originallj  preferred  in  that  oonnty  or  jurisdiction. 

Kenealy,  Q.C.  and  MclSaJum  on  defendant's 
behalf,  contended  that  the  conrt  with  a  Uiddleeex 
rary  had  no  jorisdiction  to  try  this  indictment. 
The  general  common  law  role  to  which  perjory  is 
no  exception,  requires  that  b  criminal  shall  be  tried 
in  the  county,  and  by  a  jnry  of  the  coonty,  in 
which  the  crime  has  been  committed.  That  role 
ia  not  aSected  by  the  prorision  in  9  &  10  Viot. 
o.  24,  s.  ^,  concerning  indictmente  removed  by  writ 
of  ceriioTari.  Corner's  Crown  Practice  (p.  259), 
says,  "  Ae  the  trial  [at  bar]  mast  be  by  a  jnry  of 
the  oonnty  whersin  the  offence  was  committed 
(unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  conrt  npon  sng- 
gestion),  it  faaa  been  thooght  that  a  trial  at  bar 
cannot  be  had  in  a  canse  ori^nating  in  London, 
or  in  a  oonnty  Palatine,  the  jororB  bemg  exempted 
by  charter  firom  coming  ont  of  their  city  or 
oonnty  to  try  any  iBsne,  nnless  the  jnrors 
consent  to  waive  their  privilege ;  but  the  more 
convenient  mode  would  t>e  to  move  for  a  sog- 
gBBtion  for  trial  by  a  jury  of  an  adjoining  coonty, 
and,  that  being  granted,  to  move  for  a  trial 
at  bar."  In  thiB  case  no  motion  had  been  made 
for  trial  by  a  jnry  of  an  adjoining  conntj,  nor 
indeed  would  that  be  of  any  avail,  for  part  of  the 

a  alleged  in  the  indictment  was  committed 
ileiex,  and  part  in  London.  [Cockbubh, 
G.J.  Surely,  if  necessary,  we  can  qnash  the  second 
oDnnt  of  the  indictment,  and  try  on  the  first.] 
The  whole  indictment  ia  bad  in  consequence  of  the 
joinder  of  the  two  counts.  [Losh,  J.— When  this 
oonrt  tries  a  case  with  a  jury,  it  must  be  a  jury  of 
Hiddleaei.]  That  \m  not  what  is  laid  down  by 
Comer. 

CocKBUBK,  C. J. — Weareall  of  opinion  that  there 
is  nothing  at  all  in  the  point  taken  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  by  way  of  objection  to  the  jnry.  Such 
ae  it  is,  however,  it  appears  on  the  record,  and  if 
required  may  be  raised  hereafter. 
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Thuriday,  Jan.  16,  1873. 
The  Attoeket-Gbkeral  d.  Scon  (Chamberliun  of 

London), 
Income  Tax  AcU  (5^6  7iet.e.S5;  16^17  Vid. 
c.  31)^Scft«Juie  JJ — Jfunictpol  corporation — Pro- 
fit* of—J)eduction»  from — What  to  be  dUowed — 
PrmeipU  of  tMsetement. 
The  income  of  the  CorponUitm  of  the  City  of  London, 
indtidtng  the  profit*  derived  from  "  renewing 
.A"^'"  "profit*  of  market*,"    "com   and  fhat 


melage*,"    "  broker*'    rent*," 

and  other  fie*,  i*  liaile  to  it „,  — - 

proper  principle  on  which  dadaetion*  are  to  be 
alhwed,  ie  to  fake  each  item  or  head  of  m«OM« 
*eparaiely,  and  io  assesa  the  income  tax  npon  Hu 
net  vidtie  of  ruch  item  after  deduetinf  from  it* 
grot*  receipt*  the  eott*  incurred  in  earning  iL 
But,  tembh,  no  deduction  can  be  <dlou)ed  in  reipeit 
of  the  general  expenditure  for  keeping  up  the  er- 
iahliehment  qf  the  Corporation. 
8a  held  by  Kelly,  C.B.,  and  Martin,  BramweO,  ami 

VoUoek,  BB. 
I,  This  is  a  proceeding  by  the  Attomffr-Gcnend, 
on  the  revenue  side  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
agtinst  the  defendant  as  the  chamberlain  and 
officer  of  the  mayor  and  commonalty  and  citiaena 
of  the  city  of  London,  hereinafter  called  the  Corpo- 
ration. 

2.  The  proceedings  commenced  by  writ  of 
mbpcana,  issued  on  the  27th  Oct.  1868,  and  the 
claim  indorsed  on  the  writ  was  for  the  forfettore 
of  two  penalties  of  501.  each,  in  respect  of  the 
alleged  neglect  of  the  defend^t,  bb  the  chamber- 
lain and  proper  officer  in  that  behalf,  to  make  dne 
returns  under  the  Income  Tax  Acts  of  the  i»ofita 
and  gains  of  the  Corpoistion  for  the  two  yean 
commencing  respectively  on  the  6th  April  1667, 
and  the  6th  April  1868. 

3.  By  consent  of  the  Attorney-General,  on  b^iaU  ' 
of  the  Crown,  and  of  the  solicitor  of  the  defendant 
and  of  the  Corporation,  and  by  an  order  fA  IL 
Smith,  J.,  dated  the  13th  April  1869,  it  was 
ordered  that  a  special  case,  without  pleadings, 
should  be  stated,  lor  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  under  the  10th  section  of  the  Crown 
Suits  Act  (22  &  23  Vict.  c.  21),  and  that  in  the 
event  of  the  conrt  being  of  opinion  that  the  retnm 
dated  the  6th  July  1867,  made  by  tbe  defendant  aa 
behalf  of  the  Corporation  was  insufficient,  judg- 
ment shonld  be  entered  for  the  Crown  fbr  a 
nominal  sum  of  Is.  in  lieu  of  the  penalties,  with 
coats,  and  that  the  Corporation  should  be  charged 
with  and  pay  the  duty  changeable  according  to  tbe 
opinion  of  the  court  for  each  of  tbe  swd  two  yowa 
commencing  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  in  the  event 
of  the  court  being  of  opinion  that  the  sud  retm 
was  sufficient,  judgment  should  be  entered  for  tltB 
defendant,  with  costs,  and  the  said  mayor  tai 
commonalty  and  citizens  shonld  be  charged  with, 
and  pay  duty  for,  each  of  the  sud  years  oom- 
mencmg  as  aforeeud,  according  to  the  said  retan 
BO  made  on  their  behalf  hj  the  defendant. 

4.  For  the  year  commencing  on  the  6th  April 
1867  the  defendant,  as  such  chamberlain  and 
officer,  made  the  following  return : 

eaSTi.  1S«.  6d.  The  amonnt  ot  the  balanoe  ot  pretti 
□f  the  oorporatton  of  the  City  of  London  retnmabla  note 
Scbedcle  D.,  inolnding  the  profita  of  markets  bnt  •ula- 
■ive  of  rents  ot  Um^  Ac.,  and  intenat  on  Qoranuist 
secoritiei.  Bihjamih  Soott, 

ChamboiUs. 

Chamber  of  London,  Sth  July  1867. 

5.  The  account  aet  out  below  in  parafi^r^ih  7  of 
this  case  purports  to  be  a  statement  of  the  moodie 
of  tbe  Coiporation  (exdneivc  of  rents  and  intvest 
on  funded  property)  for  the  year  1866,  rendered 
them  by  the  defendant,  and  shows  the  mode  in 
which  the  said  sum  of  62571.  18*.  6d.  haa  been 
arrived  at. 

6.  The  account  is  to  be  taken  as  a  true  ttcoonnt 
of  the  snme  therein  appearing  to  be  reodved  and 
paid  by  the  Corpontion. 

7.  "A  statement  erf  tbe  income  of  tba  Corptn- 
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tion  of  the  Ci^  of  London  (exclasive  of  rents 
and  interest  on  mnded  property)  for  the  year  1866, 
together  with  the  deductions  and  abatements 
therefrom  with  the  view  of  showing  the  amount 
wfaicdi  should  be  returned  to  the  Commissioners 
aotiiig  in  the  execution  of  the  Acts  5  &  6  Yict. 


c.  35;  8  Vict.  c.  64;  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  8 ;  14  &  15 
Vict.  c.  12 ;  15  A  16  Vict.  c.  20 ;  16  A 17  Vict.  c.  34 ; 
17  &  18  Vict.  c.  10 ;  and  18  Vict.  c.  20,  in  order 
that  the  Corporation  may  be  assessed  to  duties 
payable  under  Schedule  D  of  the  first-mentioned 
Act  for  the  year  ending  5th  April  1868." 


je     8.  d.        £     B.  d. 

BoMwhurfinefl  12,743  18    3 

FtoAtiof  marketa 18,517  19    2 

Koduoo  of  gronndage  and 

water  bttlage 486  10    8 

Jj&u   letom   of    duty  to 

freeoiflii,  fMstors,  and  de- 

nrazxage  187  11    4 

lUtiWeonoom 14,989  16  lOi 

Lan  expenses 3,227  16    2 

Fmitmetage 1^12    9    2 

Wagea 900    0    0 

Stamping     weighta     and 

wiaaanroa 

Bzokar*  renta,  ^ 6,694    5    0 

Laaa  eipenaea    521  15    1 

Major'B  Court  feea  5,596    3    8 

BenlB  and  diabnraementa  799    6    9 

Faea,  jnatioiary  boaineaa 

Oaaawagea) 

Omoera'  anrploa  fees  and 

profita 

SnidzT  and    oaanal    re- 

oai|ita  .. 


298  19 

4 

11,762  0 

8 

912  9 

2 

U4  18 

8 

6,172  9  11 

4,796  16  11 

549  17 

6 

17,634  1 

3 

446  5 

9 

^873,940  16 

7 

Deductions. 

£     B.  d. 
Salary  and  wages  to  offioera  and  BenrantB 

in  respect  of  the  ciyil  ^vemment  of 

Cit^  oonrta  of  JQstioe,  prisons,  ^ 40,803    2    6 

Bepaira  to   Quildhall,  Mansion  Honae, 

prisons,  aesaions  house,  jostioe  rooms, 

and  other  pablio  bnildings 6,266  10    2 

Charges  nnder  City  Polioe  Act 17,962  19    5 

Ditto  nnder  Aot  13  A  14  Yiot.  c.  10,  for 

Freemen's  Orphan  School  2,639    6    0 

je67,691  18    1 


Balance  of  profita  6,257  18    6 


^878,949  16    7 


8.  Dispute  and  litigation  arose  between  the 
Ooriwration  and  the  Commissioners  of  Income 
Twx  in  the  year  1810,  and  a  settlement  was  come 
to  in  the  Court  of  ilxchequer,  in  Hilary  Term  in 
that  fear,  by  consent  of  the  counsel  for  the  Cor- 
porraon,  aiMl  the  then  Solicitor-General  as  repre- 
Wfwting  the  Crown,  but  without  argument. 

9.  The  nature  and  history  of  the  said  dispute 
and  Htigation  and  settlement  are  described  and 
detailed  in  two  orders  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
diriied  rMpeotiyely  10th  Not.  1810  (Appendix 
marked  W  1),  and  28th  Feb.  1811  (Appendix 
mailced  W  2),  and  in  the  report  of  the  Coal  and 
Com  and  Finance  Committee  of  the  Corporation 
proaonted  on  the  3rd  Oct.  1867  (Appendix 
marked  W  3),  and  which  said  Appendices  W  1, 
W  2,  and  W  3,  are  to  form  part  of  this  case.  The 
defendant  on  behalf  of  the  Corporation,  contends 
that  from  the  above  proceedings  a  principle  can 
be  derived  which  is  bincUnff  as  to  the  mode  in 
wliidi  the  revenues  of  the  Corporation  comprised 
in  the  above  account  ought  to  be  assessed,  and 
they  alao  contend  that  the  account  in  paragraph  7 
is  made  out  and  stated  upon  that  principle.  The 
Attorney-General  denies  that  the  above  proceed- 
ings are  evidence  against  the  Crown  in  the  present 
proceedings,  or,  if  evidence,  are  binding.  Me  also 
dBoies  that  any  principle  can  be  deriv^  from  the 

rooeedings,  or  that  the  account  is  made 
stated  in  accordance  with  it. 

^  10.  All  the  sums  appearing  on  the  left  hand 
side  of  the  said  aocount  to  have  been  received  are 


by  the  Corporation  to  one  general 
aoooonL  tc^jetbor  widi  their  revenue  arising  from 
raal  and  ftinded  property,  and,  out  of  this  general 
aoooontftaU  psjrmfints  appearing  on  the  right  hand 
ode  of  tbe  amd  aoooont  are  made,  and  also  the 


sums  appearing  on  the  left  hand  side  of  the  said 
account  as  deductions  from  the  sums  received. 

11.  The  details  of  the  sum  of  40,803L  2s.  Od., 
appearing  on  the  right  hand  side  of  the  said 
account,  are  set  forth  in  the  paper  marked  X  in 
the  appendix  to  this  case,  and  the  details  of  the 
second  item  on  the  right  hand  side  of  the  said 
account,  viz. :  the  sum  of  6266L  10s;  2d.  are  set 
forth  in  the  paper  marked  Y  in  the  said  appendix. 

12.  The  sums  appearing  on  the  left  hand  side  of 
of  the  accoxmt  as  deductions  from  the  sums  re- 
ceived are  items  which  exclusively  relate  to  the 
particular  source  of  income  from  which  they  appear 
to  be  deducted,  and  it  is  admitted  by  the  Crown 
that  those  items,  and  all  other  items  of  expendi- 
ture necessary  in  order  to  enable  the  Corporation 
to  earn  or  acquire  the  several  sources  of  income 
on  the  left  hand  side  of  the  account,  are  proper 
to  be  deducted ;  but  the  defendant,  on  behalf  of 
the  Corporation,  contends  that  all  the  items  on  the 
right  hand  side  of  the  account  are  to  be  deducted 
or  taken  into  account  before  any  of  the  items  of 
profit  on  the  left  hfmd  side  of  the  account  can  be 
charged  with  duty. 

13.  All  the  various  dlBicers  and  persons  men- 
tioned in  the  said  paper  marked  X  are  officers  of 
the  Corporation,  and  the  various  salaries  and  sums 
paid  to  them  and  the  expenses  of  their  establish- 
ments, which  are  included  in  the  items  appearing 
in  the  said  paper  marked  X,  are  all  respectively 
reasonable  and  necessary  salaries  and  remunera- 
tion for  services  performed,  and  expenses  of  offices 
and  establishments  or  compensation  paid  in  order 
to  lessen  the  expense  of  such  officers  and  servants, 
and  the  item  described  as  "  fees  on  presentation  to 
Lord  Chancellor  "  is  an  ancient  fee,  pa^le  W  the 
Corporation  on  the  presentation  of  tne  iiOTd  M&^csc 
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to  the  Lord  High  Chancellor  for  her  Mfgest/s 
approvaL 

14.  Many  of  the  said  officers  are  essential  to  the 
yery  ezistcmce  of  the  Corporation,  and  the  services 
of  all  the  said  officers  and  persons  are  necessary 
for  the  due  discharge  by  the  Corporation  of  its 
corporate  fiinctions  and  duties.    The  Corporation 
have  by  charter  confirmed  in   Parliament,    the 
franchise  of  all  markets  within  seven  miles  in 
circuit  of  the  said  city.    They  have  also  by  pre- 
scription and  statute,  several  courts  of  law,  the 
Cotu-t  of  Hustin^,  the  Mayor's  Court,  the  Cham- 
berlain's Court,  tne  Sheriffs'  Courts,  and  the  City 
of  London  Court.    They  have  also  by  prescription, 
charter,  and  statute,  the  office  of  measurer  of  grain, 
fruit,  salt,  cheese,  and  other  merchandise  coming 
into  the  port  of  London.    They  are  also  bound  to 
provide  m  part  for  the  administration  of  justice 
for  the  district  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court 
within  their  city,  and  for  the  administration  of 
summary  justice  for  the  limits  of  their  county.  They 
have  also  to  provide  prisons  for  the  detention  of 
criminals  and  misdemeanants  within  their  city  and 
the  district  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  and 
also  for  debtors  within  London  and  Middlesex,  and 
to  provide  a  conmion  gaol  for  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, and  also  for  prisoners  oommittea  for  con- 
tempt of   the  Superior  Courts  at  Westminster. 
The  services  of  the  various  officers  of  the  Corpora- 
tion included  in  the  paper  marked  X,  are  required 
for  some  or  all  of  tnese  purposes,  as  well  as  in 
collecting  and  controlling  the  receipt  of  the  re- 
venues of  the  Corporation,  so  far  as  their  respective 
functions  extend,  in  a  manner  which  renders  the 
apportionment  of  the  salaries  to  each  particular 
purpose  impossible. 

15.  An  the  said  officers,  whose  salaries  and 
profits  appear  in  the  said  paper  marked  X,  are 
assessed  to  and  pay  income-tax  in  respect  of  such 
salaries  and  profits,  except  so  far  as  they  may  be 
entitled  to  exemption  unaer  the  Income  Tax  Acts. 

16.  The  Mansion  House  and  the  Guildhall  have 
been  assessed  under  Schedule  A  of  the  Income 
Tax  Acts,  and  the  property  tax  so  assessed  has 
been  paid  acoordingly. 

17.  The  item  of  17,982L  19«.  hd,  described  as 
"  Charges  under  City  Police  Act,"  on  the  right- 
hand  side  of  the  said  account,  is  the  amount  con- 
tributed by  the  Corporation  during  the  year  ending 
5th  April  1867,  out  of  their  said  seneral  revenue 
account,  under  the  57th  section  of  the  Act  for  Begu- 
lating  the  Police  in  the  City  of  London  (2  &  3 
Yict.  c.  94,  Local  and  Personal),  which  Act  is  to 
form  part  of  this  case. 

18.  The  item  of  26391.  6«.  described  as  "  Free- 
men's Orphan  School,"  on  the  right-hand  side  of 
the  said  account,  is  the  amount  expended  by  the 
Corporation  out  of  their  said  general  revenue 
account  in  the  year  1866,  in  maintaining  and  sup- 
portinethe  school  established  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Private  Act,  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  10,  "  for  esta- 
bUshin^  a  school  for  orphans  of  freemen  of  the 
City  of  London "  (which  Act  is  to  form  part  of 
this  case),  over  and  above  the  funds  and  moneys 
by  the  said  Act  particularly  appropriated  to  tliat 
purpose. 

19.  In  addition  to  the  said  deductions  shown  in 
the  said  account,  the  Corporation  provide  out  of 
their  said  general  corporate  revenues  account 
various  other  sums  for  public  purposes,  which  they 
have  not  now,  or  in  any  former  year,  deducted  in 
making  their  return  of  income,  under  Schedule  D 


of  the  Inoome-Tax  Acts,  in  consequence,  as 
they  allege,  of  the  settlement  made  in  1811,  but 
claun  to  do  so  should  the  court  decide  that  they 
are  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  said  settle- 
ment. 

20.  The  following^  is  a  description  of  the  natme 
of  such  expenses,  viz. : — 

ExpenBOS  in  oonneotion  with  the  Central  Criimnal 

Court,  OBtablished  sinoe  1811,  by  Act  of  Bariiar 

ment. 
Ezpenees  oonneoted  with  the  dttinge  of  the  Cooiti 

of  Qneen'B  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exohequer, 

at  Qmldhall. 
Expensee  oonneoted  with  oriminal  and  pauper  famir 

tios,  nnder  yarions  Acta  of  Parliament. 
Expenses  in  connection  with  the  magistraoj  wiUda 

tne  City  of  London,  viz. :  The  Conrts  nttoup  daify 

at  tiie   Mansion   House  and    Guildhall  Justioa 

Rooms. 
Expenses  of  the  office  of  Coroner  for  London  and 

Southwark. 
Expenses    in   connection  with  the    inspection  of 

weights  and  measures. 
Expenses  in  connection  with  the  prison  of  Newgate, 

tne  Cit7  House  of  Correction  at  HoUowaj,  the 

prison  for  debtors  in  Whitecrofls-street,  and  the 

Borough  Court. 
Bates  and  taxes  on  public  buildings  of  the  Corpota- 

tion. 

The  aggregate  of  the  expenses  referred  to  in 
this  paragraph  is  20,274Z.  9^.,  and  the  particulars 
are  set  out  in  Appendix  Z  to  this  case. 

21.  The  item  of  12,743L  I89.  3<2.,  on  the  left- 
hand  side  of  the  account  is  the  aggregate  of  the 
annual  sums  received  by  the  Corporation  for 
renewing  leases  of  house  and  other  property 
belonging  to  and  let  on  leases  b^  the  Corporation. 

22.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  ooort  is 
whether  or  not  the  said  return  of  62571.  I89.  Cci,  is 
sufficient  P  If  the  court  shall  answer  this  qnies- 
tion  in  the  negative,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for 
the  Crown  for  the  nominal  sum  of  I9.,  with  costs, 
and  the  Corporation  is  to  pay  the  duty  chargeable 
according  to  the  opinion  and  upon  the  priiiciple 
fixed  by  the  court  for  each  of  the  said  two  years, 
commencing  as  aforesaid  (the  amount  of  such 
duty  to  be  ascertained  by  the  Queen's  Bemem* 
brancer  in  the  event  of  the  parties  differing),  and 
if  the  court  shall  answer  the  above  question  in 
the  affirmative,  judgment  is  to  be  enteo^d  for  the 
defendant,  with  costs. 

Points  for  argument  on  behalf  of  the  Crown. 
That  t^e  return  of  the  Corporation  is  insufficient 
for  the  following,  amongst  other,  reasons:  Firsts 
because  the  sums  on  the  right  hand  side  of  the 
account  on  which  the  return  is  based  have  not 
been  e:q)ended  in  or  about  the  earning  of  the 
items  of^  profit  appearing  on  the  left  hand  side  of 
the  account,  and  tne  Corporation  is  therefore  not 
entitled  to  deduct  or  take  credit  for  those  sums ; 
secondly,  because  the  Income-tax  Acts  do  not  con- 
tain any  exceptional  enactments  in  fiavonr  of  Cor- 
porations entitling  them  to  make  deductions  from 
the  return  of  their  profits  and  gains  to  which 
other  persons  are  not  entitled;  tnirdly,  becaose 
the  Crown  is  not  bound  by  the  arrangement  of 
1811,  even  assuming  that  the  present  return  otn 
be  shown  to  be  in  accordance  with  that  arrange- 
ment. 

Points  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dant :  First,  tlmt  under  the  circumstaaoes  stated 
in  the  case  the  said  return  of  62571. 18«.  6<i.  made 
by  the  defendant  on  behalf  of  the  said  Corporatiaa 
is  sufficient ;  seoondly,  that  the  settlement^  ordora^ 
and  other  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
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in  the  8th  and  9th  paragraphs  of  tho  case  respec- 
tirely  mentioned,  and  referred  to,  disclose  the  true 
principle  on  which  the  revenues  of  the  Corporation 
ought  to  be  assessed  for  the  dnties  payable  under 
schedole  D  of  the  5  &  6  Vict,  c.  35,  and  subsequent 
Income-tax  Acts  and  the  return  made  thereunder ; 
thirdly,  that  the  principle  on  which  the  said 
settlement  in  the  8th  paragraph  mentioned  was 
come  to,  and  the  said  orders  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer in  the  9th  paragraph  mentioned  were 
drawn  up,  is  binding  and  conclusive  against  the 
Crown  in  the  present  proceedings  as  to  the  mode 
on  which  the  revenues  of  the  Corporation  are  to 
be  assessed ;  that  the  account  in  tho  7th  para- 
graph of  the  case  set  out  has  been  made  out  on 
9ie  said  principle,  and  is  correct  in  its  details,  and 
the  return  based  thereupon  is  ther. afore  sufficient ; 
fourthly,  that  in  ascertaining  the  amount,  in 
respect  of  which  the  Corporation  are  liable  to  be 
assessed  to  the  duties  payable  under  the  said 
Schedule  D,  the  Corporation  is  entitled  to  deduct 
the  full  amount  of  tneir  corporate  expenses  from 
the  amount  of  their  corporate  revenues,  excepting 
rents  of  land  and  interest  on  funded  property. 

The  Atfomey-Oeneral  (Sir  /.  D.  Coleridge^  Q.C., 
with  whom  was  Finder)  for  the  Crown.  The 
question  is  whether  the  return  made  by  the  City 
OT  London  for  Income  Tax  for  the  years  1866 
1867  is  made  upou  a  right  or  a  wrong  principle. 
The  Crown  is  quite  content  to  take  the  figures  in 
the  statement  of  account  in  paragraph  7  of  the 
case,  as  perfectly  correct.  The  question  at  issue 
ia  not  one  at  all  of  detail  or  of  figures,  but  of  prin- 
ciple. The  sum  of  62572.  188.  6c2.  is  the  amount 
returned  by  the  defendant  on  behalf  of  the  City 
88  the  amount  of  the  balance  of  the  profit  of  the 
Corporation  returnable  for  the  ^ear  1866,  under 
Schedule  D.,  including  "Benewmg  Fines"  and 
•*  Profits  of  Markets,  but  excluding  rents  of 
land,  &c.,  and  interest  on  Government  securities. 
The  total  receipts  are  73,949L  16^.  7(2.,  and 
the  deductions  claimed  by  the  Corporation  are 
67,6912. 18«.  1(2.,  leaving  a  balance  of  62572.  I89.  6c2. 
a8  taxable  income  (see  paragraphs  4,  5,  6.  and  7,  of 
the  case).  The  question  is.  are  the  Corporation 
entitled  to  make  these  deductions.  It  is  con- 
tended on  the  part  of  the  Crown  that  the  return 
has  been  made  upon  an  entii*ely  wrong  principle. 
Vmt  of  all  the  drown  insists  that  the  Corpora- 
tion must  pay  tax  upon  their  income  just  as  an 
indiridual  would,  whatever  may  be  the  purposes 
to  which  that  income  may  be  applied ;  and  tnat  it 
18  not  upon  the  residue  only  of  such  income,  after 
the  several  payments  for  various  purposes  which 
ure  imposed  tnereon,  either  by  usage,  custom,  or 
statute,  that  the  tax  is  to  be  paid.  And  secondly, 
with  regard  to  the  settlement  in  1810,  mentioned 
in  the  case,  and  reUed  on  by  the  defendant,  we 
aay  that  that  was  no  settlement  at  all  binding 
bc^rond  the  moment,  but  a  matter  arrived  at  by 
compromise  and  consent  between  the  law  officers 
of  tne  Crown  of  that  day  and  the  Corporation. 
Bnt,  farther,  even  if  there  was  no  compromise, 
the  judgment  of  this  court  in  1810  was  upon  a 
totaUy  £fferent  state  of  things,  and  a  different  set 
of  Income  Tax  Acts  long  since  expired,  and  can 
therefore  in  no  degree  bind  the  court  now.  By 
sect  40  of  the  5  &  6  Yict.  c.  35,  corporate  bodies 
sse  to  be  chargeable  with  the  same  duties  as  any 
primte  person,  and  the  Chamberlain,  &c.,  of  every 
sodi  Corporation,  Ac.,  is  to  do  all  acts  and  things 
requiwl  nnder  the  Act  for  the  assessing  such 
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corporate  bodies,  &c.,  to  the  duties  granted  by  the 
Act,  and  paying  the  same.  The  Corporation  is  to 
be  treated  as  an  individual,  and  if  an  individual 
would  not  have  to  pay  tax  on  this  73,0002.  and 
odd  a  year,  then  it  may  be  admitted  that  the 
Corporation  should  not  pay.  Bnt  if  an  individual 
would,  as  it  is  confidently  urged  he  would,  have  to 
pay  upon  it,  then  it  is  submitted  that  it  lies  on 
the  defendant  to  bhow  why  the  Corporation  should 
not  pay.  That  bein^  so,  in  sect.  100  of  the  5  &  6 
Yict.  c.  35,  are  contamed  the  rules  under  which 
Schedule  D  (the  one  in  question)  is  to  be  admin- 
istered. Rule  1  shows  on  what  the  duty  is  to  be 
computed ;  and  Bule  3  specifies  what  deductions 
may  and  may  not  be  allowed.  Rule  3  (sect.  60), 
for  estimating  (under  schedule  A)  the  profits 
arising  from  '*  markets  "  and  the  like,  is  also  to  be 
considered,  for  though  by  a  subsequent  Act  (29  & 
30  Vict.  c.  36)  these  profits  are  transferred  to 
schedule  D,  yet  the  same  rules  are  retained. 
It  is  enacted  in  the  broadest  way  that  the  tax 
is  to  be  paid  on  the  gross  profits,  and  it  is 
to  be  paid  subject  only  to  legitimate  and 
statutable  deductions.  The  case  of  the  Attorney' 
Oeneral  v.  J52acfc  (the  Brighton  coal  duties'  case), 
in  this  court  (24  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  370 ;  L.  Rep.  6 
Ex.  78 ;  40  L.  J.  89  Ex.,  affirmed  in  error,  25 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  207 ;  L.  Rep.  6  Ex.  308;  40  L.  J. 
194,  Ex.),  is  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  claim.  In 
his  judgment  in  the  court  below  in  that  case, 
Martin,  B.,  said  that  no  one  could  contend  that, 
because  sect.  92  of  the  Municipal  Corporations* 
Act  directed  the  corporate  income  to  go  into  a 
borough  fund,  and  to  be  applicable  to  the  general 
purposes  mentioned  in  that  section,  therefore  the 
large  property  of  several  municipal  corporations, 
such  forlnstance  as  Liverpool,  could  not  be  taxed ; 
the  only  effect  being,  his  Lordship  said,  that  "  the 
no  of  the  public  property  is  brouirht  in  to 
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public  property  is  brought 
contribute  to  the  public  expenses."  Substituting 
**  London"  for  "  Liverpool"  that,  it  is  submitted, 
is  a  decision  on  the  present  caHO.  The  proceeds, 
which  are  to  be  applied  to  public  purposes,  are  the 
amount  which  remains  after  discharging  the 
burden  to  which  the  income  so  derived  is  subject 
by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  viz.,  the  payment  of 
income  tax.  To  take  a  familiar  analogy  :  an  indi- 
vidual has  to  preserve  a  certain  appearance,  not 
doubtless  cast  upon  him  by  statute,  out  he  has  to 
keep  horses,  carriages,  servants,  and  estabhsh- 
ments,  &c.,  out  of  his  income ;  he  does  not  eiit  and 
drink  his  carriages,  and  servants,  &c.,  but  chooses 
so  to  apply  his  income ;  nevertheless  he  must  pay 
the  tax  upon  it.  So,  if  a  benevolent  person,  like 
Lady  Burdett  Coutts,  chooses  to  apply  thousands  a 
year  to  what  she,  and  most  people,  think  good 
purposes,  it  is  neither  eaten  or  drunk,  or  spent  on 
the  person's  self,  yet  income  tax  must  be  paid 
upon  it.  The  deduction  of  the  income  cannot  be 
looked  at,  whether  that  be  regulated  by  law,  or  by 
that  which  is  a  law  to  man's  self,  his  conscience ;  or 
by  his  fancy  or  pleasure.  A  man  may  spend  every 
farthing  he  has,  except  what  n  sufficient  for  bare 
sustenance,  upon  wliat  may  be  called  "  public 
purposes,"  but  income  tax  is  nevertheless  payable 
upon  it.  The  test  put  by  this  court,  and  affirmed 
in  error  in  The  Attomey-Generdl  v.  Black  (tibi 
sup.)  is  not  what  becomes  of  the  income  after  it  is 
gotten,  but  how  it  is  gotten  P  Does  it  come  into 
hand  as  income  P  A  rate,  as  is  there  pointed  out, 
is  not  income  at  all,  and  it  is  a  fallacy  to  say  that 
it  is.    [Bramwell,  B.-— The  talUc^  «i^\sa\><c^  \&!b 
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to  bethe  treating  the  obligation  to  spend  the  income 
in  a  particular  way,  as  part  of  the  cost  of  earning 
it.]  It  is  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  Grown  that 
a  certain  expenditure  may  be  necessary  in  order  to 
earn  the  income,  and  it  is  not  intended  to  claim  or 
charge  as  income  in  the  hands  of  the  corporation 
the  gross  receipts  appearing  in  the  account.  All 
expenditure  admittedly  necessary  to  the  earning  of 
the  income  will  be  allowed  as  fair  deductions.  But 
after  making  all  proper  deductions  a  very  large 
sum  comes  yearly  into  the  hands  of  the  corpora- 
tion, spent,  it  is  admitted,  and  as  they  are  bound 
to  spend  it,  upon  public  purposes ;  but  none  the  less 
their  income,  and  taxable.  [Kelly,  C.B. — As  I 
understand,  you  moke  no  distinction  between  the 
voluntary  application  of  any  portion  of  this  in- 
come and  the  application  of  it,  not  for  such  pur- 
poses as  the  relief  of  a  particular  set  of  persons, 
out  to  some  public  purposes  with  some  peculiar 
exceptions  provided  by  the  statute  P]  None  what- 
ever ;  and  it  was  as  on  all  fours  on  that  point  with 
the  present  case  that  I  cit^  The  Attommj'General 
v.  Black  (uhi  8U^.),  [Bramwell,  B. — That  case  is  a 
stronger  case  than  the  present  one,  for  this  reason ; 
the  coal  duty  there  was  a  tax  upon  inhabitants, 
without  which  the  borough  rate  would  have  been 
larger,  and  would  have  been  applied  to  the  same 
purposes,  but  would  not  have  oeen  assessable  to 
the  income  tax.  But  this  is  actual  property.  It 
is  income  to  the  corporation,  although  they  too 
apply  it  in  a  particular  way  which  leaves  no  residue 
in  their  pockets,  and  they  must  pay  tax  upon  it.] 

Manisiy,  Q.C.  (with  him  was  Tcilfourd  Salter) 
for  the  defendant,  contra. — No  doubt  the  arrange- 
ment in  1810,  to  which  the  Attorney-General  has 
referred,  was  come  to  by  consent ;  but  there  is  a 
principle  to  be  collected  from  the  documents  in 
that  case  (all  of  which  appear  in  the  appendix  to 
the  present  case),  which  show  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  then  settlement  was  come  to.  It  is 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  in 
1810  the  corporation  of  that  day  set  up  precisely 
the  same  ground  as  is  done  by  the  corporation 
here  to-day ;  and  they  did  so  successfully  on  that 
occasion,  and  the  Crown  was  advised  by  their 
then  law  officer  that  the  contention  of  the  corpo- 
ration was  valid,  and  for  that  reason  the  Crown 
consented  to  the  repayment  of  all  the  surplus 
beyond  the  sum  assessed  upon  the  balance,  made 
out  as  it  has  been  made  out  in  the  present  case ; 
and  for  more  than  sixty  years  that  has  been  acted 
upon,  and  the  returns  have  been  made  out  upon 
that  footing.  [Ma&tin,  B. — How  can  an  agree- 
ment between  the  Attorney-General  and  the  cor- 
poration in  1819,  and  upon  another  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, bind  us  now  ?]  it  is  the  same  Act  of  Par- 
liament, word  for  word,  containing  the  same 
enactments,  and  the  same  rules.  The  question  is 
an  important  one,  and  novel  in  principle,  and  1 
contend  that  the  case  of  Ths  Attorney-General  v. 
Black  does  not  touch  the  point  which  I  have  to 
submit  to  the  court.  It  is  contended  by  the 
Attorney-General  that  the  Corporation  are  to  pay 
tax  upon  their  income  irrespective  of  the  applica- 
tion of  it.  I  contend,  on  tne  contrary,  that  the 
tax  is  payable  upon  profits  only,  and  not  upon  in- 
come. "  Profits  "  is  the  word  used  in  the  Act  as 
distin^ished  from  *'  income."  It  is  not  the  in- 
come, it  is  the  **  profits  "  which  they  realise  after, 
and  which  they  earn  by  reason  of,  the  veir  pay- 
ments which  they  make,  and  without  whicn  they 
could  not  earn  these  profits.    These  payments  are 


the  expense  of  earning  the  *'  profits."  The  word 
"  income "  is  never  used  in  the  Act.  It  is  the 
"profit"  resulting.  [Kelly,  C.B. — It  is  not  dis- 
puted that  there  are  certain  deductions  for  the 
office  and  duties  of  the  corporation.  The  ques- 
tion is  what  comes  within  the  meaning  of  that 
word  "  deductions  "  necessary  in  order  to  enable 
the  corporation  to  carry  on  its  duties  P]  I  cannot 
take  them  alL  But  take  the  item  in  paragraph  7 
of  the  case,  where  the  Corporation  debit  themselves 
with  "  Mayor's  Court  fees,  55961.  3«.  Sd. ;  rents 
&nd  disbursements,  799Z.  69.  9(2.;  Imlanoe, 
4,1961  168,  lid"  But  how  could  these  fees  be 
earned  without  a  recorder  or  a  jud^e  and  a  8ta£f 
of  officers  P  Then  there  are  claimed  as  deductions 
payments  amounting  to  40,803^.  2s.  6d.,  for  salary 
and  wages  to  officers  and  servants  in  respect  <x 
the  civil  government  of  the  City  courts  of  justice, 
prisons,  &c.,  including  (inter  alia)  30(X)t.,  the 
recorder's  salary,  and  tor  all  the  staff,  amountins 
to  71'jOI.  It  is  not,  as  in  the  Attorney -Chnerm 
V.  Black,  the  application  of  a  sum  which  might  be 
applied  to  this  or  to  that  or  the  other  purpose ; 
but  here  there  are  costs  incurred  in  the  coarse  of 
earning,  and  without  which  none  of  the  large 
items  in  the  account  could  be  earned.  It  is  earn- 
ing profits  as  distinguished  from  income ;  and  for 
the  purpose  of  earning  them  an  expenditure  of 
40,803Z.  nas  indispensably  to  be  incurred  for  salaries 
and  wages  as  mentioned  m  the  account.  It  cannot 
be  contended  that  the  Legislature  contemplated  the 
payment  of  income  tax  upon  these  items.  What 
alone  Black^s  case  decid^  was,  that  income  tax 
cannot  be  avoided  on  the  ground  that  what  ia 
earned,  the  profit  of  the  income,  is  to  be  applied  in 
a  particular  wajr.  But  that  has  no  application 
here.  It  is  admitted  that  all  the  amounts  in  this 
account  are  reasonable,  that  many  of  them  are 
essential,  and  all  necessary  for  the  duo  discharge 
of  the  corporate  functions  and  duties,  yet  is  it 
to  be  said  that  they  are  "  profits "  assessable 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Income  Tax  Act. 
[Mabtin,  B. — ^The  Corporation  take  certain  specific 
heads  of  income,  and  say  that  is  our  income,  and 
against  that  we  will  not  set  our  disbursements  or 
charges  against  any  particular  part  of  it,  but  we 
will  tell  you  what  the  whole  exp)ense  of  the  City  <^ 
London  is,  and  will  deduct  it  in  bulk  from  our 
income  before  we  are  assessed  to  the  tax.  The 
Attomey'Oenerai. — Quito  so;  and  that  is  what 
the  Crown  says  the  Corporation  are  not  entitled  to 
do.  We  do  not  contend  that  73,9491.  I6s.  7cL  is 
the  sum  on  which  they  are  to  pay,  but  that  it  is 
upon  much  more  than  b257Z.  ISs.  6d.,  and,  if  then 
is  any  substantial  head  of  deduction  which  the 
court  thinks  ought  not  to  be  made,  the  Crown  will 
be  entitled  to  judgment  for  Is.,  and  the  case 
should  go  to  some  person  to  say  what  is  the  sum 
to  be  assessed,  on  the  principle  to  be  stated  by  the 
court.  Kelly,  C.B. — The  question  is  whether 
the  corporation  is  entitled  to  deduct  all  or  any  of 
the  items  in  appendix  X,  which  make  up  the 
40,0002.  and  odd  in  the  account  in  par.  7  of  the 
case.]  The  Corporation  claims  against  the  amount 
of  Mayor's  Court  fees  a  part  at  least  of  the 
recorder's  salary,  and  part,  also,  of  the  salaries  of 
the  other  necessary  officers.  [Martin,  B.-— 
Supposing  that  the  payments  to  these  offioers 
exceed  the  whole  profits  of  the  Mayor's  Coort.  do 
you  say  you  can  fall  back  upon  the  renewal  fines 
and  pay  the  recorder  out  of  that  fbndP]  No;  I 
giye  up  the  12,0002.  item  for  **  leziswiDg  fines," 
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being  more  than  the  60002.  and  odd.  I  admit 
that  judgment  must  be  against  the  Corporation 
for  the  billing;  but  the  principle  of  calcolation 
IB  the  matter  to  be  settled,  as  to  which  a  declara- 
tion from  the  coort  is  sought.  [The  Attorney- 
Chnercd, — I  rather  from  your  Lordships  that  the 
true  principfe  is  that,  like  an  individual,  the  Cor- 
poration are  not  to  pay  taxes  upon  what  they 
expend  in  earning  the  income,  and  the  Crown  is 
ready  to  admit  that  the  Corporation  should  be 
taxed  upon  that  principle,  ana  that  when,  in  the 
earning  of  any  particular  head  of  income,  there  are 
certain  expenses  necessarily  incurred,  those  ex- 
penses ought  to  be  allowed  before  the  income 
which  is  earned  by  them  is  assessed,  and  if  more 
18  spent  in  earning  a  particular  head  of  profits  than 
the  profits  amount  to,  then  the  Crown  admits  no 
tax  is  to  be  paid  upon  that  head.  But  that  is  not 
to  discharge  the  Corporation  from  the  liability  of 
paying  upon  other  matters  as  to  which  there  is  no 
expense,  or  on  which,  after  paying  the  expenses, 
there  is  a  balance  of  profits.  The  whole,  in  short, 
most  not  be  thrown  into  hotchpot.  They  must 
not,  because  they  have  100,0002.  a  year  which  they 
expend  variously,  allocate  the  whole  to  different 
piuposes,  say,  to  maintaining  the  Lord  Mayor  and 
reoOTder,  which  are  partly  necessary  for  earning 
one  particular  head  of  income.]  The  defendant  is 
content,  the  Crown  being  wilUug,  that  the  Cor- 
poration should  be  assessed  on  the  balance  of 
the  income  they  derive,  after  deducting  all  that 
they  pay  in  earning  that  income.  [Bramwell,  B. 
— ^Taking  each  item  separately.]  The  Corporation 
most  not  be  taken  as  assenting  to  the  principle 
that  each  item  is  to  be  dealt  with  separately,  or 
that  they  are  not  entitled  to  claim  d^uctions  in 
respect  of  their  expenditure  in. maintaining  the 
civil  government  ot  the  citv,  as  well,  also,  as  the 
general  expenses  of  the  whole  corporate  establish- 
ments, or  as  precluding  themselves  from  any  right 
of  appeal  upon  those  questions. 

B&AMWELL,  B. — It  18  conceded  that  judgment 
most  be  given  against  the  Corporation.  The  court 
is  asked  to  lay  down  a  principle,  and  they  have 
laid  it  down  in  the  course  of  the  argument  as 
definitely  and  intelligibly  as  it  need  be  laid  down 
— ^that  is  to  say,  that  each  item  or  head  of  profit  or 
income  is  to  be  taken  separately,  and  the  Corpora- 
tion are  to  be  assessed  to  the  income  tax  upon  the 
net  value  of  such  item  afler  deducting  the  cost 
expended  in  earning  it.  Whatever  is  expended  in 
earning  the  profits,  whether  it  be  for  the  wages  of 
the  humblest  ofiScial  employed — as,  for  instance, 
the  doorkeeper  of  the  court  in  which  the  fees  are 
earned,  or  the  aal&tj  or  a  portion  of  the  salary  of 
the  jnd^  who  presides  there — the  sum  so  ex- 
penoed  m  earning  the  profits  ought  to  be  deducted. 
It  may  be  Uiat  when  that  principle  comes  to  be 
applied,  in  practice,  to  the  various  heads  of  corpo- 
rate income,  there  may  arise  some  intricate 
questions  as  to  which  there  maybe  some  difficulty; 
but  if  we  are  to  sit  here  and  anticipate  all  possible 
oases,  and  lay  down  a  rule  which  is  to  govern  them 
all,  1  am  afraid  that  we  might  sit  hero  for  an 
indefinite  period.  If  any  further  difficulty  should 
arise  hereafter,  we  must  try  and  meet  it  when  it 
oomee  before  us. 

Mabtiv,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
entirely  agree  with  what  Lord  Campbell  once  said, 
that  tma  Act  of  Parliament  (the  Income  Tax  Act) 
fnaat  be  kxdced  at  and  be  administered  by  the 
ocdiiiaiy  niks  oi  common  sense  and  reason.    The 


deductions  must  in  some  way  be  allocated  as 
regards  the  property.  The  Corporation  cannot 
take  the  whole  of  their  property  in  gross  and  say, 
"  We  have  a  quantity  of  property  liable  to  income 
tax,  but  we  have  to  pay  tne  recorder  and  the 
different  persons  mentioned  in  the  case,  such  as 
the  controller,  the  remembrancer,  the  solicitor, 
and  so  on,  and  wo  will  take  the  whole  together  and 
deduct  the  payments  we  make  to  all  these  persons, 
not  as  against  the  specific  property,  but  against 
the  whole  taken  together.''  The  Queen's  Remem- 
brancer, when  it  comes  before  him,  should,  I 
think,  find  what  is  the  net  income  arising  from  the 
"renewing  fines,"  the  "profits  of  markets,"  and  all 
the  other  items  or  heads  of  income  which  have  been 
referred  to  and  which  are  mentioned  in  this  case. 
It  may,  I  dare  say,  be  rather  difficult  to  ascertain 
what  the  "  Mayor's  Court  fees"  and  the  disburse- 
ments with  regard  to  that  item  are ;  but  I  am  sure 
that  it  is  not  impossible  to  arrange  it.  The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  has  a  strong  feeling  tnat  there  should 
be  allowed,  as  against  those  fees,  the  reasonable 
expenses  that  the  Corporation  are  put  to  in  earn- 
ing them.  It  may  turn  out  that  tnose  expenses 
are  more  than  the  profits,  and  in  that  case  the 
question  will  probably  be  raised  whether  or  not 
tnat  excess  should  come  off  other  heads  of  pro- 
perty. Again,  some  particular  item,  as  for  in- 
stance, the  "  profits  of  markets,"  might  be  agreed 
upon  to  raise  the  question  whether,  upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  Income  Tax  Acts,  all '  these 
various  salaries  ought  to  be  deducted.  The  prin- 
ciple has  been  laid  down  in  this  court  and  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber.  "  Renewing  fines"  are  fines 
upon  property.  "  Profits  of  markets  "  are  a  pro- 
perty arising  from  the  landed  property  of  the 
Corporation.  There  is  no  difficulty  at  all  in  ascer- 
tainmg  the  respective  amounts  of  these  several 
heads  of  profits,  but  then  the  Corporation  say, 
they  must  deduct  the  expenses  of  the  salary  of 
the  Lord  Mayor,  to  ithich  the  answer  is,  that  that 
has  nothing  to  do  with  property,  it  is  an  entirely 
collateral  matter,  to  which  the  Corporation  think 
fit  to  apply  a  portion  of  their  income,  and  that 
is  all. 

Pollock,  B. — I  quite  agree  with  what  has  fallen 
from  my  learned  brethren  on  this  matter.  There 
may  be  a  difficulty  with  regard  to  the  recorder's 
salary.  If  I  recollect  rightly  the  recorder  at  one 
time  received  a  salwy  for  the  criminal  duties  of 
his  office.  At  one  time  the  duties  in  the  Lord 
Mayor's  Court  were  almost  nominal,  but  now  the 
Lord  Mayor's  Court  sits  some  ten  days  in  every 
month,  yet  still  the  recorder  receives  the  same 
salary.  It  may  be  a  question,  too,  whether  strictly 
and  accurately  the  precise  cost  of  earning  any 
one  particular  sum  can  be  gotten  at.  When  you 
take  two  or  three  sums  or  heads  of  income  earned 
on  the  one  hand,  and  the  costs  of  earning  on  the 
other  hand,  then  it  is,  I  imagine,  that  the  "  com- 
mon sense "  of  the  referee,  whoever  he  may  be, 
which  has  been  alluded  to,  will  come  into  play, 
and  the  Corporation  will  probably  get  what 
strictly  perhaps  they  would  not  get  from  the 
court. 

Kelly,  C.  B. — The  principle  on  which  in  this 
case  the  income-tax  is  to  be  assessed  is,  that  the 
assessment  is  to  be  made  upon  each  head  or  item 
of  income  taken  separately,  after  deducting  from 
the  gross  receipts  under  each  head,  the  costs  ex- 
pended in  earning  the  income ;  the  amount,  there- 
fore of  any  furuier  deduotion&t  ii  «KS^\)«^cnA 


116 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


Ex.] 


,  Walkeb  V,  The  Nottinghasc  Board  of  Guardians. 


[Ex. 


those  appearing  in  the  accoant  set  out  in  para- 
graph 7  of  the  case,  is  to  be  the  amoont  oi  the 
cost  or  expenses  incurred  in  earning  or  obtaining 
that  particular  head  or  item.  For  example,  upon 
the  item  of  "  Renewing  fines,  12,7431,  18«.  3d.,"  if 
any  expenses  beyond  whatever  may  have  been 
almtdy  deducted  to  leave  that  sum,  have  been 
incurred  they  will  be  deducted.  So,  also  with 
regard  to  the  next  item  the  **  profits  of  markets," 
and  so  on  to  the  end.  With  respect  to  the 
I*  Mayor's  Court  fees,"  55961.  3».  Sd.,  from  which  it 
is  extremely  probable  that  some  d^uctions  must 
be  made  beyond  the  7992.  6«.  9d.,  the  amount  which 
is  deducted  in  the  account,  we  must  be  told,  when 
the  matter  comes  back  to  us,  if  it  does  come,  what 
(if  any)  expenses,  in  addition  to  that  sum  of 
799Z.  68.  9d.  have  actually  been  incurred  by  the  Cor- 
poration and  expended  by  them  in  obtaining  the 
net  sum  of  47962.  IQs.  lid.  And  so  also  with  regard 
to  the  other  items  of  the  account.  But  the  Corpo- 
ration must  take  it  for  better  and  for  worse,  and 
deal  with  each  item  separately,  and  must  not,  if,  in 
order  to  earn  one  item  or  h^Ml  of  income,  they 
spend  more  than  that  item  amounts  to,  claim  to 
make  that  extra  expenditure  go  in  deduction  of 
other  assessable  items.  As  it  has  been  suggested, 
and  the  suggestion  has  been  agreed  to  between 
the  parties,  that,  instead  of  referring  the  Case 
at  once  to  t^e  Queen's  Remembrancer,  the  officer 
of  the  Corporation,  and  the  officer  of  the  Board  of 
Inland  Revenue  should  meet  together  and  en- 
deavour to  agree  to  an  intelligible  rule  as  to  what 
further  deductions,  if  any,  are  to  be  made  in  any  of 
these  items,  let  that  be  done ;  and  where  they  do 
not  agree  they  will  go  before  the  Queen's  Remem- 
brancer, and  ne,  if  necessary,  will  raise  the  ques- 
tion in  a  form  in  which  it  can  be  dealt  with  by 
the  court,  which  is  the  only  way  in  which  it  can 
properly  be  done.  There  will,  therefore,  be  judg- 
ment for  Is.,  the  parties  agreeing  to  the  arrange- 
ment which  I  have  just  mentioned. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown  for  Is, 

Attorney  for  the  Crown,  The  Solicitor  of  Inland 
Beventiet  Somerset  House,  W.O. 

Attorney  for  the  defendant,  T.  J,  Nelson,  City 
SoHcitor,  GuildhaU,  E.C. 


Second  Division  op  the  Court. 

Friday,  Jan.  24, 1873. 

(Before  Bramwell,  Cleasbt,  and  Pollock,  BB.) 

Walker  v.  The  Nottingham  Board  op  Guardians. 

False  imprisonment — Action  against  guardians  for 
acts  done  under  authority  of  Act  of  Parliament — 
Knowledge — Means  of,  equivalent  to — Negligence 
— Bona  fides — Notice  of  action — Necessity  for 
under  4  if-  5  WiU.  4  c.  76  s.  104. 

Where  poor  law  guardians  are  acting  in  discharge  of 
their  public  duty  they  are  entitled  to  notice  of 
action  in  respect  of  anythiiig  done  by  them  in  the 
discharge  of  such  ditty,  unless  it  h€  shown  thai 
they  have  acted  mala  fide;  and  it  is  to  he  assumed 
in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  thai  they 
have  a^cted  bond  fide. 

The  plaintiff,  at  the  instance  of  his  wife,  wa^,  on  the 
14th  April,  taken  as  a  dayigerous  lunaiic  to  the  work' 
house  of  the  Nottingham  union,  upon  the  certifi^aies 
of  two  medical  men,  and  was  placed  in  the  lunatic 
ward  of  thai  establishment,  and  there  kept  from  the 
24ih  to  the  25i^  ApriL     Upon  his  admission  into 


the  ward  on  the  14f^,  he  was  inspected  by  the  resi" 
dent  medical  officer,  wlw  found  him  **  not  to  be 
suffering  from  any  form  of  ijisanity,"  and  made 
an  entry  to  thai  effect  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his 
official  duty,  in  a  book  provided  by  the  guardians, 
and  kept  at  the  workhouse  for  thai  purpose.     On 
tJie  16th  April  there  was  the  usual  weekly  meeting 
of  the  board  of  guardians,  wJien  this  book  was 
before  them,  but  the  entry  in  question  was ,  not,  as 
it  ought  to  have  been,  seen  by  them  or  brought  to 
tlieir  notice ;  nor  was  the  fa^t  of  tlie  plaintiff^s 
detention  in  the  lunatic  ward  known  to  any  of  the 
guardians  until  the  2bth  April,  when  the  report  of 
the  case  for  tlie  first  tim^e  came  before  them,  where- 
upon  the  plaintiff  was   immediately  discharged 
from  the  liouse  by  order  of  the  visiting  committee. 
An  action  having  bee7i  hrougnt  by  the  plaintiff  against 
the  defendants  (the  Board  of  Chiardians),  for  false 
imprisonment,  it  was 
Held  by  the  court  (Br am  well,  Cleasby,  and  Pigott,  BB,) 
making  absolute  a  rtde  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  that  the 
defendants  were  entitled  to  notice  of  action  under 
sect.  104  of  the  6  ^6  Will.  4,  c.  76. 
This  was  an  action  against  the  defendants  for  an 
assault  and  false  imprisonment  of  the  plaintifP  and 
wrongfully  detaining  him  in  the  lunatic  ward  oi 
the  Nottingham  workhouse.      To  the  plaintiff's 
declaration  m  the  action  the  defendants  pleaded, 
first,  not  guilty,  by  statutes  4  &  5  Will.  4  a 
76  (Public  Act)  sects.  15, 16, 17, 18,  20,  21,  38,  42, 
46,  104 ;  5  A  6  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  4  (Public  Act) ; 
10  &  11  Vict.  c.  109,  sects.  1,  10,  14,  15,  16,  18 
(Public  Act) ;  30  A  31  Vict.  o.  106,  sects.  1,  22.  30 
(Public  Act);  secondly,  leave  and  licence  of  the 
plaintiff. 

On  these  pleas  issues  were  joined ;  and  at  the 
trial  before  Cleasby,  B.  and  a  special  jury  at  the 
last  summer  assizes  for  Nottinghamsnire  at 
Nottingham,  the  following  facts  were  proved  cw 
admitted  in  evidence.  The  plaintiff  was  an 
upholsterer  and  valuer,  residing  and  carrying  on 
his  business  in  the  town  of  Nottingham,  and  the 
defendants  were  the  Board  of  Guardians  for  the 
Nottingham  Union. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff^s  wife,  on  the  14th 
April  1872,  made  an  application  to  a  Mr.  Pilkmg- 
ton,  the  relieving  officer  of  the  Nottingham  Union, 
to  the  effect  that  her  husband,  who  was  stated  to 
be  somewhat  given  to  drinking,  was  suffering 
under  an  attack  of  delirium  tremens,  and  was  not 
fit  to  be  led  at  large,  as  she  was  in  danger  of  her 
life  from  his  violence.  She  at  the  same  time 
handed  to  Pilkington  a  certificate  of  a  medical  man 
named  Stanger,  which  was  in  the  following  words 

13th  April  1872. 
I  hereby  oertify  that  I  have  this  day  seen  Mr.  George 
Walker,  of  Lister-ffate  ;  that  he  is  sabjeot  to  nnoon- 
troUable  fits  of  delinam,  and  that  the  life  of  his  wife  u  in 
jeopufdy  whilst  he  is  under  their  ioflaenoe,  and  that  it  is 
very  neoessary  that  he  should  at  onoe  be  placed  under 
restraint. 

(Signed)  Geobok  SxAKaxB. 

Nottingham,  13th  April  1872. 

The  relieving  officer  thereupon  informed  the 
plaintiff's  wife  that  he  could  not  interfere  in  the 
matter  unless  he  was  furnished  with  a  certificate 
signed  by  one  of  the  medical  officers  of  the  aniooy 
and  accordingly  Mrs.  Walker  then  applied  to  a 
Mr.  Lille,  one  of  such  medical  officers,  and  that 
gentleman,  upon  Mrs.  Walker  s  verbal  statemeuty 
and  upon  seemg  the  certificate  which  Mr.  Stanger 
had  given,  but  without  himself  having  any  inter- 
view with  her  husband,  the  phiintiff»  wrote  and 
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gave  to  Mrs.  Walker  a  certificate  to  the  f  oUowmg 
effect: 

This  is  to  oertify  that  G^rge  Walker  is  a  person  of 
qniHwind  mind,  and  not  fit  to  be  at  large. 

Mrs.  Walker  haying  handed  both  these  certificates 
to  Pilkington,  the   latter  proceeded  at  once  to 
Walker's  (the  plaintiff's)  house,  and  having  induced 
the  plaintiff  to  get  into  a  fly  which  was  ready  at 
the  door  nnder  the  assumed    pretence  that  he 
(Pilkington)  wanted  the  plaintiff  to  so  with  him  to 
view  and  value  some  houses,  the  ny  was  driven 
to  the  Nottingham  union  workhouse,  where  the 
plaintiff  was  delivered  over  by  Pilkington  to  the 
custody  of  the  master  of   the  workhouse   as  a 
hmatic.    The  plaintiff  protested  against  the  pro- 
ceeding, and  demanded  to  know  by  what  or  whose 
aathontv  he  had  been  so  treated,  when  Pilkington 
informed    him   that    the    step  had    been    taken 
at    the    instance    of     his    (the    plaintiff's)    wife, 
and  that  the  certificates  of  the  medical   men  had 
been  obtained  by  his  wife  authorising  and  justify- 
ing what  had  been  dobe.    Immediately  upon  the 
plaintiff  being  taken  into  the  lunatic  ward  of  the 
workhouse,  on  the  14th  April,  he  was  inspected 
in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course,  by  a  Mr.  Deane, 
the  resident  medical  officer  of  the  workhouse,  and 
was  foimd  by  that  gentleman  to  be  of  perfectly 
sane  mind  and  free  from  anything  like  insanity. 
An  entry  or  report  of  the  plaintiff's  admission, 
and  also  of  the  state  of  his  mind,  &c,  was  at  the 
same  time  made,  in  the  ordinary  course,  by  Mr. 
Deane,  in  a  book  provided  by  the  guardians,  and 
kept  at  the  union  workhouse  for  the    purpose. 
That  entry  was  as  follows :  "  Oeorge  Walker,  aged 
47,    admitted  April  14,   1872.    Found  not  to  be 
wufferinq  Jrom  a/iiy  fomi  of  insanity.^*  On  Tuesday, 
the  16tn  April,  two  days  after  the  plaintiff  had 
been   so  taken  to  the  workhouse,  there  was    a 
weekly  meeting  of  the  board,  when  this  report 
book  was  before  them ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  entry  in  question  had  been  seen  by,  or  brought 
to,  the  notice  of  any  of  the  guardians  present.    On 
the  18th  April,  also,  there  was  a  meeting  of  the 
visiting  committee  at  the  house,-  but  no  notice 
was  then  taken  of  the  defendant's  case,  and    he 
was  consequently  detained  in    the    asylum  and 
treated  as  a  lunatic  patient  until  the  25th  April, 
when,  for  the  first  time,  the  report  of  the  plain- 
tiff*s  case  was  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
board  of  guardians,  they  having  been  up  to  that 
date  personallj  unaware  that  the  plaintiff  was  in 
the    house.    Lnmediately    upon    their   attention 
being  drawb  to  the  case,  the  plaintiff  was  dis- 
charged from  the  house    by     an    order    of  the 
visiting  committee,    ft  was  to   recover  compen- 
sation  for  the  injuries  and  damage  done  to  him 
by  the  wrongful  imprisonment  and  detention  above 
mentioned  that  the  plaintiff  brought  his  present 
action,  and  he  contended  that  the  defendants,  if 
not  responsible  for  his  being  originally  taken  to 
the  workhouse  by  their  relieving  officer  (which  he 
contended  they  were),  were,  at  all  events,  respon- 
sible for  his  illesal  detention    there     after    the 
16th  April,  when  Uiey  might  and  ought,  in  the  due 
oerformanoe  of  their  duty,  to  have  seen  and  read 
Mr.  Deane's  report,  and  to  have  at  once  discharged 
(he  plaintiff  from  the  asylum.    The  defendants,  on 
the  other  hand,  insisted  thab  what  had  been  done 
was  done  under  the  authority  and  in  pursuance  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  that  they  were  in  no 
way  Uidile  for  the  wrongful  acts,  if  such  they  were, 
of  their  aerrants ;  and  also,  that  th^y  were  entitled 


to  have  had  notice  of  action  under  sect.  104  of  the 
4  ifc  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  which  provides  for  twenty-one 
days'  notice  of  action  being  given  to  the  guardians 
in  respect  of  anything  done  by  them  in  pursuance 
of  or  under  the  authority  of  the  Act.  To  prpve 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  of  the 
usual  course  of  proceeding  adopted  by  their  ser- 
vants and  officers  in  such  cases,  it  was  shown  that 
so  far  back  as  the  month  of  July  1868  the  attention 
of  the  board  of  guardians  had  been  expressly  called 
to  the  matter  at  a  board  meeting  in  that  month, 
when  a  committee  was  appointed  to  inquire  into 
the  mode  of  admission  and  treatment  of  alleged 
lunatics  into  and  in  the  workhouse. 

The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  on  the  loth  April  the  board  of  guaniians  had 
had  brought  before  them  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
was  in  confinement,  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  it 
negligence  on  their  part  not  to  take  notice  of  his 
case ;  and  that  the  proper  question  for  the  jury  was 
"whether  the  defendants  had  the  means  of  know- 
ledge and  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  knowing 
that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  asylum,  being  not  at 
the  same  time  suffering  from  any  form  of  insanitv  ?" 

The  jury,  through  their  foreman,  said  that  they 
were  of  opinion  either  that  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  s 
detention  was  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
guardians,  or  that,  if  they  did  not  know  it,  it  was 
in  consequence  of  their  negUgence  in  not  examining 
the  book  containing  the  entry  relating  to  the 
plaintiff's  admission.  Thereupon  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  20«.  damages  for  the 
period  from  the  16th  to  the  18th  April,  and  40tf. 
from  the  18th  to  the  25th  April,  and  leave  was 
reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit on  the  grounds,  first,  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  fix  the  defendants  with  liability  under  the 
declaration,  and,  secondly,  that  they  were  entitled 
to  notice  of  action. 

A  rule  having  accordingly  been  obtained  to  that 
effect  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

Cave  for  the  plaintiff,  now  showed  cause  against 
it.— He  contended  that  the  original  proceeding  by 
the  medical  officers  of  the  union  in  granting  the 
certificate  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  imprisoned 
was  unlawml  and  wrongfnl,  and  that  for  such 
wrongful  act  on  the  part  of  their  officers  the  defen- 
dants as  guardians  were  liable.  The  act  com- 
plained of- was  done  in  violation  of  all  duty  and 
could  not  therefore  be  said  to  have  been  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  the  defen- 
oants  therefore  could  not  claim  the  protection  of 
the  Act  which  applied  only  to  matters  done  law- 
fully under  its  authority.  Here  there  was  a  total 
absence  of  authority.  The  case,  therefore,  was 
not  within  the  statute,  and,  therefore,  the  defen- 
dants were  not  entitled  to  notice.  Eliot  v.  Allen 
and  otliers  (1  C.  B.  18 ;  14  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  136,  C.  P.),  is 
in  point  and  an  authority  to  that  effect.  See  also 
Cook  V.  Leonard  (6  B.  &  C.  351);  Shatwell  v. 
HaU  and  others  (10  M.  &  W.  523;  12  L.  J., 
N.  S.,  74,  Ex.)  The  cases  of  Judge  and  another 
V.  Sehnes  (24  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  904 ;  40  L.  J.  287. 
Q.  B.,  and  s.  c.  no?/i.  Selmes  v.  Jiuige  and  another 
(L.  Rep.  6  Q.B.  724);  Hemiann  v.  Setieschal  (6 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  646 ;  13  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  392  ;  32  L.  J. 
43,  C.  P. ;  Roberts  v.  Orchard  (9  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
727;  2  H.  &  C.  769;  33  L.  J.  65,  Ex.;  and  King  v. 
Chamberlain  (24  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  736 ;  40  L.  J. 
273,  C.  P.;  s.c,  nowi.  Chamberlain  v.  King  (L. 
Rep.  6,  0.  P.  474) ;  are  all  distinguishable.  The 
true   rule  deducible   from.  tVio^^  ca&^9&  S&  *OQSb^» 
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Walkeb  v.  The  NoniNaHAM  Boajld  oi  Gvassujk. 


[Ei. 


there  shoald  exist  a  bow  fide  belier  on  the 
part  of  the  defendonta  in  anch  a  state  of  facts  as  if 
they  had  existed  would  have  a&orded  a  jnsti- 
fioation,  whereas  in  the  preseot  case  there  was  no 
such  beliof  at  all  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 
On  the  contrary,  thej  had  knowledge,  or  at  all 
erents  ample  meana  of  knowledge,  which  is  equiva- 
lent, that  the  plaintiff  was  of  perfectly  sonnd  mind 
and  not  a  subject  for  a  moment's  detention.  At  ntl 
events,  to  entitle  the  defendants  to  protection  of 
the  statute  it  lay  upon  them  to  show  that  the;  were 
acting  bond  fide,  and  that  they  failed  to  do. 
AlthoRgh   the   defendants   are  a  corporate  body. 


of  snch  negligence. 

Winierbottomv.  WrigM,  10  H.  *W.  109;  11  L.  J. 

N.  S.  415,  Ei. 
Mertm/  Doda  and  Harbour  Board  Truttees  v-  Qibbt 

(in  the  Honw  of  Lordi),  14  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  677 ; 

L.  Bap.  1  Eng.  A.  Ir.  App.  93 ;  35  L.  J.  22S,  Ex. ; 

12  Jar.  N.  8.  57. 
Had  the  defendants  known  the  facta  of  this 
case  as  they  were  bonnd  to  have  known  them 
from  the  first  they  would  have  bean  responsible 
for  detaining  the  plaintiff  one  moment  in  the 
asylum  after  snch  knowledge ;  and  they  are 
equally  responsible  now,  because  this  ignorance 
is  the  resalt  of  their  cnlpable  negligence.  If  the 
^ardians  of  a  union  choose  to  make  the  work- 
hoDse  a  gaol  or  a  lunatic  aayltun,  it  becomes  their 
duty  to  have  a  person  there  duly  anthoiised  to 
deal  with  all  such  cases,  and  for  the  breach  of  that 
dnty  they  are  liable:  {0<yfy.  The  Oreal  Northern 
£atW)u  Company,  3  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  850; 
3  B.  A  B.  672 ;  30  L.  J.  148,  Q.  B.)  The  case  of 
R<m  T.  The  Birkenhead,  Ixaicaehire,  and  Cheshire 
Traeiion  Railway  Company  {7  Ex.  36;  21  L.J, 
9,  Ex.),  shows  that  an  authority  by  the  board  on 
the  present  occasion  may  be  implied  from  their 
previous  conduct  in  such  cases.    He  cited  also 

Seymour  t.  Oreenviood,  7  H.  A  If .  357  ; 

Seg.  V.   The  GimrdiaTU  of  the    Wallingfard  Union, 
10  A.  A,  E.  259 :  8  L.  J.,  S.  S.,  8S,  H.  C. ; 

Levingtton  T.  37m  Litgar  Unton,  2  Ir.  B«p.  C.  L.. 
202. 
D.  Setfmour,  Q.C.,  Field,  Q.C.,  and  Sturge  for 
the  defendants  contra  supported  their  mle. — They 
urged  that  even  snpposmg  the  medical  officer  to 
havecommitted  a  mistake  in  his  dntyin  this  matt«r, 
yet,  nevertheless,  inasmuch  as  the  act  of  which 
the  plaintiff  compluned  in  this  action  was  done 
in  pursuance  or  under  the  authority  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  the  defendants  were  consequently 
entitled  to  the  protection  afforded  by  sect.  104  of 
the  Act  of  Parliamert  (4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  76)  and 
should  therefore  have  had  notice  of  action.  If  the 
plaintiff  intended  to  rest  bis  case  upon  the  zround 
that  what  the  defendants  had  done  or  caused  to  be 
dono  to  Lim,  was  taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  by  reason  of  its  having  been  done  by  them 
maid  fide,  then  it  was  iucumbcnt  upon  him  to 
have  given  evidence  at  the  trial  in  support  of 
snch  an  allegation,  but  be  had  done  nothing  of  the 
sort.  There  was  here  an  honest  belief  in  the  de- 
fendants that  they  were  doing  their  daty,  and 
they  were  entitled  to  notice.  [They  were  here 
stopped.  J 

Bbakwxll,  B. — I  think  that  in  this  case  a  notjce 
of  action  was  necessary ;  that  is,  of  course,  assum- 
ing that  there  was  no  cause  of  action  a^nst  the 
defendants  as  individuals.  It  is  difficult,  i  not  im- 
poaaible,  to  aappoao  that  the  guardians  were  not 


entitled  to  notice  of  action  in  a  case  in  which  tlier 
were  sued  in  their  corporate  capacity,  unless  indeed 
it  is  to  be  supposed,  or  it  could  be  shown,  that  ther 
were  acting  mold  fide.  That  is  a  matter  which  I 
will  deal  with  presently;  bat,  whatever  they  do  as 
guardians  they  do  under  the  authority  of  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  and,  as  I  have  before  said,  it  is 
difficult  to  suppose  a  case  which  in  the  absence  of 
mala  fides  on  the  part  of  the  board,  they  would 
not  be  entitled  to  notice  of  action,  becaose  it 
almost  follows  from  the  nature  of  their  office  that 
whenever  they  do  act  they  act  bond  fide  in  sup- 
posed pursuance  and  under  the  authority  of  the 
powers  contained  in  the  Act  of  Parliament.  But  I 
will  not  content  myself  with  laying  down  that 
general  proposition,  but  will  look  at  uie  particular 
wets  of  the  case  now  before  us,  Now  here  the 
defendants  are  charged  with  falsely  imprisomn^ 
the  plaintiff.  There  was  no  order  nnder  their 
common  seal  that  he  should  be  confined  or  de- 
tained, and  there  was  no  general  antecedent 
authority  given  to  deal  with  him,  except  the  decla- 
ration of  the  wife.  Neither  was  it  within  any 
general  rule,  or  upon  any  particular  declaration  ol 
their  opinion,  that  it  was  necessary  to  imprison  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  proceedings  complained  of  took 

C'  X.  It  is  not  like  the  railway  case,  which  has 
n  referred  to,  where  authority  is  given  to  an 
official  generally  to  manage  and  superintend  the 
line,  and  where,  if  an  act  done  by  him  or  by  bis 
order  is  erroneously  founded  thereon,  it  is  still 
within  the  authority  for  the  purpose  of  binding 
the  persons  who  gave  it,  and  making  them  respon- 
sible. But  here,  what  is  urged  against  the  defen- 
dants is,  that  the  act  done  was  altogether  wrong- 
ful ;  and  the  imputation  against  them  is  not  that 
they  caused  the  imprisoning  of  the  plaintiff  in  tiie 

Krticnlar  way  in  which  I  have  suggested  it  might 
ve  been,  as  in  the  railway  case,  but  that  t£ev 
have  a  place  in  which  people  are  kept,  and  in  whid 
they  may  be  justly  kept,  and  that  it  is  their  doty 
to  see  that  the  persons  who  may  be  placed  there 
are  not  wrongfiilly  kept  there,  and  conseauently  it 
is  said  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendants  ars 
liable  to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment.  I  do 
not  say  I  a^ree  with  that  argument.  I  will  assuiM 
it ;  and  if  it  is  a  bad  argument,  then  the  defend- 
ants would  not  in  that  case  be  guilty  of  the  bbe 
imprisonment.  But,  assuming  it  to  be  a  good 
argument,  let  us  see  what  the  state  of  things  really 
is.  Can  there  be  a  doubt,  notwithstanding  what 
may  be  called  their  negligence  in  not  sooner  find- 
ing out  this  matter,  that  the  defeudants  w«n 
nevertheless  really  acting  nnder  the  authority,  or 
in  pursuance  of  their  Act  of  Parliament  P  We 
have  heard  what  their  statement  is.  The  doctor 
went  ronnd  the  wards,  he  inquired  of  the  nurses, 
and  he  saw  this  particular  patient,  the  plaintiff- 
It  is  more  than  a  mere  neeation,  and,  as  n^ 
brother  Pollock  has  snggested  to  me,  we  have  it 
shown  afGrmatively  that  they  were  acting  under 
the  authority  of  the  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  if,  is 
the  juiy  have  found,  they  did  not  go  far  enoo^ 
and  find  out  what  they  ought  ta  have  found  oat 
(which  in  my  opinion  was  negUgence)  why  an 
they  not  to  be  protected  nnder  their  Act 
of  Parliament  P  There  is  no  doubt  that  cual 
of  negUgence  are  within  the  protecting  olaoMt 
of  the  Act,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is  of 
all  oases  one  in  which  it  is  only  reasonable  Uiat 
notice  of  action  should  have  been  given.  SiV- 
pose   ^ese    defendants    had    boen    indindnui 
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Walker  i;.  The  Nottingham  Boaed  of  Guabdians. 


[Ex. 


and  not  incorporated,  what  an  unreasonable 
thing  it  would  have  been  to  have  made  them 
liable  for  the  discharge  of  a  public  duty,  merely 
because  they  had  not  discharged  it  with  sufficient 
care,  without  giving  them  notice  so  that  they 
mi^ht  have  the  opportunity  afforded  them  of 
mainng  a  tender  oi  amends  by  the  tendering  or 

Eying  money  into  court.      It  seems  to  me,  as  I 
ive  adready  said,  that  in  cases  of  this  description, 
where  poor-law  guardians  are  acting  in  discnarge 
of  a  public  duty,  they  are  entitled  to  notice  of  action 
in  respect  of  anything  done  by  them  in  the  discharge 
of  such  duty  unless  they  can  be  shown  to  have  acted 
mdafidet  and  certainly  the  present  defendants  were 
entitled  to  notice  of  action  where  bad  faith  is  not 
alleged    against  them,  and  where   the  question 
simply  is  whether  or  not  they  acted  with  sufficient 
care.     Then,  with  respect  to  the  other  point,  that 
if  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  notice,  the  jury 
would  have  found  that  they  acted  boiid  fide  in 
what  they  did,  and  in  the  belief  that  the  evidence 
would  justify  them  in  what  they  had  done,  if  the 
&ct8,  which  they  believed  in  the  existence  of,  had 
existed  and  were  true.    As  to  that  latter  matter  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  not  in  all  cases  necessary 
that  the  justifying  matters  should  be  believed  in ; 
in  some  cases  it  is  no  doubt  necessary,  but  not  in 
alL    In  this  particular  case   I  think   that   the 
aignment  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  is  well- 
founded  ;  that  if  the  plaintiff  intended  to  say,  "  I 
charge  you,  the  guardians,  with  not  acting  bond 
fide^^  then  the  right  course  for  the  plaintiff  to  have 
taken  would  have  been  to  say,  ''I  cannot  agree 
that  you  are  entitled  to  notice,  because  I  say  you 
did  not  act  bond  fide  in  the  matter;*'  and  if  the 
learned    counsel    for    the    plaintiff    meant    to 
deny  that  it  was  so,  and  to  contend  that  that 
matter  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  he  should 
have  done  so  at  the  trial,  otherwise  there  would 
have  been  a  sort  of  trap  laid  for  the  defendants 
to  fall  into,  for  they  would  lose  the  benefit  of  an 
oljjeckum   which,    independently  of    anv  answer 
being  made  to  it,  they  might  have  got  the  benefit 
ci,  by  the  jury  resolving  the  matter.    I  think  in 
the  present  case  the  defendants  were  entitled  to 
notioe  cf  action,  and  that  it  is  to  be  assumed  in 
auch  a  case  that  the  guardians  were  acting  bond 
fde^  unless  the  contrary  be  shown ;  and  certainly, 
even  assuming  that  the  defendants  would  other- 
wise have  been  liable  to  this  action  of  trespass, 
as  to  which  I  say  nothing,  I    think  they  were 
entitled  to  notice,  and  not  having  received  it,  I 
tfa^ak  this  rale  should  be  made  absolute. 

CuLASBT,  B. — I  agree  in  this,  and  am  quite  of 
the  same  opinion.     It  must  be  taken  that  the 
verdict  was  given,  and  that  in  fact  it  was  asked 
for,  on  the  ground  of  the  unlawful  detention  of 
the  plaintiff  from  the  16th  to  the  25th  of  April. 
That  was  an  act  done  by  the  defendants  in  pur- 
niaDce  and  by  the  authority,  of  their  Act  of  Par- 
liament.    Then,    as  my  brother    Bramwell    has 
pnnted  oat,  it  was  an  act  done  by  them  as  a 
uQird  of  guardians,   and  this  action  is  brought 
against  them  as  such  board.    If  the  action  had 
^^  brought   against    an    individual    and   not 
^ibist  the  board,  it  miffht  have  been  different. 
we^  however,  it  is  brought  for  some  act  done  by 
jm  in  the  ezeeatioQ  of  their  office  as  guardians. 
^^  whatever  question  there  may  be  as  to  other 
^H^kers  thora  can  be  no  question  upon  this  par- 
^""dsr  instter,  except  whetner,  when  they  did  this 
*^H  was  or  aoft  an  act  purporting  and  intended 


to  be  an  act  done  by  them  as  a  board  of  guardians, 
and  whether  at  the  time  when  they  ordered  the 
plaintiff  to  be  detained  they  did  or  not  believe  that 
ne  was  a  lunatic,  and  that  there  existed  reasonable 
ground  for  his  detention.  If  the  circumstances 
were  such  that  the  defendants  ought  to  have  known 
that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  asylum,  though  not  in  a 
state  of  mind  justifying  his  detention,  there  would 
be  a  responsibility  upon  them  in  the  matter,  and  the 
very  case  would  arise  in  which  the  protecting 
section  of  the  statute  would  apply,  and  notice  (3 
action  ought  to  be  given.  The  lury  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  defendants  should  have  taken 
more  care.  It  is  a  case  of  omission  and  irre- 
gularity in  their  proceedings  under  the  authority 
and  powers  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  in  which  no- 
tice of  action  ought  to  have  been  given.  I  entirely 
agree  in  the  judgment  and  conclusions  of  my 
brother  Bramwell. 

Pollock,  B. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
ought  to  be  made  absolute,  and  upon  this  ground, 
that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  notice  of 
action.  It  therefore  becomes  unnecessary  for  me 
to  say  anything  about  the  cause  of  action,  except 
this :  that,  in  any  view,  now  that  the  £Ekcts  are 
before  us,  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  defen- 
dants could  be  made  liable  in  the  way  which  has 
been  contended  for.  Their  liability,  if  any,  must 
rest  upon  their  negligence  in  not  making  them- 
selves acquainted  with  the  materials  which  were 
in  their  possession,  and  with  which  they  might 
have  easily  become  acquainted.  The  issue  here 
of  negligence  or  no  negligence  was  the  one  for 
consideration,  and  it  is  a  compound  proposition 
depending  upon  the  mere  balance  in  the  mmd.  It 
is  a  case  in  which,  to  mv  mind,  notice  of  action  is 
peculiarly  applicable.  I  guard  myself  from  saying 
that  there  may  not  be  a  duty  and  a  case  in  which 
a  plaintiff  may  aver  a  breach  of  duty ;  but  here 
there  is  only  a  blank  negligence,  and  nothing  but 
a  blank  negligence,  in  the  defendants  with  regard 
to  their  neglect  to  inform  themselves  of  the 
existence  of  matters  which,  had  they  known  them, 
would  have  prevented  their  being  guilty  of  a  cause 
of  action  in  this  case.  In  this  case  the  board  of 
guardians  knew  certain  facts,  but  they  did  not 
know  other  facts,  and  this  man  was  kept  in  cus- 
tody on  the  supposition  that  he-  was  a  pauper,  and 
as  a  pauper,  had  it  been  the  case,  it  is  quite  clear 
he  might  have  been  detained.  On  the  ground, 
therefore,  that  the  defendants  were  acting  as  the 
board  of  guardians,  and  under  the  authoritv  and 
in  pursuance  of  their  Act  of  Parliament,  and  were 
therefore  entitled  to  notice  of  action,  I  think  that 
the  rule  obtained  in  this  case  should  be  made 
absolute. 

Bule  absolute,   S 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Parker^  Lee,  and 
Haddock,  18,  St.  Paul's-churchyard,  E.G.,  agents 
for  A,  Parsons  and  Bright,  Nottingham. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  Torr,  Janeway, 
and  Tagart,  38,  Bedford-row. 
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Ex.  Ch.]      Gaslioht  and  Coke  Company  v.  Vestrt  of  St.  Georgb,  Hanotsb-squabb.     [Ex.  Ch. 


Reported  by  M.  W.  McKbujur,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


Saturday,  Feb.  1, 1873. 

Gaslight  and  Coke  Company  t7.  Vbstby  o? 
St.  George,  Hanoyer  Square. 

Construction  of  statute — Incorporation  of  ineon* 
sistent  provisions-'2Z  .^  24  Vict.  c.  125-  31  ^  32 
Vict.  c.  CTi.— 31  ij-  32  Vict.  c.  cxxv. 

The  plaintiffs  'were  one  of  the  gas  companies  in- 
eluded  in  the  Metropolis  Oan  Act  1860,  and  under 
sect.  36,  they  had  elected  to  adopt  its  provisions. 
In  1868,  The  City  of  London  Oas  Ad,  and  The 
Gaslight  and  Cohe  Companies*  Act,  two  local 
Acts,  received  the  royal  assent  on  the  same  day. 
By  the  former  of  these  two  Acts,  certain  provisions 
in  the  Act  of  1860,  concerning  the  purity  and 
illuminating  power  of  gas,  were  repealed,  and 
others  were  enacted  in  their  stead.  By  the  loiter 
of  these  two  Acts,  which  was  an  Act  promoted  by 
t)ie  plaintiffs,  it  was  eruicted  thcU  the  plaintiffs' 
company  shoiild  be  and  continue  subject  to  the 

?owers  and  provisions  of  the  Metropolis  Gas  Act 
860,  as  if  this  Aci  were  not  massed,  so  far  as  the 
same  were  not  varied  by   tnis  Ad;    and    that 
nothing  in  this  Ad  contained  shoiM  exempt  the 
plaintiffs'  company  or  their  gasworks  from  the 
provisions  of  the  Metropolis  Gas  Ad  1860.    It 
was  also  enaded  thai  if  the  former  of  these  two 
local  Ads  should  pass  into  a  taw  in  that  session, 
then  the  plaintiffs  company  and  their  undertaJcing 
should  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  City  of 
London  Gas  Act. 
Held,    by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirming  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  an  action  to  recover 
the  price  of  gas  supplied  to  the  defendants,  the 
amotint  of  which   defended  upon  whether    the 
plaintiffs  were  bouna  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Mdropolis  Gas  Ad  1860,  repeated  by  the  City  of 
LondonGasAd  1868,  that  the  plaintiffs  were,  by  the 
terms  of  their  Act  0/I868,  stibjed  to  all  restridions 
imposed  upon  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  by 
both  the  metropolis  Gas  Act  1860,  and  the  City  of 
London  Gas  Act  1868. 
The   plaintiffs    brought    an   action   to   recover 
21607. *5«.  lid.  for  gas  supplied  to  the  defendants. 
The  defendants  paid  into  court  17877.  Is.  7d.,  and 
denied  their  liaoility  to  pay  the  residue  of  the 
claim. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried,  and  a  verdict  for 
3737.  4s.  4d.  was  recorded  for  the  plaintiffs,  being 
the  balance  of  the  claim  above  the  payment  into 
court,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  upon  a  special  case,  and  subject  also  to  a 
reduction  of  the  amount  of  the  verdict  to  be  named 
%v  an  arbitrator  in  the  event  of  the  Court  being 
of  opinion  that  the  defendants  have  a  right  to  any 
reduction  whatever.  The  only  question  left  by 
the  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was 
whether  the  provisions  of  the  Metropolis  Gas  Act 
1860  are  in  force  and  binding  on  the  company  as 
respects  the  supply  of  gas  described  in  the  special 
case. 

The  court  below  (Blackburn,  Mellor,  and  Lush, 
JJ.),  decided  that  the  Act  of  1860  does  apply  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that  the  case  should  go  to  the 
arbitrator  to  be  dealt  with  as  he  thinks  right. 

The  special  case,  all  the  material  sections  of  the 
three  Acts  of  Parliament,  the  arguments,  and  the 
remarks  of  the  court  below  are  reported  in  fhll 
J^eZ.  T.  Bep.  N.  8.  624. 


Besley  now  argued  for  plaintiffs,  the  appellantB. 

Streeten  appeared  for  the  defendants,  but  was  not 
heard. 

Kelly,  C.B. — It  really  seems  impossible  to  read 
Bs.  109  and  110  of  the  Gaslight  and  Coke  Com* 
panics'  Act  1868,  and  not  to  hold  the  disputed 
clauses  of  the  Metropolis  Gas  Act  1860  still  to 
apply. 

Martin,  B. — I  am  quite  satisfied  there  is  nothing 
in  the  two  Acts  of  18(>8  to  relieve  the  gas  company 
from  the  duties  imposed  upon  it  by  the  Act  6t 
1860. 

Keating  and  Brett,  JJ.,  and  Cleasby,  B., 
concurred. 

Judgment  for  defendants. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs,  Curtis  and  Bedford, 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Capron,  DoT/on^and 
Hitchins. 


Tuesday,  Feb.  4, 1873. 

Crokshaw  v.  Wigan  Burl&x  Board. 

Incumbent's  right  to  burial  fees — New  parish — 
Contribution  of  inhabitants  to  buritd  ground — 
20  ^  21  Vict.  c.  81,  s.  5. 

In  1&[»2,  an  Order  of  Council  under  69  Geo.  3,  c 
134,  s.  16,  authorised  services  and  offices  to  he 
performed  in  a  neiv  church,  assigned  a  district  to 
ii  oui  of  the  parish  in  which  it  stood,  and  graMtsi 
the  incumbent  the  fees.    The  distrid  formed  vari 
of  a  borough    which  separately  maintained  Us 
own  poor.     There  was  no  burial  ground  in  the 
assigned  district,  and  the  persons  dying  in   the 
district  continued  to  be  buried  as  before  m  (ks 
churchyard  of  the  parish.    No  separate  burial 
board  has  ever  been  appointed  by,  or  ground  pro* 
videdfor,  the  distrid.     The  burial  ground  of  the 
defendants  for  the  whole  borough  was  consecrated 
in  1856,  the  distrid    of   the    said    new  ^tireA 
having    contributed    to    the   rales  for  providing 
it.    The  rectory  of  the  parish  became  vcu^ant  and 
a  new  redor  was  appointed  in  1864.    PMntif 
brought  this  adionfor  the  fees  paid  to  defendants 
for  the  Jyurials,  since  the  last  avoidance  of  the  rec- 
tory, of  persons  who  had  lived  in  the  plaintiffs 
distrid. 
Held,    by  the   Exchequer  Chamber    {affirming  (he 
Queen's  Bench),  that  the  plaintiff  was  entiited  to 
recover. 
This  was  a  special  case,  stated  in  an  action  by 
the  incumbent   of    the  church   of  St.    Thomas, 
Wigan,  for  the  recovery  of  fees  claimed  to  be  pay- 
able by  the  Wigan  Burial  Board  to  the  plaintiff 
for  burials  in  the  burial  gpround  providea  by  the 
defendants  for  the  borough  and  township  of  Wmn, 
between  11th  Sept.  1869,  and  23rd  March  IStS 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Cookbum,  CJn 
Mellor,  Lush,  and  Hannen,  J  J.)  gave  judgment  on 
11th  Nov.  1871  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
case  in  the  court  below  is  reported  25  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  536. 

Fox  Bristowe,  Q.C.  (with  McCorvnell)  argued  for 
defendants  the  appellants. 
Manisty,  Q.C.  (with  Forbes)  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  facts  and  arguments  were  sufficiently  staled 
in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  court  below,  and  in 
the  judgment  of  this  court. 

Ejslly,  C.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this 
j  udgmen t  should  be  affirmed.  Under  the  pronaioiis 
of  the  statutes  58  Geo.  3,  c.  45,  and  59  Geo.  S^  0. 194^ 
a  district  had  been  created  and  a  ohnibh  baih^  tad 
various  provisions  made,  and  acts  done  bj  mmtm  of 
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an  Order  in  Counoil,  which,  among  other  things, 
provides  for  the  pablication  of  banns  of  matrimony 
and  the  solemnization  of  marriage,  chnrchings,  and 
baptisms,  and  which  confers  npon  the  minister  of 
8t.  Thomas  a  right  to  the  fees  upon  the  publica- 
tion and  performance  of  these  offices.  The  matter 
remained  in  this  state  until  the  passing  of  the 
19  A  20  Vict.  c.  104,  on  the  29th  July  1856.  The  real 
and  single  question  which  arises  m  this  case,  im- 
portant as  it  is,  is  whether  the  14th  section  of  the 
said  statute,  of  the  19  &  20  Vict.,  c.  104  applies  to 
the  present  case.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  it 
does  apply.  I  have  already  observed  that  under 
the  59  Greo.  3,  c.  134,  and  the  Order  in  Council 
which  was  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  that 
Act,  the  minister  of  this  district  church  was  en- 
titled to  publish  and  perform  banns  of  matrimony, 
marriages,  churchings  and  baptisms  ;  he  was  like- 
wise clearly  entitled  to  the  fees  arising  in  respect 
of  these  publications  and  performances.  When  we 
oome  to  the  14th  section  of  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  104,  the 
question  arises  whether,  reading  that  section 
according  to  its  literal  language,  or  with  reference 
to  the  undoubted  objects  (S  the  Legislature  in  pas- 
sing that  Act  of  Parliament,  if  any  real  question 
can  arise,  this  case  does  not  come  stiictly  within 
its  provisions.  It  provides,  "  Wheresoever  banns 
of  matrimony  and  the  solemnisation  of  marriages, 
ohnrchings,  and  baptisms  are  authorised  to  be  pub 
lisbed  and  performed,  in  any  consecrated  church 
to  which  a  district  shall  belong,  and  the  incumbent 
of  which  is  by  such  authority  entitled  to  the  entire 
fees  ansing  from  the  performance  of  such  offices, 
sach  district  shall  become  a  separate  and  distinct 
parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes."  In  this  case 
there  was  a  consecrated  church  and  a  district, 
brooght  into  existence  under  the  provisions  of 
58  wo.  3,  c.  45,  and  59  Greo.  3,  c.  134,  such 
district  not  being  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  Lord  Blandfora's  Act  a  separate  and  distinct 
parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  and  the  incum- 
Dent  of  which,  under  the  authority  of  the  Order  in 
Council,  was  entitled  for  his  own  benefit  to  the 
entire  fees  arising  from  the  publication  and  per- 
formance of  banns  of  matrimony,  marriages, 
dinrchings,  and  baptisms.  Now  the  object  of  the 
Legislatare  was  to  give  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
a  general — I  might  almost  say  a  universal — opera- 
tion ;  and  when  we  find  that  the  language  strictly 
and  literally,  as  well  as  substantially,  applies  to 
St.  Thomas's,  I  am  unable  to  see  why  it  is  to  be 
esoepted  out  of  the  operation  of  this  clause,  when 
it  comes  strictly  within  its  terms.  It  became  at 
that  time  a  separate  and  distinct  parish  for  eccle- 
■iastical  purposes.  Now  let  us  see  the  further 
operation  upon  the  case  before  us  of  the  provisions 
of  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  81,  s.  5.  I  need  not  go  through 
the  other  clauses  of  this  Act  of  Parliament.  We 
find  in  it  a  provision  in  these  terms,  "  Until  a  burial 
gronnd  shall  be  provided  for  any  new  parish, 
created  pursuant  to  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  104,  the  in- 
cumbent of  such  new  parish  shall  perform  the 
same  duties,  and  be  entitled  to  the  same  fees,  in 
respect  of  the  burials  of  the  remains  of  the  pa- 
lianioners  of  such  new  parish  in  any  burial  ground 
provided  under  the  Bunal  Acts,  to  which  such  new 
pvish  shall  have  contributed,  as  if  the  said  burial 
ground  were  exclusively  the  burial  ground  of  such 
new  pariah,  reserving,  however,  the  rights  of 
scdsting  incambents."  Now  this  provision  strictly 
Ut  j^>pli68  to  the  present  case,  and  is 
cf  itself  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the 

Umb.  Oia.— Yol.  Yin. 


judgment  which  he  claims.  I  mi^ht  refer  further 
to  the  obiects  of  the  legislature  m  passing  Lord 
Blandfora's  Act,  but  any  further  reference  to  that 
Act  of  Parliament  and  tne  object  of  the  legislature 
is  altogether  superfiuous,  when  we  rememoer  that 
this  question  came  before  the  late  Dr.  Lushington 
in  the  case  of  St.  Mary's,  Shrewsbury  (Oough  v. 
Jones,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  82) ;  and  he  then,  under  similar 
circumstances,  held  that  the  provision  of  Lord 
Blandford*s  Act  applied.  I  may  observe,  with 
reference  to  the  several  cases  cited  oy  Mr.  Bristowe, 
that  they  were  all  determined  upon  the  particular 
circumstances  of  each  case,  and  in  none  of  them 
was  there  any  direct  construction  put  upon  this 
clause  of  Lord  Blandford's  Act.  Upon  these 
grounds,  without  going  further  into  the  arguments, 
we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  affirmed. 

Martin,  B.,  Keating,  J.,  Pigott,  B.,  Brett,  J., 
Cl£asby,  B.,  and  Grove,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  plamtif  affvrmed. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  Bell,  Brodrick,  and  Gray, 
for  /.  Park,  Wiend,  Wigan. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Gregory  Bowcliffe  and 
Co.  for  /.  F»  Taylor,  Wigan. 


ERROR  FROM   COMMON  FLEAS. 
Reported  by  H.  H.  Hocxino,  Esq.,  Barriater-at-Law. 

Nov,  28,  1872,  and  Feb,  7, 1873. 

Macartht  v.  Metrofolitan  Board  of  Works. 

Coynpensation — Injury  to  land — Lands  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act  1845  (8^9  Vict.  c.  18),  s.  68. 

Plaintiff  resided  and  carried  on  business  at  certain 
premises  of  which  he  had  a  long  lease.  In  front 
ofplaintiJTs  premises  there  was  a  roadway,  which 
separated  them  frotn  a  draw  dock  which  led  into 
the  river  T.  This  was  a  free  and  open  public  dock, 
but  was  principally  used  by  plaintiff  and  afeiw 
other  persons  whose  premises  were  in  proximity  to 
it.  Plaintiff  had  no  right  or  easement  in  or  to 
tJie  said  dock  other  than  his  ri/j/ht  as  one  of  the 

fublic,  nor  was  there  appurtenant  or  otherwise 
elonging  to  plaintiffs  premises  any  easement, 
right,  or  privilege  in  or  to  the  said  dock.  It  was 
found  as  a  fact  that,  by  reason  of  the  proximity  of 
the  dock  to  plaintiffs  premises,  and  the  access  givett^ 
by  tJie  sam£  to  the  river  T.,  the  said  premises  were 
rendered  more  valuable,  as  premises  either  to  sell 
or  occupy,  with  reference  to  the  uses  to  which  any 
owner  might  put  them.  In  the  execution  of  Par- 
liamentary powers,  defendants  stopped  up  and 
destroyed  the  dock,  and  by  reason  thereof  plaintiff  s 
premises  became  and  were,  as  premises  either  to 
sell  or  occupy  in  their  then  state  and  condition 
and  with  reference  to  the  uses  to  which  any  owner 
might  put  them  in  tJieir  tJien  state  ajid  condition, 
permanently  damaged  and  diminished  in  value. 

Held,  by  Ketly,  C.B.,  Blackburn  and  Archibald, 
J  J.,  Channell  and  Bramwell,  BB.  {Cleasby,  B. 
dissenting),  affirming  the  judgm>ent  of  the  Common 
Pleas,  that  the  plaintiffs  interest  in  the  premises 
was  injuriously  affected  so  as  to  entitle  him  to 
compensation. 

Error  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
The  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of 

the  court  below : — 
This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 

against  the  defendants  to  reoov^ttiViA  ^\vx^^lY^^^.> 
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bein^  the  amount,  less  430L,  the  claim  to  which 
has  been  given  up  by  the  plaintiff,  assessed  by  a 
jury  summoned  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Lands  Glauses  Consolidation  Act  1845,  as 
compensation  for  the  alle^d  injurious  affecting  of 
the  plaintiff's  estate  and  mterest  in  a  house  and 

E remises  in  manner  and  under  the  circumstances 
ereinafler  stated ;  and  by  consent  of  the  parties, 
and  by  the  order  of  the  Honorable  Mr.  Justice 
Grove,  dated  the  11th  May  1872,  the  following 
case  has  been  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
without  pleadings : — 

Case. 

1.  The  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  stopping  up 
of  the  Whitefriars  Dock  hereinafter  mentionea, 
resided  and  carried  on  business  as  a  carman  and 
contractor  for  supplying  builders  with  lime,  bricks, 
and  other  materials,  and  as  a  large  dealer  in  sand 
and  ballast,  at  the  premises  in  the  next  paragraph 
described,  which  ho  held  under  a  lease  for  80  years 
from  Michaelmas  1854. 

2.  The  said  promises  consisted  of  a  house  with 
warehouse,  stables,  and  business  premises,  and  are 
situate  in  Whitefriars,  in  the  City  of  London. 
They  are  coloured  pink  on  the  plan  annexed  to 
this  case,  which  also  shows  the  surrounding  pre- 
mises, and  a  draw-dock  known  under  the  name  of 
the  Whitefriars  Dock,  leading  into  the  River 
Thames,  which  was  very  largely  used  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  business. 

3.  The  said  draw-dock  was  a  free  and  open 
public  dock,  but  was  principally  used  by  the 
plaintiff,  the  City  Gas  Company,  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Sewers  for  the  City  of  London,  and  the 
other  persons  whose  respective  premises  were  in 
proximity  to  it. 

4.  The  plaintiff  had  no  right  or  easement  in  or 
to  the  said  draw-dock  other  than  his  right  as  one 
of  the  public ;  nor  was  there,  appurtenant  or  other- 
wise belonging  to  the  plaintiff's  said  premises 
any  easement,  right,  or  privilege,  in  or  to  the 
said  dock. 

5.  The  said  dock,  at  the  time  of  its  being  stopped 
up,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  was  of  the  length  of 
352  feet,  of  the  width  of  46  feet  at  the  outlet  upon 
the  Biver  Thames,  and  of  30  feet  at  its  head.  It 
originally,  and  before  the  plaintiff  became  pos- 
sessed of  his  premises,  extended  to  Tudor-street, 
and  the  dotted  lino  on  the  plans  shows  its  former 
limits,  but  about  twenty  years  ago  it  was  shortened  to 
its  present  length,  as  shown  upon  the  said  plan,  by 
the  said  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  the  City  of 
London,  who  filled  in  the  end,  and  converted  it 
into  a  roadway,  and  paved  the  space  so  obtained, 
and  have  down  to  the  present  time  kept  the  said 
roadway  in  repair.  Prior  to  such  filling-in,  the 
roadway  between  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  the 
edge  of  the  dock  was  about  20  feet  wide. 

6.  [Referred  to  plans.] 

7.  By  reason  of  the  proximity  of  the  said  dock  to 
the  plaintiff's  said  premises,  and  the  access  given 
by  the  said  dock  to  and  from  the  River  Thames, 
the  said  premises  were  rendered  more  valuable,  as 
premises  either  to  sell  or  to  occupy  with  reference 
to  the  uses  to  which  any  owner  might  put 
them. 

8.  In  the  execution  of  the  works  authorised  by 
the  Thames  Embankment  Act  1862,  and  the 
Thames  Embankment  (North  and  South)  Act 
1868,  in  the  month  of  Oct.  1868,  a  solid  embank- 
ment was  carried  along  the  foreshore  of  the 
TTiames,  as  shown  in  the  plan,  and  thus  perma- 


nently stopped  up  and  destroyed  the  said  White- 
friars Dock. 

9.  By  reason  of  the  stopping  up  and  destruction 
of  the  said  dock,  as  aforesaid,  and  the  destruction 
thereby  of  the  access  to  and  from  the  River  Thamefi, 
the  plaintiff's  said  premises  became  and  wore,  as 
premises  either  to  sell  or  occupy  in  their  then 
state  and  condition,  and  with  reference  to  the  uses 
to  which  any  owner  or  occupier  might  put  them 
in  their  then  state  and  condition,  permanently 
damaged  and  diminished  in  vidue ;  and  the  plaintiff 
alleged  that,  consequently,  he  became  entitled  to 
compensation. 

10.  The  defendants  denied  that  he  was  so  en- 
titled, and  issued  their  warrant  to  the  sheriffs  to 
summon  a  jury,  without  prejudice  to  their  right  to 
dispute  the  question,  and  the  jurv  assessed  the 
amount  of  damage  and  injury  at  1900L 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  this 
case,  the  plaintiff's  interest  in  his  said  premises 
was  injuriously  affected  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1846,  so  as  to 
entitle  him  to  compensation. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmatiye, 
then  jud^ent  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for 
1900Z.,  with  costs  of  suit,  from  the  27th  April  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1871. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative, 
then  judgment  of  nolle  proa,  shall  be  entered  for  the 
defendants,  with  costs  of  defence  from  the  last- 
mentioned  date. 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  now  brought  error. 

The  following  were  the  grounds  of  error  as- 
signed : — 

That  the  element  of  value  for  deprivation  of 
which  the  compensation  was  given  was  in  respect 
of  a  public  right,  and  that  the  title  by  whidi  the 
same  was  enjoyed  by  the  plaintiff  was  as  one  of  the 
public.  That  it  was  proximity  of  the  premises  to 
the  dock,  and  consequent  facilities  for  the  use  of  the 
public    right,  which  conferred  the  value  on  the 

E remises,  and  that  the  title  to  compensation  arises 
y  reason  of  the  quality,  not  quantity,  of  interest. 
That  the  court  below  were  altogether  in  error 
in  likening  the  draw -dock  to  the  outer  half  of  the 
road  in  Beckett's  case  (L.  Rep.  3  C.  P.  82).  The  court 
had  no  power  to  draw  any  inference  of  fact,  and,  if 
they  had,  they  came  to  the  wrong  condnsioiL 
That  the  stopping  up  of  the  draw-dock  gave 
rise  to  no  rignt  of  action  at  law,  assuming  the 
Thames  Embankment  Act  1862,  had  not  been  passed. 
That  the  nearness  of  the  dock  conferred  value 
on  the  premises  by  reason  of  potential  exercise  of 
the  public  right  by  the  occupier  thereof,  and  that 
not  as  property  or  as  incident  thereto,  but  as  per- 
sonally accruing  to  him  as  occupier  for  the  time 
being.  That  the  plaintiff's  estate  and  interest  in  the 
premises  had  not  been  injuriously  affected  so  as 
to  entitle  him  to  compensation  within  the  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  Lands  Clauses  ConsoUdation 
Act  1845. 

The  case  is  reported  below,  ante^  vol.  vii^  p. 
502. 

Hawkins,  Q.C.  (PhUbrick  with  him)  for  the  de- 
fendants.— There  is  no  distinction  between  the 
case  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  case  of  any  other 
member  of  the  public,  so  far  as  the  qualUy  of  the 
injuiy  which  the  plaintiff  suffers  is  oonoemed; 
the  only  distinction  is  in  the  qtianHty.  It  is  no 
grdund  for  compensation  under  the  Lands  Glauses 
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Act  that  a  man  suffers  more  than  his  neighbours ; 
he  must  suffer  a  different  sort  of  injury.  It  is 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show,  in  order  to 
entitle  himself  to  compensation,  that  but  for  the 
tact  of  the  defendants  being  authorised  by  Act  of 
Parliament  to  do  what  they  did,  he  could  have 
maintained  an  action  against  them  at  common  law. 
It  is  obvious  here  that  all  the  plaintiff  could  have 
done  in  such  a  case  would  have  been  to  prefer  an 
indictment.  Admitting  that  plaintiff's  premises 
are  rendered  less  valuable  by  the  destruction  of 
the  draw-dock,  that  circumstance  does  not  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  compensation.  The  case  that  has 
been  most  pressed  against  the  defendants  is  Cham' 
herlain  v.  The  West  End  of  London  and  Crystal 
Palace  Railway  Company  (8  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  149  ; 
2  B.  &  S.  605).  There  is,  however,  this  distinction 
between  the  two  coses,  that  there  the  house  was 
deprived  of  its  ordinary  access  directly  from  the 
high  road.  [Bramwell,  B. — Are  you  not  driven 
to  say  that  the  effect  of  Ricket  v.  Metropolitan  Rail- 
way Company  in  the  House  of  Lords  (16  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.S.  642 ;  L.  Rep.  2  H.  L.  Cas.  175)  is  to  overrule 
Chamberlain* 8  case  P]  He  repeated  the  same  argu- 
ments as  in  the  cause  below,  and  cited : 

Beg,  V.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  {Bat8tone*8  com) 
L  Bep.  4  Q.B.  358. 

Brahwell,  B.  cited : 

Rose  V.  MiUs,  4  M.  &  S.  101. 

The  Caledonian  Railway  v.  Ogilvyy  2  Macq.  H.  of  L. 

Cas.  229. 
Wint^rbotham  v.  Lord  Derby,  L.  Eep.  2  Ex.  316. 
Reg.  Y.  Eastern  Counties  Railit>ay  Company,  2  Q.B. 

Prentice,  Q.C.  (Hon.  A,  Thesiger  with  him)  for 
the  plaintiff,  ureed  the  same  arguments  as  in  the 
court  below,  and  cited,  in  addition  to  the  above 
cases: 

Moore  v.  Cheat  Southern  a/nd  Western  Railway  Com- 

pany,  10  Ir.  C.  L.  Hep.  46. 
Tuohey  v.  Chreat  South&m  and  Western  Railway  Com^ 

pany,  10  Ir.  C.  L.  Bep.  98. 

Hawkins,  Q.C,  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

Feb,  7. — ^The  following  judgments  were  deli- 
vered;— 

Cleasbt,  B. — The  question  in  this  case  is,  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  compensation,  under 
the  68th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolida- 
tion Act,  by  reason  of  his  premises  being  inju- 
riously affected  by  the  Thames  Emb&nkment  made 
by  the  defendants.  I  understand  that  all  mv 
learned  brothers  think  the  plaintiff  is  so  entitled. 
I  regret  that  I  cannot  agree  with  them.  The 
plaintiff  appears  to  have  suffered  in  his  trade 
considerable  damage  from  losing  the  use  of  the 
river ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  the  case  is  not 
brought  within  tne  words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
nor  within  the  construction  which  they  have  re- 
ceived in  the  courts  and  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
If  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  I  cannot  see  how  any 
person  occupying  premises  in  a  street  communi- 
cating with  tne  river,  who,  for  the  purposes  of  his 
occupation,  made  use  of  the  river — a  person,  for 
instance,  who  had  a  coal-yard  and  who  nad  barges 
brought  up  there,  or  a  builder  having  premises 
contignouB  to  the  new  Courts  of  Law  and  engaged 
in  some  contract  there — would  not  have  a  similar 
ckdm,  for  be  could  undoubtedly  show  that  his  pre- 
iniaeB  were  increased  in  value  by  the  use  of  the 
river.  And  the  multiplicity  of  claims  which  this 
woald  giro  rise  to  ia  strongly  pointed  out  by  Lord 


Cranworth  in  Ricket  v.  Metropolitan  Railway  Com," 
pa/ny  {sup.)  as  a  good  reason  for  not  extending  the 
meaning  of  the  words.  The  present  case,  as  well 
as  that  of  others  using  the  river,  might  have  been 
made  the  subject  of  special  provision  for  compen- 
sation, limiting  the  right  within  certain  limits  and 
under  certain  conditions;  but  under  the  general 
Act  such  cases  are  not  provided  for.  The  plaintiff 
was  the  occupier  of  certain  premises  at  Whitef riars, 
of  which  he  had  a  long  lease,  and  where  he  carried  on 
an  extensive  business  in  bricks  and  other  building 
materials.  The  premises  were  situated  at  the  distance 
of  about  350  feet  from  the  general  line  of  the  river 
Thames,  with  other  premises  between  them  and 
the  river.  There  was,  however,  a  dock  projecting 
from  the  river  into  the  land  for  the  distance  of 
352  feet,  as  shown  on  the  plan  which  forms  part 
of  the  case,  and  the  extremity  of  this  reached  to 
within  about  25  feet  of  the  comer  of  the  plaintiff 's 
premises,  as  appears  by  the  scale  at  the  bottom  of 
the  plan.  The  premises,  therefore,  do  not  adjoin 
the  river  or  adjoin  the  dock  so  as  to  give  the 
plaintiff  any  of  the  rights  of  a  riparian  pro- 
prietor. The  case  finds  (paragraph  4)  "  the  plain* 
tiff  had  no  right  or  easement  to  or  in  the  draw- 
dock  other  than  as  one  of  the  public,  nor  was 
there  appurtenant  or  otherwise  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff  s  premises  any  easement,  right,  or  privi- 
lege, in  or  to  the  said  dock."  It  appears  to  me 
that  if  the  present  question  was  now  raised  for 
the  first  time,  the  finding  referred  to  would  be 
conclusive  against  the  present  claim.  For  I  do 
not  see  how  premises  can  be  injuriously  affected 
unless  there  is  some  damage  to  the  premises 
themselves,  or  to  some  right  belonging  to  them. 
The  premises  themselves  would  be  injuriously 
affected  if  there  was  any  structural  damage  by 
reason  of  the  execution  of  the  works,  as  if  (not  to 
mention  other  instances)  floods  were  brought  upon 
them  which  made  them  unfit  for  occupation, 
whether  buildings  or  lands:  and  the  premises 
would  be  injuriously  affected  by  loss  of,  or  damage 
to,  some  right  belonging  to  them  in  various  ways. 
As  for  example,  if  tney  were  waterside  premises, 
and  entitled  to  the  flow  of  a  river,  and  it  was  taken 
away  as  in  the  Duke  of  BuccleucKs  case  (L.  Rep. 
5  H.  L.  418),  or  if  right  to  light  and  air,  or  private 
right  of  way,  or  any  similar  right  belonging  to  the 
premises  were  interfered  with,  of  which  the  in- 
stances are  numerous.  Another  instance  may  be 
mentioned,  viz.,  if  the  premises  adjoined  a  public 
highway,  and  in  constructing  some  works,  a 
bridge  for  instance,  either  to  carry  a  railway  over 
a  public  road  or  to  carry  the  road  over  it,  the  level 
of  the  highway  was  altered — it  might  be  several 
feet  or  it  might  be  much  less — in  such  a  case  the 
alteration  of  the  level  might  bo  a  damage  to  the 

E remises.  The  public  in  general  might  be  benefited 
y  having  a  moi*e  level  and  convenient  road,  and 
the  person  occupying  the  premises  might  as  one 
of  the  public  sli£u*e  this  benefit,  bnt  he  would  have 
a  particular  right  annexed  to  his  premises  of 
having  a  certain  access  from  them  to  the  highway, 
and  if  this  was  prejudiced  (which  would  be  a 
question  of  fact)  he  would  have  a  right  to  compen- 
sation. The  general  Act  of  Parliament  does  not 
give  compensation  to  all  persons  whose  premises  are 
rendered  less  valuable  for  occupation  in  respect 
of  their  calling  or  trade  carried  un  there  in  respect 
of  general  convenience,  but  only  where  the  pre- 
mises themselves  are  injuriously  affected,  ana  in- 
juriously affected  by  the  eaL^tc^vvXAOn  ^i  >(i[i^^^i^%. 
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The  premises  themselves  must  be  taken  or  inju- 
rionsly  affected  by  the  execation  of  the  works 
to  give  a  right  to  compensation.  The  words  "  by 
the  execation  of  the  works,"  point  as  it  appears  to 
me  to  the  direct  effect  produced  upon  the  premises 
hv  the  works,  the  effect  of  a  contiguous  cutting  on 
tne  fabric,  of  an  embankment  upon  the  light,  and 
so  on.  This  foundation  of  a  particular  right  inter- 
fered with  places  a  limit  to  claims  which  would 
almost  be  unlimited  if  every  diminution  of  value  was 
to  be  sufficient.  And  as  the  only  reason  for  the 
execution  of  the  works  by  compulsory  powers  is 
that  they  are  a  great  public  benefit,^ any  injury 
which  a  person  suffers  in  common  with  the  rest  of 
the  public  may  be  regarded  as  compensated  for  by 
the  oenefit.  And  there  is  this  further  objection  to 
reading  the  words  as  signifvin^  a  mere  deteriora- 
tion of  value,  that  (indcpenaently  of  this  being  a 
matter  of  opinion)  the  test  of  the  right  to  com- 
pensation would  be  fluctuating  and  uncertain, 
masmuch  as  at  one  time  the  premises  might  appear 
to  be  diminished  in  value,  at  another — six  months 
afterwards — they  might  appear  to  be  increased, 
and  then  the  title  to  compensation  would  depend 
upon  when  the  claim  was  made.  But  although  the 
reasons  already  given  would  have  been  sufficient, 
independent  of  authority,  to  satisfy  me  that  in  the 
present  case  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  com- 
pensation, vet,  as  similar  questions  have  already 
arisen  and  been  the  subject  of  decision  in  all  the 
courts  and  the  House  of  Lords,  and  especially  as 
the  opinion  which  I  have  expressed  is  at  variance 
with  that  of  the  court  below,  it  is  proper  to  con- 
sider the  effect  of  these  decisions,  and  to  show  that 
the  conclusion  arrived  at  is  in  entire  conformity 
with  what  they  established.  The  words,  "in- 
juriously affected,"  in  the  Lands  Glauses  Con- 
solidation Act  received  a  construction  by  the 
Court  of  Queen*8  Bench  in  the  case  of  Re 
Penny  and  South^Easiem  Railway  Company, 
(7  E.  &  B.  600;  26  L.  J.  225,  Q.  B.).  The  words  of 
Lord  Campbell  are :  "  The  test  is  whether,  before 
the  railway  Act  authorising  the  company  to  do 
what  has  been  done  here,  an  action  would  have  lain 
at  common  law  for  what  has  been  done  and  for 
what  compensation  has  been  claimed  P  If  it  would, 
and  that  act  is  authorised  by  the  railway  Act, 
compensation  may  be  claimed  in  respect  of  it ;  if 
the  land  is  not  taken,  and  nothing  is  done  which 
would  have  afforded  a  cause  of  action  before  the 
Act  passed,  then,  although  it  may  produce  a 
deterioration  of  the  property,  it  does  not  inju- 
riously affect  the  lana  or  constitute  a  ground  for 
compensation."  The  other  judges — Wightman, 
Erie,  and  Crompton,  JJ. — lay  down  the  same  rule 
.  in  almost  the  same  words.  It  is  taken  from  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Cranworth  in  the  House  of  Lords 
in  the  case  of  Caledoniafh  Railway  Company  v. 
Ogilvy  (2  Macq.  220),  assented  to  by  Lord  St. 
Loonards,  which  is  the  real  foundation  of  the  rule 
since  adopted  by  all  the  courts  in  dealing  with 
cases  of  that  description.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
refer  to  all  the  authorities ;  but  as  Willes, 
J.,  was  one  of  the  judges  from  whose  judg- 
ment the  present  case  is  an  appeal,  I  may  quote 
his  words  in  Btckeit  v.  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pn7,y  (L.  Rep.  3  C.  P.  94;  17  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
499) :  "  To  entitle  a  claimant  to  compensa- 
tion under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act  1845,  two  things  must  concur,  viz.,  that 
he  has  sustained  a  particular  damage  from  the 
execution  bj  the  company  of  the  works  authorised 


by  the  special  Act,  and  that  the  damage  was  one 
for  which  he  might  have  maintained  an  action  if 
the  work  was  not  authorised  by  Parliament."  The 
rule  was  adhered  to  and  acted  on  by  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Ricket  v.  Metropolitan  Railway 
Company  (L.  Rep.  2  H.  L.  175;  16  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  542).  It  is  true  that  in  that  case 
Lord  Westbury  states  his  opinion  to  the  con- 
trary, and  would  extend  the  meaning  of  the  words 
"injuriously  affected"  by  making  them  include 
any  damage  sustained  bv  th»  occupier  in  connec- 
tion with  his  occupation ;  but  if  that  opinion  had 
been  adopted,  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords 
must  have  been  different,  and  thereiore  it  must  be 
considered  as  rejected  by  the  highest  tribunal,  and 
by  that  we  are  bound.  This  test  is  really  the  same 
as  that  which  has  been  put  already  in  different 
words,  viz.,  that  where  there  is  no  injury  to  the 
premises  themselves,  nor  to  any  rights  connected 
with  them,  there  is  no  claim  to  compensatiop*  as 
there  can  only  be  an  action  where  there  is  an 
injury  to  a  right.  In  the  present  case,  according 
to  the  statement  in  par.  4,  there  is  no  injury  to  the 
premises,  nor  to  any  right  belonging  to  them,  nor 
any  damage  of  a  different  nature  from  that  which 
would  be  sustained  by  any  of  the  public  using  the 
dock  regularly  or  occasionally ;  and  when  that  is 
the  case,  the  redress  for  the  obstruction  to  a  navi- 
gable river  or  highway  is  by  indictment,  and  not 
Dj  action :  (Reg.  v.  Directors  of  Bristol  DockSf  12 
East,  429;  WinterbotJuim  v.  Lwd  Derby,  L. 
Rep.  2  Ex.  816.)  It  is  is  true,  a  person  injured 
may  remove  the  obstruction  so  far  as  is  neoessaiy 
to  enjoy  his  rights :  (Mayor  of  Colchester  y.  Brooke, 
15  L.  J.  143,  Q.  B.) ;  but  he  would  do  this,  not 
as  owner  or  occupier  of  particular  premises, 
because  he  does  not  enjoy  the  right  in  that  cha- 
racter, but  as  one  of  the  public.  The  plain- 
tiff, besides  his  right  as  one  of  the  public  to 
pass  along  the  street  in  front  of  his  premises, 
has  also  the  right  belonging  to  his  premises 
to  pass  from  them  to  that  street  not  altered 
or  interfered  with  except  so  far  as  the  commis- 
sioners of  sewers  may  have  rights  over  it,  with 
which  we  have  nothing  to  do.  And  if  the  level 
of  the  street  had  been  altered  by  the  works  of  the 
defendant,  or  its  inclination  changed  for  the  worse, 
or  its  use  as  a  highway  taken  away  by  its  being 
stopped,  it  might  be  said  that  the  particular  ri^t 
of  the  plaintiff  had  been  infringed,  so  as  to  give 
him  a  claim  for  compensation.  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Ricket  V.  The  Metropolitan  Railway  (L.  Bep. 
2  H.  L.  175),  gives  authority  to  the  ground  npon 
which  Lord  Cranworth  puts  his  judgment.  The 
(question  in  that  case  was  the  ri^ht  to  compensa- 
tion in  respect  of  the  obstruction  of  a  public 
street  communicating  with  a  public  footway,  by 
the  side  of  which  the  plaintiff's  premises  were 
situated.  The  case  was  therefore  like  the  present 
one;  the  obstruction  here  is  of  a  public  river  com- 
municating with  the  street  adjoining  the  plaintiffs 
premises ;  there  it  was  of  a  public  street.  There 
IS,  no  doubt,  the  distinction  that  in  that  case  the 
obstruction  was  not  permanent,  in  the  present  i% 
is ;  but  this  it  is  submitted  can  make  no  difference 
in  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  words 
"  injuriously  affected."  Lord  Cranworth  says,  in 
that  case  (at  p.  198) :  **  Both  principle  and  auibority 
seem  to  me  to  show  that  no  case  comes  within  ike 

Provision  of  the  statute  unless  where  some  damage 
as  been  occasioned  to  the  land  itself,  in  respect  of 
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I,  but  for  the  statate,  the  complaining  party 
^  have  maintained  an  action.  The  injury 
be  actaai  injury  to  the  land  itself,  as  by 
ling  the  foundations  of  buildings  on  it,  ob- 
binff  its  lights  or  its  drains,  making  it  inac- 
»l6  by  lowering  or  raising  the  ground  imme- 
y  in  front  of  it,  or  by  some  such  physical 
loration.  Any  other  construction  oi  the 
)  would  open  the  door  to  claims  of  so  wide 
idefinite  a  character  as  could  not  have  been 
i  contemplation  of  the  Legislature."  And  he 
after  a  few  sentences :  **  The  loss  occasioned 
e  obstruction  now  under  consideration  ma^ 
«ater  to  the  plaintiff  than  to  others,  but  it 
B  more  or  less  all  the  neighbourhood.    He 

0  ground  of  complaint  differing  save  in  de- 
from  that  which  might  be  made  by  all  the 
itants  of  houses  in  the  town  where  the  works 
rming  the  railway  were  can-ied  on."  Lord 
osfoixi's  judgment  is  principally  occupied  with 
^borate  discussion  of  all  the  authorities,  but 
)  examining  them  he  bases  his  judgment  upon 
lie  that  the  act  complained  of  must  have  been 
abject  of  an  action  unless  le^ised  by  Par- 
nt.  His  lordship,  in  considering  whether  an 
i  would  be  maintainable,  first  adverts,  in 
al,  to  the  case  of  personal  iniury  or  injuries 
It  nature  arising  upon  the  obstruction  of  a 
ray.     In  such  cases,  though   no  doubt  an 

1  would  lie,  there  could  clearly  be  no  compen- 
I,  and  then  the  subject  is  not  further  noticed. 
len  refers  to  the  cases  in  which  an  action  is 

0  be  maintainable  in  respect  of  damages  con- 
i  with  the  occupation  of  the  premises,  and 
Bxamining  the  aaverse  authorities,  and  refer- 
bo  Itetj.  V.  London  Dock  Cotfwany  (5  Ad.  & 
U  end  the  judgment  of  Erie,  U.J.  in  the  fix- 
er Chamber  in  the  case  before  them,  he  holds 
uch  damages  are  too  remote  to  be  the  subject 

1  action  for  a  public  nuisance,  and,  there- 
lot  the  subject  of  compensation.  Now,  the 
t  *'  too  remote  "  are  used  in  connection  with 
idgment  in  Beg.  v.  London  Dock  Company 
.  £  E.  163),  as  being  the  effect  of  the  judg- 
there.  Those  particular  words  "  too  remoto  '* 
not  used,  but  the  judgment  was  that  the 
J  •*  injury  to  an  estate  or  interest  in  land  " 
I  be  satisfied  by  such  consequences  as  the 
ing,  "  as  if  by  their  cut,  or  bridge,  or  any 
work,  they  had  weakened  the  foundations, 
xed  the  lights,  stopped  the  drains,  or  done 
imilfiir  injury  to  the  houses,  lands,  &c.**  It 
^  therefore,  too  much  to  say  that  by  the 
t  "  too  remote  "  his  lordship  meant  too  remote 
or  not  connected  with  the  injury  to  the  pre- 
themselves,  and  this  would  make  the  opinion 
rd  Chelmsford  in  effect  and  substantiaUy  the 
as  that  of  Lord  Cran worth  already  ^ven. 
(fdship  then  goes  into  a  full  examination  of 
)  authorities,  so  that  the  House  may  give  an 
ritative  final  decision  upon  the  whole  cane. 
Chelmsford^s  judgment  was  delivered  before 
f  Lord  Cranworth,  but  I  do  not  think  it  can 
abted,  after  reading  it  through,  that  if  it  had 
cd  that  of  Lord  (>  ran  worth,  he  would  have 
ted  to  Lord  Cranworth's  language  above 
dy  and  the  case  was  accordingly  held  to  be 
1  which  compensation  could  not  be  given,  and 
idgpment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  to  that 

was  affirmed  If  the  view  taken  of  Lord 
u^fkyrd's  judgment  be  con'ect,  it  would  not,  I 
liendy  be  dif«pnted  that  the  decision  of  the 


court  below  is  at  variance  with  the  ground  of 
decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  and  cannot  be 
supported.  This  case  was  decided  in  the  year 
1867 ;  but  there  was  an  earlier  case  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  decided  in  the  year  1857,  in  which  a 
similar  question  arose,  viz.,  Caledonian  Railtvay 
Company  v.  Ogilmj  (Macq.  229).  In  that  case,  as 
I  understand  the  tacts  from  the  judgment,  a  public 
road  which  was  the  principal  access  to  a  residence 
was  obstructed  by  a  railway  crossing  it  on  a  level 
within  a  few  yards  of  the  lodge.  Without  the 
Act  of  Parliament  this  would  have  been  a  nuisance, 
and  the  subject  of  an  action  at  the  suit  of  any  person 
who  could  show  a  particular  damage  of  a  different 
nature  from  that  suffered  by  the  public  generally. 
The  jury  assessed  the  aamages  for  the  level 
crossing  and  severance  at  560L,  and  it  was 
held  by  the  House  of  Lords  that  the  level 
crossing  gave  no  claim  for  compensation, 
reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Scotch  court. 
In  that  case  the  obstruction  was  of  a  high- 
way, in  the  present  case  it  is  of  a  public  river, 
which  is  also  a  highway,  and  this  is  the  main  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  cases,  with  the  addition 
that  in  the  present  case  the  obstruction  is  com- 
plete ;  in  the  other  it  was  partial,  an  addition  un- 
important in  principle  if  tne  obstruction  was  in- 
jurious. The  case  was  decided  by  Lord  Cranworth 
and  Lord  St.  Leonards.  Lord  Cranworth  thought 
the  case  clear  both  upon  principle  and  authority 
upon  the  ground  that  though  the  plaintiff  suffered 
by  the  obstruction  more  than  any  other  person, 
yet  he  did  not  suffer  differently,  aud  therefore 
could  not  have  maintained  an  action.  He  says  at 
page  236,  **  But  it  would  only  be  a  more  frequent 
repetition  of  the  same  damage ;  it  would  not  be 
any  damage  different  from  that  which  might  be  sus- 
tained by  any  other  subjects  of  Her  Majestv;  for  all 
attempt  at  arguing  that  this  is  a  damage  to  the  estate 
is  a  mere  play  upon  words."  Lord  St.  Leonards 
decides  the  case  substantially  upon  the  same  groimd. 
But  there  are  passages  in  his  judgment  which 
deserve  particular  notice.  He  points  out  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  case  itself  and  those  cases  in 
which  the  highway  which  the  premises  adjoin  is 
itself  interfered  with,  a  distinction  of  importance 
in  dealing  with  the  two  cases  on  which  tne  plain- 
tiff mainly  relied,  viz.,  Beckett  v.  Midand  By.  Co. 
(L.  Rep.  3  C.  P.  82)  and  Chamberlain  v.  West  End 
of  London,  ^c.  By.  Co.  (2  B.  &  S.  605,  617  ;  31 
L.  J.  201,  Q.  B.;  32  L.  J.  173,  Q.  B.)  Lord 
St.  Leonards  says,  in  reference  to  the  case  of 
Beg.  V.  Eastern  Counties  By.  Co.  (2  Railway 
Cases  736.)  "In  that  case  there  was  an  actual 
injury  I  should  say  to  the  land ;  at  all  events  there 
was  an  iniury  to  the  owner  of  the  land,  which 
would  ^ve  nim  an  immediate  right,  no  doubt,  to  com  - 
pensation.  From  his  land  he  had  been  en.abled  to 
step  at  once  upon  the  road  which  had  been  lowered 
by  the  company,  and  so  lowered  that  he  lost  his 
access  to  that  road  unless  he  had  new  appliances' 
in  order  to  enable  him  to  approach  it.  There  was, 
therefore,  a  real  injury,  there  was  a  ground  of 
complaint  there  personal  to  himself,  and  which  was 
not  open  to  the  rest  of  the  world.  It  was  a  general 
complaint  when  he  got  to  the  road ;  when  he  got 
there  he  had  to  sustain  an  injury  in  common  with 
all  the  rest  of  the  Queen's  subjects ;  that  is  to  say, 
the  road  might  be  rendered  a  g^reat  deal  loss 
easy  to  travel  upon  than  it  was  before  it  had  been 
crossed.  For  that  he  would  have  no  remedy,  it  ia 
a  common  incoQveii\QiXio&\  ^  o^t^  %x^\bK:.\i  \a  \\»\ 
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ai),d  the  power  to  commit  that  injary  was  given 
by  Act  of  Parliament  for  the  public  benefit,  and 
therefore  the  benefit  which  is  received  by  the 
public  from  the  railway  is  considered  to  be  the 
only  compensation  to  which  the  Queen's  subjects 
in  general  are  entitled  in  respect  of  the  damage 
caused  at  the  particular  spot  over  which  the  rail- 
way travelled,  or  in  respect  of  which  the  road  in 
that  spot  had  been  lowered."  He  afterwards,  at 
page  251,  refers  to  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Bn'shl  Dock 
Company  (12  East,  423).  In  that  case  the  person 
complaining  was  a  brewer,  who  had  carried  on  his 
trade  by  means  of  water  drawn  from  a  navigable 
river  by  means  of  pipes.  The  defendants,  in  the 
execution  of  public  works,  had  fouled  the  river 
and  made  the  water  unfit  for  brewing,  and  they 
were  bound  to  make  compensation  to  persons 
whose  premises  were  damaged  or  made  useless,  or 
to  purchase  them  at  the  option  of  the  owner.  The 
brewer  endeavoured  to  supply  the  defect  by  pro- 
curing other  water,  but  was  unable  to  do  so, 
and  abandoned  the  premises.  It  was  held  not 
to  be  a  case  within  the  Act,  because  the  ri^ht  to 
pure  water  was  not  a  particular  right  belonging  to 
the  owner  in  respect  of  his  premises,  but  a  general 
right  enjoyed  by  all  the  public ;  Lord  St.  Leonards 
is  unable  to  distinguish  that  case  in  principle, 
from  Ogilvi/s  case  (2  Macq.  229),  and  it  appears  to 
me,  I  must  say,  almost  impossible  to  distinguish 
it  from  the  present  case.  His  lordship  says,  at  p. 
251,  "  It  was  held  that  he  had  only  a  general  right ; 
that  nobody  had  any  particular  personal  right  to 
the  water ;  that  it  was  common  to  all  the  king's 
subjects;  that,  therefore,  he  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  upon  that  ground  alone.  Now,  where  is 
the  difference  between  a  public  river  and  a  public 
road  ?  The  rights  of  both  are  common.  A  public 
river  is,  in  point  of  fact,  a  highway ;  and  a  public 
road  is  a  highway.  You  use  each  according  to 
its  quality,  and  if  you  have  only  that  common 
right  which  belongs  to  all  men,  you  cannot  claim 
compensation  in  regard  to  a  damage  to  either  the 
one  or  the  other  which  is  authorised  by  Act  of  Par- 
liament ;  and  if  in  any  such  case  ParUament  ever  did 
intend  that  compensation  should  be  given,  it  is  per- 
fectly manifest  that  it  would  be  given  generally  toall 
within  a  certain  limit, because  there  must  inevitably 
be  damage  to  many  to  a  certain  extent."  The  pro- 
sent  case  is  one  of  the  stopping  up  of  the  flow  of  a 
river  at  a  particular  spot  m  which  the  plaintiff  has 
no  different  right  from  that  of  any  other  of  her 
Majesty's  subjects;  and  the  authorities,  I  feel 
bound  to  say,  appear  to  me  to  establish  that 
the  claim  to  compensation  in  such  a  case  cannot  be 
maintained ;  to  allow  it  would  be  to  break  in  upon 
a  rule  established  by  the  highest  authority  upon 
full  consideration,  and  which  prevents  the  mischief 
referred  to  by  Lord  Cranworth  and  Lord  St. 
Leonards.  It  would  also  introduce  very  great 
uncertainty  as  to  the  extent  of  liability  to  which  all 
bodies  executing  great  public  works  would  be 
exposed  ;  because  their  liability  would  depend  not 
upon  any  facts  capable  of  being  ascertained,  but 
upon  the  speculative  opinion  of  surveyors  and 
other  witnesses  upon  the  deteriorating  effect  of 
the  works  upon  premises  situated  at  a  greater  or 
less  distance  ;  as  to  which  a  case  of  deterioration 
by  the  loss  of  the  contingent  advantages  of  an 
available  navigation  might  readily  be  believed  in 
and  easily  established.  The  matter  is  of  such 
general  importance,  involving  a  principle  appli- 
cab/e  to  no  many  cases,  that  I  have  felt  bound  to 


give  effect  as  far  as  I  could  to  my  own  opinion, 
though  differing  from  so  many  of  my  learned 
brothers.  But  although  the  authorities  in  the 
House  of  Lords  referred  to  would  be  considered 
binding  even  if  they  varied  from  decisions  of  other 
courts,  I  ought  not  to  pass  by  without  noticing  the 
two  cases  upon  whicn  the  plaintiff  particularly 
relied.  Beckett  v.  Midland  Raihoay  Campany 
(L.  Rep.  3  C.  P.  82 ;  17  L.  T.  R«p.  N.  S.  499)  was 
one  of  those  cases.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff's 
premises  adjoined  a  public  highway,  and  the 
works  of  the  defendant  had  narrowed  the  high- 
way from  50  feet  to  35  feet,  and  there  was  evi- 
dence that  the  consequence  was  that  carriages 
could  not  turn  opposite  the  house  as  before, 
and  that  omnibuses,  instead  of  stopping  to  allow 
himself  and  other  passengers  to  alight  oppo- 
site his  house  stopped  where  they  could  turn. 
The  evidence  was  no  doubt  slight,  but  still  there 
was  evidence  for  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
the  same  beneficial  access  to  the  highway  in  front 
of  his  house  which  he  had  before.  This  was  pro- 
perly considered  a  particular  injury  and  restriction 
of  the  right  of  the  individual  in  the  enjoyment  of 
the  house  so  as  to  give  a  claim  for  compensation. 
And  the  Chief  Justice,  in  his  judgment,  puts  the 
decision  on  that  precise  ground.  The  case  is 
brought  within  tne  observations  of  Lord  St. 
Leonards  in  connection  with  the  case  of  Iteg.  v. 
Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  (2  Bailway 
Cases,  736)  which  I  quoted  at  length  from  their 
beiu-ing  upon  Bickefs  case  (L.  Rep.  2  H.  L.  175). 
The  same  remark  applies  to  the  case  of  Chamberlain 
V.  West  End  of  London ^  ^'c,  liaihcay  Company 
(2  B.  &  S.  605-617),  which,  being  a  judgment  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  was  mainly  relied  upon 
as  binding  on  this  court.  For  although  the  facts 
are  not  so  clear  as  could  be  desired,  sufficient 
appears  to  show  that  the  works  of  the  defendants 
had  deprived  the  plaintiff's  house  of  the  right  of 
being  roadside  premises  adjoining  a  public  highway 
as  much  as  if  the  site  of  his  house  had  been  changed. 
The  case  is  so  much  relied  on,  that  I  must  be 
permitted  to  quote  what  Erie,  C.J.,  says  of  it  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the 
court  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Richet  v. 
Metropolitan  Railway  Company  (5  B.  &  S.  165). 
The  passage  cited,  and  indeed  the  whole  judgment, 
has  a  close  bearing  on  the  present  case.  "The 
principle  is,  that  the  value  of  a  house  is  affected 
by  the  relation  of  its  situation  to  the  adjoining 
highway ;  that  is,  by  the  convenience  of  the  private 
rights  of  ingress  and  egress  from  the  one  to  the 
other,  and  by  the  circumstances  of  the  highway 
itself  tending  to  make  it  useful  and  agreei^le  to 
the  occupier  of  the  house.  If  a  house  on  a  levd 
with  a  commodious,  beautiful,  well-frequented 
street,  either  be  lifted  or  sunk  by  the  railway 
20  feet  above  or  below  the  level  of  that  street,  the 
house  would  be  injuriously  affected  both  for  plea- 
sure or  profit  by  means  of  the  change  in  the  access 
to  and  from  the  house  ;  or,  if  a  house  fronting  to  a 
street  of  that  description  should  be  turned  round, 
so  as  to  front  to  a  dark,  back  alley,  the  house  would 
be  injuriously  affected.  The  site  of  the  house 
would  be  altered  for  the  worse.  In  these  casefl 
suggested,  the  house  is  supposed  to  be  removed  to 
make  the  meaning  more  clear;  but  if,  instead  of 
lifting  or  sinking  the  house,  or  turning  ite  front 
from  a  grand  street  to  a  bad  alley,  the  street  is 
lifted,  or  sunk,  or  changed  in  its  charaeter»  the 
relation  of  the  house  to  its  highway  iB  aflfoofeed 
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precisely  in  the  same  degree  as  it  would  be  by 
altering  the  relative  position  of  the  house  itself  in 
respect  of  this  highway.    Such  is  the  principle  of 
Shamherlain  v.  West  End  of  London,  <5*c.  Railway 
Canipamj  (2  B.  &  S.  605-617).     "  The  frontage  had 
been  to  a  wide,  well-frequented  road,  leading  direct 
to  and  from  important  towns  ;  by  the  execution  of 
the  railway  works  it  was  made  to  front  to  a  dumb 
alley  much    below  the   level  of  the  substituted 
thoroughfare  over  a  railway  bridge,  along  which 
the  stream  of  passengers  would  be  compelled  to 
flow.  Frontage  gives  the  value  to  building  ground ; 
therefore,  the  railway  company  took  away  valuable 
frontage  and  substituted  that  which  was  very  in- 
ferior, and,  therefore,  it  was  held  that  they  had 
injuriously  afEected  the  house,  both  in  its  frontage 
and  in  its  access  to  and  from  the  effective  thorough- 
fare of  the  locality."    After  reading  the  manner  in 
which  this  court  dealt  with  the  case  referred  to, 
can  it  be  regarded  as  an  authority  that  every 
house  in    all    the    streets    leading  down  to  the 
Thames,  and  in  the  streets  connected  with  them, 
would  confer  a  right  to  compensation  if  it  could 
be  shown  that  it  was  deteriorated  in  value  by 
being  deprived  of  the  public  use  of  the  river  ?    I 
do   not  think  it  necessary  to  consider  the  cases 
cited  in  which  persons  who  have  sustained  par- 
ticalar  injury  by  reason  of  the  obstruction  of  a 
public  highway,  or  by  any  other  public  nuisanciB, 
nave  maintained  their  action  for  damages ;  because 
that  is  not  of  itself  a  test,  as  is  pointed  out  by  Lord 
Gran  worth  in  Ogilvy  v.  The  Caledonian  Bailway 
Company  (2  Macq.  229),  and  again,  very  distinctly, 
by  Lord    Chelmsford,  in  Bicket's  ca^e  (L.  Rep. 
2  H.  L.  175),  and  by  one  of  the  judges  in  this  case 
in  the  court  below.    Although  there  is  no  right  to 
compensation  unless  an  action  would  have  been 
maintainable,  it  does  not  follow  because  an  action 
would  be  maintainable  for  damages  sustained  there- 
fore there  is  in  all  cases  a  right  to  compensation. 
If  a  man  sustained  such  injury  as  a  broken  limb 
or  a  damaged  horse,  he  could  maintain  an  action 
founded   upon  the  unlawful    obstruction  of    the 
highway ;  but  that  would  not  make  it  an  injurious 
affecting  of  his  premises  however  near  the  obstruc- 
tion. The  claim  is  brought  into  existence  by  some- 
thing voluntarily  done  afterwards,  and  although  the 
damage  may  in  some  measure  be  connected  as  to 
its  extent  and  frequency  with  the  proximity  of  the 
premises,  that  is  too  remote  a  connection  to  con- 
Btitnte  an  injurious  affecting.    As  this  judgment  is 
fonndod  upon  decisions  in  the  House  of  Lords  in 
which  those  cases  are  examined,  it  would  be  super- 
flaous  to  justify  the  decisions  by  a  further  exami- 
nation of  them.     In  many  of  the  cases  it  would 
appear  not  to  have  been  sufficiently  borne  in  mind 
that  if  premises  are  injuriously  affected,  so  as  to 
give  a  right  to  compensation,  the  remainderman 
and  reversioner   would  have  the  same  right  to 
ccnnpeusation  as  the  person  in  possession ;  that 
is,  of  course,  if  the   injury  was  of  a  permanent 
character. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  will  now  deliver  the  judgment 
of  mv  brother  Archibald  and  myself,  in  which  my 
brotner  Channel!,  before  he  ceased  to  be  a  member 
of  the  court,  concurred.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff 
is  owner  of  real  property  which  is  much  deterior- 
ated in  value  in  consequence  of  the  works  of  the 
defendants  having  shut  up  a  draw-dock  which  was 
a  public  waterway  coming  near  to  the  plaintiff's 
property,  bat  not  actually  touching  it,  the  public 
Idg^mj  being  between.     The  plaintiff  had  no 


private  right  of  way ;  but,  in  consequence  of  the 
proximity  of  the  public  dock,  his  premises  were 
worth  more  either  to  sell  or  occupy.     The  jury 
assessed  the  amount  of  damage  at  1900^     The 
question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
ceive compensation  for  this  deterioration  in  value 
of  his  property  P    In  Chamberlain  v.  West  End  of 
London  Bailway,  Sfc,  Company  (2  B.  &  S.  617) 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  decided  that  the 
plaintiff  in  that  case  was  entitled  to  compensation 
tor  the  depreciation  of  the  value  of  his  houses,  the 
arbitrator  having  found  that  the  stoppage  of  an 
old  highway  seventy  yards  from    the  plaintiff's 
houses  had  diminished  the  number  of  passengers, 
and  so  rendered  the  plaintiff's  houses  less  suitable 
to  be  let  as  shops,  and  so  diminished  their  value. 
There  was  no  actual  touching  of  the  premises  in 
that  case  more  than  in  this ;  and  if  tnere  is  any 
difference    in   respect  of    the  directness   of  the 
damage,    it    is   more  direct   in  the  present  case. 
If  this  decision  still  remains  not  overruled  by  the 
House    of  Lords,  it  is   binding  on  us,  and  the 
plaintiff   in  the  present  case    is  entitled  to    our 
judgment.     But  afler  that  case,  Bicket  v.  Metro- 
poUtayi  Bailway  Company  (L.  Kep.  2  H.  L.  175), 
was  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  House 
of  Lords,  by  a  majority  of  two  peers  to  one,  decided 
that  the  plaintiff  in  tnat  case  was  not  entitled  to 
compensation.       The    decision   of  the  House  of 
Lords,  the  final  court  of  appeal,  is  binding,  not 
only  on  all  inferior  tribunals,   but   even  on  the 
House  itself,  and  fixes  the  law  until  the  Legislature 
thinks  fit  to  intei'vene.    We  have,  therefore,  only 
one  duty  to  perform,  and   that    is    to   discover 
whether  the    ratio    decidendi    of  the   House  in 
Bicket  V  Metropolitan  Bailway  Company  (L.  Rep. 
2  H.  L.  175)  does  or  does  not  contain  in  it  a  re- 
versal of  the  decision  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber 
in  CJiamherlain  v.  West  End  of  Loiulon,  Sfc.  Bail- 
way   Company  (2  B.  &  S.  605,  617).     The  ma- 
jority of  tne  judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
Bicket  V.  Metropolitan  Bailwdy  Company  (5  B.  & 
S.  156)  thought  the  two  cases  might  stand  to- 
gether, for  they    reversed    the    decision    of  the 
Queen's  Bench,  though  the  decision  in  (7/wim6erZam 
V.  West  End  of  London,  ^c.  Bailway  Company  (2 
B.  &  S.  605,  617)  was  clearly  binding  upon  them. 
The  distinction  which  Erie,  C.J.,  made  between 
them  in  deUvering  their  judgment  is  to  be  found  at 
pp.  164, 165,  in  the  report  in  5  B.  &  S. ;  and,  if  I 
understand  it  rightly,  is  that  a  diminution  in  the 
rent  which  ChaniDerlain  received  when  letting  his 
houses  in  consequence  of  the  diminished  facihty  of 
access  deterring  passengers  from  coming  that  way, 
and  so  diminishing  the  profits  which  tbe  occupiers 
of  the  shops  would  make,  was  an  injury  to  the 
houses  ;  but  that  a  diminution  in  the  profit  which 
Rickct  received  from  his  own  occupation  of  his 
house  as  a  public  house  from  a  precisely  similar 
cause  was   only   a   personal  injury.      I    cannot, 
speaking  for  myself  only,  at  all  agree  in  this  dis- 
tinction.    I  think  it  necessarily  follows,  from  the 
facts  found  in  Bicket  v.  Metropolitan  Bailway  Com- 
pany (L.  Rep.  2  H.  L.  175),  that  the  plaintiff's  house 
would  have  lot  for   a   smaller  rent    during   the 
twenty  months  that  the  obstruction   continued; 
but    such     a    distinction     was    certainly    made. 
Whether  the  diminished  value  of  a  house  to  let 
or  sell  does  or  docs  not  in  itself  constitute  an  in- 
jurious affecting  of  the  land  is  another  question. 
Lord  Cran worth,  in  his  judgment  in  Bicket  v. 
Metropolitan  Bailwaij  Convpau\j  ^,'B^'^,^^.\i."W^ 
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clearly  was  of  opinion  it  did  not.  He  says,  p.  198, 
"  Both  principle  and  authority  seem  to  me  to  show 
that  no  case  comes  within  the  purview  of  the 
statute,  unless  where  some  damage  has  been  oc- 
casioned to  the  land  itself,  in  respect  of  which, 
but  for  the  statute,  the  complaining  party  might 
have  maintained  an  action.  The  injury  must  be 
actual  injury  to  the  land  itself,  as  by  loosening  the 
foundations  of  the  buildings  on  it,  obstructing  its 
light  or  its  drains,  making  it  inaccessible  by 
lowering  or  raising  the  ground  immediately  in 
front  of  it,  or  by  some  such  physical  deterioration. 
Any  other  construction  of  tne  clause  would  open 
the  door  to  claims  of  so  wide  and  indefinite  a  cha- 
racter as  could  not  have  been  in  the  contemplation 
of  the  Legislature."  If  this  is  the  principle  of  the 
decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  Uhamberlain  v. 
West  End  of  London,  Bfc,  Baihcay  Company  (2  B. 
&  S.  605,  617)  is  clearly  overruled,  for  in  that  case 
the  works  of  the  defendant  did  not  come  within 
seventy  yards  of  the  plaintiff's  property.  Li  Beg 
v.  MeiropolUan  Board  of  Works  (L.  Kep.4  Q.  B.  358) 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  thought  that  this  was 
the  ratio  decidendi  of  the  Lords ;  and,  therefore,  in 
a  case  identical  in  principle  with  the  present,  gave 
jjudffment  for  the  defendants.  But  in  Beckett  v. 
Midland  Bailraay  Company  (L.  Bep.  3  C.  P.  82)  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  took  a  oifferent  view  of 
what  was  the  ratio  decidendi  in  Bicket  v.  Metro- 
poUtan  Bailway  Company  (L.  Rep.  2  H.  L.  175). 
They  seem  to  have  consiaered  it  as  proceeding 
partly  on  the  remoteness  of  the  damage,  and  partly 
on  the  same  distinction  which  was  put  in  the 
judgment  of  Erie,  C.  J.  to  which  I  have  already 
alluded,  and  therefore  as  not  overruling  Chamber' 
lain  V.  West  End  of  London,  Sfc.  Bailway  Company 
(2  B.  &  S.  605,  617).  And  in  substance  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  have  followed  that  decision  in 
the  present  case.  Lord  Westbury  was  olearbjr 
desirous,  not  only  to  support  the  decision  m 
Chamberlain  v.  West  End  of  London,  ^c.  Bailway 
Company  (2  B.  &  S.  605,  617),  but  to  carry  it  a 
great  deal  further ;  whilst  Lord  Cranworth,  as  it 
seems  to  us  from  the  passage  already  cited,  clearly 
decided  on  a  principle  inconsistent  with  the  de- 
cision in  that  case :  we  must  look  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  see  whether  the  House 
of  Lords  did  overrule  the  decision  or  not.  The 
Lord  Chancellor  did  certainly  proceed  in  part  on 
the  ground  of  the  remoteness  of  damages,  but  he 
did  not  confine  himself  to  it,  but  proceeds  at  p. 
188  to  state  his  views  on  the  whole  case.  It  is 
unfortunate  that  two  courts  should  have  differed 
as  to  what  these  were.  But  we  find,  at  p.  191, 
that  the  Lord  Chancellor  does  expressly  mention 
Chamberlain  v.  West  End  of  London.  •J'c.  Bailway 
Company  (2  B.  &  S.  617),  and  treats  it  as  a  right 
decision,  apparently  adopting  the  distinction  made 
between  tnis  case  and  the  case  then  at  the  bar 
by  Erie,  C.J.  in  the  judgment  delivered  by  him 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  We  think  it  not  now 
the  question  whether  that  distinction  was  satis- 
factory or  not,  but  whether  the  decision  in  Cham- 
berlain's case  is  overruled  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
or  still  a  subsisting  authority.  We  think,  upon  the 
whole,  it  is  better  to  treat  it  as  not  yet  overruled, 
leaving  it  to  the  House  of  Lords,  if  we  have  mis- 
apprehended the  effect  of  their  decision,  to  correct 
it.    We,  therefore,  affirm  the  judgment  below. 

Bramwell,  B. — In  this  case  the  plaintiff,  by  the 

execution  of  the  works  of   the  aefendants,  has 

sastained  a  damage  in  respect  of  his  interest  in 


certain  premises,  the  value  thereof  being  lessened 
by  the  execution  of  these  works,  which  loss  could 
not  have  been  inflicted  on  him  except  under  the 
powers  given  to  the  defendants  bv  their  Act.  In 
short,  "  he  has  sustained  damage  by  reason  of  the 
exercise  as  regards  such  lands  of  the  powers  of  the 
Act "  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20,  s.  6.  In  reason  and  justice 
he  ought  to  be  compensated.  The  only  matter 
urged  to  the  contrary,  viz.,  that  the  public  benefit 
justifies  this  uncompensated  injury,  is  idle.  If  the 
public  benefit  will  not  authorize  the  taking  of  the 
smallest  piece  of  land  or  the  doing  of  the  smallest 
injury  to  the  structure  of  a  building  or  its  ease- 
ments without  compensation,  neither  can  it  in 
reason  or  justice  autnorize  this  loss  without  com- 
pensation. Unless  it  will  pay  to  do  the  work,  in- 
cluding in  its  cost  compensation  for  losses,  the 
work  should  not  be  done.  There  is  no  difficulty 
in  ascertaining  the  compensation  any  more  than 
in  a  case  of  a  partial  loss  of  light.  No  doubt  vacrue 
claims  may  be  made,  and  unfounded  ones,  bat 
justice  must  be  done  to  A  though  at  the  risk  of  a 
fraudulent  claim  by  B.  Indeec^  if  the  plaintiff's 
premises  had  been  taken  this  source  of  value 
would  have  had  to  be  taken  into  account  and  esti- 
mated, and  this  is  also  a  strong  argument  for  the 
plaintiff.  For  if  the  defendants,  by  taking  the 
premises,  would  have  to  pay  the  whole  value,  why 
are  they  to  do  this  damage  gratis,  or  could  they 
have  first  stopped  the  draw-dock  and  then  taken 
the  house  at  the  diminished  value  P  The  loss,  it 
is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  is  by  execution  of  powers 
given ;  because  there  may  be  a  loss  by  new  works 
to  which  this  reasoning  does  not  apply,  as  tiie 
diversion  of  traffic  from  an  old  by  the  Tnaking  of  % 
new  road.  But  then  the  damage  is  not  "  caused 
by  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  Act."  Take 
a  plain  case,  indeed  the  one  I  have  supposed;  a 
new  road  is  made,  traffic  is  diverted  from  an  old 
one.  The  owners  of  the  soil  could,  without  statu- 
tory powers,  have  dedicated  the  new  road  to  the 
public;  or  the  owners  of  the  soil  could  make  a 
railway  if  they  pleased  and  diminish  the  value  of 
the  houses  in  the  town  through  which  the  old 
coach  road  ran,  as  at  Maidenhead.  They  could  not, 
indeed,  in  most  cases,  make  the  railway  without 
statutory  powers,  because  they  would  not  take 
land  by  compulsion,  cross  and  divert  roads,  and 
other  things;  but  the  railway  injures  property, 
not  directly  by  exercise  of  any  of  their  piowers 
given  by  the  Act,  but  as  an  indirect  consequence 
of  the  exercise  of  such  powers,  and  of  the  dealing 
with  land  they  have  purchased  as  any  owner 
might  have  dealt  with  it  if  he  pleased.  And, 
indeed,  railways  have  been  made  without  statutory 
powers,  as  that  from  Gravesend  to  Stroud,  and 
the  Festiniog  Bailway.  But  for  the  powers  of  the 
Act  the  loss  by  the  diversion  of  traffic  would  not 
have  occurred,  but  the  exercise  of  those  powers 
did  not  cause  it.  Those  powers  are  certainly  not 
causa  causans,  and  hardly  a  causa  sine  qu&  non. 
For  the  statute  moans  exercise  of  the  powers  in 
relation  to  the  land  affected.  And,  indeed,  the 
loss  in  such  cases  is  caused  not  by  the  mn-IHTig  of 
the  railway  but  by  its  subsequent  user.  I  say, 
therefore,  that  in  this  case  there  is  a  direct  loss 
caused  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  exercise  of  powen 
conferred  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  that 
there  is  no  reason  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  be 
compensated.  And  it  seems  to  me  legitimate  to 
say,  that  the  Legislature  ought  not  to  ha^e  in- 
tended  this,  and  legitimate  and  reBpeotftd  to  mj 
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that  what  it  ought  not  to  have  intended  presumably 
it  did  not  intend,  and  that  what  it  did  not  intend 
it  has  not  enacted.  I  approach  the  consideration  of 
the  statute  therefore  with  the  belief  that  the  true 
construction  is  in  the  plaintiff's  favour.  Now  I 
agree  that  the  word  "  injuriously  "  does  not  mean 
"  wrongfully  "  affected.  What  is  done  is  rightful 
under  the  powers  of  the  Act.  It  means  hurtfully  or 
**  damnously  "  affected.  As  when  we  say  of  a  man 
that  ho  fell  and  injured  his  leg.  We  do  not  mean 
that  his  leg  was  wronged,  but  that  it  was  hurt. 
We  mean  he  fell,  and  his  leg  was  injuriously,  that 
is  to  say  hurtfully,  affected.  At  the  same  time,  I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  to  entitle  the  parties  in- 
terested to  compensation,  the  injury  or  nurt  must 
be  such  as  coula  not  lawfully  be  inflicted  except  by 
the  powers  of  the  Act.  I  have  above  given  my 
reasons  for  this.  But  I  will  shortly  add  that  the 
words  of  the  section  show  this.  The  lands  must 
be  "  injuriously  affected  by  reason  of  the  exercisa 
as  regards  such  lands  of  the  powers  of  the  Act." 
The  act,  therefore,  injuriously  affecting  must  be 
one  which  would  be  wrongful  but  for  the  statute. 
Bat  I  agree  that  it  need  not  be  one  for  which  an 
action  would  lie.  It  is  enough  that  it  would  be 
indictable  or  might  be  prevented  by  injunction. 
Now  clearly  this  stoppage  of  the  draw-dock  would 
have  been  indictable,  and  the  defendants  might 
have  been  compelled  to  abate  the  nuisance ;  besides 
it  is  not  to  be  presumed  anyone  would  break  the 
law.  Further,  I  believe  that  they  might  have  been 
prevented  by  injunction  from  doing,  and  compelled 
to  ondo  if  they  did,  the  act  which  has  caused  the 
loss.  If  so,  then,  we  have  a  thing  done  under  the 
powers  of  the  statute  which  could  not  have  been 
lawfully  done  but  for  those  powers,  which  if  done 
might  have  been  compelled  to  be  undone,  which 
directly  causes  a  loss  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of 
his  interest  in  these  premises.  Why  is  this  not 
within  the  section  P  It  says,  '*  shall  make  lo  the 
owners,  &c.,  of  land  injuriously  affected  by  the  con- 
struction of  the  works  full  compensation  for  all 
damages  sustained  by  such  owners,  &c.,  by  reason 
of  the  exercise,  as  regards  such  lands,  of  the  powers 
of  the  Act."  I  admit,  of  course,  that  the  loss  must 
be  to  the  person  in  respect  of  his  interest  in  the 
thing — that  the  thing,  the  premises,  must  be  les- 
sened in  value,  not  merely  that  the  person  suffers 
in  common  with  the  rest  pf  the  public,  or  on 
account  of  something  peculiar  to  him  personally. 
I  admit,  for  instance,  that  if  a  market  gardener 
had  usually  landed  his  goods  there  and  taken  them 
to  Farringdon  Market  he  would  have  no  claim, 
because  no  premises  of  his  would  be  injuriously 
affected.  It  might  be  an  inconvenience  and  even 
loss  to  him  to  get  his  goods  to  market  in  some 
other  way.  But  his  premises  would  not  be  inju- 
riously affected.  He  would  suffer  as  one  of  the 
public — ^more,  perhaps,  than  anyone  else — but  still 
as  one  of  the  public  only ;  and  it  may  well  be,  that 
though  his  loss  is  special,  yet  he  must  bear  it  as 
one  of  the  public  for  the  public  gain,  and  on 
aoooont  of  the  difficulty  of  compensating  in  such 
cases.  He  would  be  injuriously  affected,  but  not 
his  premises.  His  case  would  be  like  that  of  a 
medical  msn  injured  by  sanitary  improvements 
nnder  statutory  powers,  which,  by  diminishing 
sickness,  diminished  his  practice.  Nor  is  such  an 
affecting  one  by  the  exercise  of  the  pipwers  of  the 
Act.  No  power  of  the  Act  is  directly  applied  to 
cauise  it ;  it  is  an  indirect  consequence  only.  Here 
the  premises  are  iiguriously  affected,  and  for  actual 

Ma0.  Gas.— Yol.  YUL 


and  potential  purposes  they  are  of  less  value.  If 
it  is  to  be  asked  where  the  line  is  to  be  drawn.  I 
answer,  not  by  distance  in  point  of  measurement. 
Premises  might  be  injuriously  affected  by  the 
stopping  of  a  landing-place  ten  miles  off  if  there 
was  no  other  within  twenty  of  the  premises  af- 
fected. The  line  is  to  be  orawn  by  ascertaining 
whether  the  premises  are  actually  or  potentially 
affected  for  present  or  other  purposes,  or  the  man 
— whether  it  is  only  the  person  who  happens  to 
be  using  them.  It  is  said  this  might  give  the 
right  to  make  an  immense  number  of  claims. 
Suppose  it  did.  Suppose  there  were  a  thousand 
claims  for  lOOOl.  each.  If  they  are  well  founded 
1,000,000^  of  property  is  destroyed,  and  why  is 
not  that  part  of  the  cost  of  the  improvement ;  and 
if  taken  into  account  as  such,  why  should  not  the 
loser  of  it  receive  it  ?  On  these  principles  I  think 
the  present  case  within  the  statute,  and  give  my 
entire  concurrence  in  Lord  Westbury*s  reasoning, 
from  which  the  foregoing  is  borrowea.  Of  course, 
if  there  is  any  binding  authority  on  the  subject, 
reasoning  is  useless.  But  I  think  the  cases  are  in 
such  a  condition  that  there  is  none  on  which  we 
can  act,  and  that  the  matter  must  bo  set  right 'by 
the  House  of  Lords  or  by  legislation.  That  being 
so,  we  may  reasonably  inquire  how  this  case  ought 
to  be  decided.  Ricket  v.  Metropolitan  Railway 
Company  (L.  Rep.  2  H.  L.  175),  would  govern  us 
did  we  luiow  the  ratio  decidendi.  Now,  there  is  a 
ratio  decidendi  expressed  by  Lord  Gran  worth 
which  would  entitle  the  defendants  to  judgment. 
He  appears  to  think  that  there  must  be  some 
damage  to  structure  or  easement  to  constitute  in- 
jurious affecting.  Now,  it  does  seem  strange  that, 
the  act  and  its  results  being  the  same,  the  premises 
are  injuriously  affected  or  not  according  as  the 
right  hurt  or  injured  is  public  or  private  as  by 
grant  or  prescription.  But,  further,  Lord  Cran- 
worth  sftys,  "  or  making  it  inaccessible  by  lowering 
or  raising  the  ground  immediately  in  front  of  it. 
I  suppose  the  important  word  there  is  "imme- 
diately," making  the  thing  peculiar  to  the  house. 
But  what  in  principle  is  tne  difference  between 
"immediately"  and  five  yards  distant;  what  is 
the  difference  in  principle  between  total  inaccessi- 
bility and  total  loss  and  partial  inaccessibility  and 
partial  loss  ?  With  great  respect  to  his  lordship*s 
opinion  and  that  of  my  brother  Cleasby,  they  seem 
to  give  up  their  position  in  this.  For  lowering 
the  ground  in  front  would  be  no  cause  for  compen- 
sation unless  it  was  a  highway;  and  if  it  is  a  high- 
way the  claimant  has  no  right  in  relation  to  it 
except  as  one  of  the  public.  His  premises  being 
close  to  the  road  does  not  alter  his  case  in  prin- 
ciple, but  in  degree  only.  But  Lord  Cran worth's 
was  not  the  ratio  decidendi  of  Lord  Chelmsford. 
Further,  I  agree  in  the  remark  of  my  brother 
Blackburn,  that  the  judges  and  (for  aught  we  can 
see)  the  Lords  in  Ricket  v.  Metropolitan  Railway 
Company  (L.  Rep.  2  H.  L-  175),  did  not  mean  to 
overrule  Chamberlain  v.  West  of  London,  Src,  Rail' 
way  Company  (2  B.  &  S.  605,  617) ;  and  I  agree 
with  hitn  in  thinking  that  if  that  is  law,  it  is  an 
authority  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  distinction 
between  the  two  cases  is  unreal.  Then,  in  order 
to  reverse  the  judgment,  we  ought  to  be  able  to 
say  that  it  is  wrong  on  principle  or  authority.  I 
cannot  say  it  is  on  either. 

Kelly,  C.B. — It  is  necessary,  in  the  first  place, 
to  have  a  clear  apprehension  of  the  facts  of  the 
case.    The  plaintiff  is  the  qwix<^t  q^  ^  \i^w&<^  ^acA 
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premises,  in  which  he  carried  on  the  business  of  a 
carman,  and  the  defendants,  in  order  to  construct 
an  embankment,  possessed  themselyes,  under  the 
powers  of  their  Acts  of  Parliament,  of  a  water- 
way or  public  highway  called  a  draw-dock,  leading 
from  a  portion  of  a  highway,  lying  between  the 
plaintiffs  premises  and  tne  draw-dock,  to  the  river 
Thames.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  had  a  public 
way  from  his  house  and  premises,  across  a  space 
of  twenty-one  feet  to  the  draw-dock,  and  thence, 
by  the  draw-dock  of  the  length  of  352  feet  to  its 
outlet  on  the  Thames;  and  the  defendants,  by 
taking  the  draw-dock  and  constructing  an  embank- 
ment upon  its  site,  have  permanently  destroyed 
and  extinguished  the  pubbc  highway  from  a  spot 
twenty-one  feet  from  the  plaintifiTs  premises  to 
the  river  Thamob.  By  this  means  the  communi- 
cation between  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  the 
Thames  has  been  taken  away,  and  his  premises 
have  become  less  valaable,  either  to  sell  or  to 
occupy,  to  the  amount  of  1900L  The  question  is 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  compensation 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  1845,  which  is  incor- 
porated with  the  defendants'  Act  of  Parliament. 
A  f^reat  many  decisions,  some  of  them  seeming  to 
conflict  with  each  other,  are  to  be  found  on  this 
question,  and  it  may  be  well  to  consider  at  the 
outset  in  what  state  of  thines  claimants  or  plain- 
tiffs, whose  property,  as  aUeged,  has  been  preju- 
dicially affected  within  the  Lands  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act,  have  been  held  not  entitled  to 
compensation.  And,  first,  it  has  been  determined 
that  loss  of  profits  of  trade  is  not  within  the  Act. 
Why  this  snould  be  so ;  why  a  man  should  be 
deprived  of  the  profits  which  he  is  acc^uiring  in  his 
trade,  by  means  of  a  public  highway  m  the  imme- 
diate neighbourhood  of  his  premises  being  taken 
by  a  joint-stock  company,  or  other  public  body, 
and  applied  to  their  own  use,  and  in  many  cases 
used  for  their  own  profit,  and  the  injured  trader 
should  be  entitled  to  no  compensation,  I  have 
never  yet  been  able  to  discover ;  but  such  is  the 
law,  as  laid  down  by  the  House  of  Lords,  and  this 
court  is  bound  by  their  decision.  So  it  has  been 
decided  that  no  compensation  can  be  recovered 
where  no  action  could  be  maintained  if  the  wrong 
had  been  done  not  under  the  authority  of  an  Act 
of  Parliament ;  and  further  that  it  does  not  follow 
that  even  if  an  action  might  be  maintained  a 
claimant  could  necessarily  obtain  compensation 
within  the  Lands  Clauses  Act.  Finally,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  temporary  obstruction,  as  in 
Bickefs  case,  or  the  occasional  obstruction,  as  in 
0gihy*8  case,  of  a  public  highway,  is  not  the 
subject  of  compensation,  and  that  the  permanent 
extinction  of  a  highway  but  so  distant  from  the 
premises  of  the  claimant  that  he  only  sustains  an 
iigury  in  common  with  the  public  at  large  is  also 
not  an  injury  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act. 
And  Lord  Cranworth  has  laid  it  down,  that  to  en- 
title a  claimant  to  compensation  **  there  must  be  a 
direct  injury  to  the  land  itself,  as  by  loosening 
the  foundations  of  buildings  upon  it,  obstructing 
its  li^ht  or  its  drains ;  making  it  inaccessible  by 
lowerm^  or  raising  the  ground  immediately  in 
front  of  it,  or  by  some  such  physical  deterioration." 
On  the  other  nand,  it  has  never  yet  been  deter- 
mined that  the  permanent  extinction  of  a  public 
highway  so  near  to  the  claimant's  premises  as 
directly  to  diminish  their  value  to  sell  or  to  let, 
or  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  claimant  himself,  is  not 
^e  BDl^eot  of  compensation  within  the  Act,  and 


it  will  be  found,  upon  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  authorities  bearing  upon  this  question*  that 
such  an  injury  has  been  held  to  entitle  the  party 
injured  to  compensation,  and  the  decision  to  that 
effect  affirmed  by  a  court  of  error  and  approved 
in  the  House  of  Lords.  In  Chamberlain  v.  Weti 
End  of  London,  ^c.  Railway  Company  (2  B.  A  S. 
605,  617),  it  was  decided  in  the  Queen's  Bench, 
and  afterwards  in  the  Exchequer  Chan^ber,  that 
the  destruction  or  extinction  of  a  highway  at  a 
distance  of  seventy  yards  from  the  nearest  of  the 
plaintiff'H  houses  alleged  to  have  been  injuriously 
affected,  was  an  injury  within  the  Lands  Glauses 
Act  1845,  which  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  compen- 
sation. In  that  case,  the  highway  at  the  point  of 
extinction  was  not  only  not  in  contact  with  the 
plaintiff's  premises,  but,  as  observed,  at  a  diatancie 
of  seventy  yards ;  nor  were  the  premises  directly 
injured  in  any  of  the  modes  pointed  out  by  Lord 
Cranworth  in  Bichet's  case,  or  otherwise  than  that 
by  reason  of  the  proximity  to  the  plaintiff's  pre- 
mises of  that  portion  of  the  highway  which  nad 
been  taken  for  the  purposes  of  the  railway,  the 
access  to  them  by  a  substituted  road  was  less  con- 
venient, and  the  premises  had  thereby  become  less 
adapted  to  the  carrying  on  of  a  trade,  and  of  a  less 
pecuniary  value.  All  these  requisites  concur  in 
the  case  now  before  the  court,  and  it  remains  to 
be  considered  whether  Chamberlain's  case  must 
be  taken  to  have  been  overruled  by  Bicket  v. 
Metropolitan  Baitway  Company  (L.  Bep.  2 
H.L.  175)  in  the  House  of  Lords.  Having  care- 
fully considered  the  facts  and  the  langua^  of  the 
opinions  delivered  in  this  case  of  BickeCs  it 
appears  to  me  that  it  in  no  wise  conflicts  with  the 
decision  in  Chamberlain's  cane,  and  that  it  dearly 
and  plainly  is  distinguishable  from  the  case  now 
before  this  court.  First,  the  broad  and  substan- 
tial ground  of  the  decision  in  Chamherlain*8  case 
and  m  this  case  is,  that  the  portion  of  a  highway, 
the  taking  of  which  by  the  defendants  was  com- 
plained G^,  had  been  permanently  and  absolutely 
extinguished,  and  the  plaintiffs  in  both  cases  had 
been  for  ever  deprived  of  the  use  of  it  for  them- 
selves and  all  others  resorting  to  their  premises; 
whereas  in  Bickefs  case,  the  highway  was  not 
taken  at  all,  and  the  access  to  it  had  been  te 
a  time  only,  and  partially,  obstructed;  another 
temporary  way  to  the  plaintiff^s  premises  had  been 
substituted,  and  the  highway  itself  ultimately  re- 
stored to  its  former  condition.  It  is  true  that  the 
obstruction  was  continued  for  the  long  period  of 
twenty  months,  and  it  may  be  that  as  in  WUku 
v.  Hungerfcyrd  Market  Co,  (2  Bmg.  N.  0.  281),  an 
action  might  have  been  maintainable  for  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  obstruction  for  an  unreasonaMe 
time.  But  there  is  a  marked  and  manifest  dia* 
tinction  between  a  mere  temporary  obstruction, 
which  must  occasionally  take  place  in  a  highway 
under  a  great  variety  of  drcumstanoee.  as  luring 
the  repairs  of  the  way,  or  of  the  sewers,  or  of  the 
gas-pipes,  or  water-pipes  underneath  it,  and  the 
permanent  destruction  of  a  way  by  which  property 
m  its  neighbourhood  may  be  permanently  and 
irreparably  injured.  But,  rarther,  the  only  damage 
found  by  the  jury  or  complained  of  bj  the  plaintiff, 
was  a  loss  of  profit  in  his  trade  estimated  by  the 
jury  at  lOOZ.,  a  loss  which,  as  already  obserred, 
the  House  of  Lords  had  decided  not  to  be  within 
the  Act  of  Parliament.  Here,  on  the  other  bandt 
as  in  Chamberlain's  case,  it  is  expressly  ibimd 
that  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  with  refinenoe 
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e  use  to  which  they  might  have  been  ap- 
by  any  owner  or  occupier,  have  been  perma- 
▼  damaged  or   diminished   in  value.     3?he 
ion,  therefore,  in  Bickefs  case,  upon  the  facts 
fomid,  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  Cham' 
m'a  case  and  this  case,  and  is  in  express 
I  distinguished  from  Chamberlain* 8  case  by 
Chelmsford,  one  of  the  majority  by  whom 
decision  was  pronounced.    We  are,  however, 
1  not  merely  to  consider  the  judgment  itself 
e  House  of  Lords,  but  to  collect,  as  far  as  we 
tile  to  do  so,  the  rationes  decidendi  from  the 
lage  in  which  it  was  delivered.  And  it  certainly 
kTS  from  some  expressions  that  fell  from  Lord 
Pforth  to  have  been  his  opinion  that  to  consti- 
ui  injury  within  the  Act  it  must  have  been 
d  by  something  in  contact  with  or  directly 
physically  operating  upon  the  land.    But  if 
was  really  the  meaninj?  of  his  lordship,  it  is 
nly  opposed  to  some  of  the  authorities  recog- 
by  the  decision  to  which  he  was  a  party,  but 
irately  illustrates  the  proposition  intenaed  to 
id  down.    For  "  the  raising  or  lowering  of  a 
ray  in  front  of  a  claimant  s  premises  "  had 
le  effect  in  the  case  referred  to  of  rendering 
(remises  inaccessible,  though  it  diminished 
acility  of  access;  and  the  destruction  of  a 
m  of  a  highway  by  the  construction  of  an 
tikment  upon  it  at  the  distance  of  some  fifteen 
Tom   the  claimant's  house,  is  no  more  "an 
I  injury  to  the  land  itself"  than  the  construc- 
f  a  railway  at  the  distance  of  seventy  yards, 
embankment  at  the  distance  of  twenty-one 
Passing  by,  then,  these  remarks  of  Lord 
forth,  which  would  confine  all  claims  to  com- 
tion  within  narrower  limits  than  either  the 
rities  or  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
have  prescribed,  and  without  calling  in  aid 
ble  ana  elaborate  opinion  of  Lord  Westbury 
pport  of  the  claim  of  compensation,  I  think 
B  warranted  in  holding  that  the  true  rationes 
ndi  m  this  case  of  Bickei's  were,  that  the 
iary  injury  complained  of  was  confined  to 
68  of  profit  in  trade,  that  there  was  no  finding 
r  dimmution  in  the  value  of  the  property,  and 
he  highway  in  question  had  not  been  perma- 
r  extinguished  or  taken  away,  but  only  tem- 
ily  obstructed ;  all  which  reasons  for  the  de- 
are  inapplicable  to  either  Chamberlain's  case 
e  case   before  us.      Caledonian  By.   Co,  v 
f  (2  Macq.  229)  is  equally  distinguishable 
&he  present  case.    There  the  plaintiff  com- 
id,  not  of  the  permanent  extinction  of  a  high- 
but  only  of  an   occasional  and  temporary 
tction  by  the  shutting  of  the  gates  on  either 
f  a  railway  for  a  few  minutes  or  seconds  at  a 
luring  the  passing  or  expected  passing  of  a 
y  train.    There  is,  therefore,  no  decision  to 
nd  in  any  court  of  appeal  that  where  a  high- 
s  not  merely  obstructed,  but  permanently 
yed  so  near  to  premises  alleged  to  be  in- 
slj  affected  as  to  render  them  of  less  pecu- 
value  by  preventing  an  easy  and  convenient 
to  them  by  the  occupiers  and  the  public, 
mer  of  the  premises  is  not  entitled  to  com- 
don.     Upon  these  grounds,  therefore,  sup- 
l  by  the  many  authorities  referred  to,  con- 
i  with  the  decisions  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
I  accordance  with   the  strict  principles  of 
1^  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
of  Common  Pleas  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Attorneys;   for  plaintiff,  John  Edmumda ;    for 
defendants,  W,  W,  Smith, 
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Beported  by  E.  Stxwabt  Bochb  and  H.  Piat,  Eaqn., 
Barriatere-at-Law. 


Dec.  9, 10,  and  16, 1872. 

(Before  the  Lobd  Chancellor  (Selbome)  and  the 

Lords  Justices.) 

CHAMBERLA.TNE  V.  BrOCKETT. 

CharUahle  legacy — Oift  to  build  ahrnshouees  when 
and  so  soon  as  a  site  should  be  given — Bemoteness 
— Qeneral  dedication  to  charity — Cy  pres. 
When  personal  estate  is  once  effectucuUf  given   to 
chanty,  it  is  taken  entirely  out  of  the  scope  of  the 
law  of  rem^oteness ;  but  when  a  gift  in  trust  for 
charity  is  condUioncd  upon  a  fmwe  and  uncer- 
tain  event,  which  is  so  remote  and  indefinite  as  to 
transgress  the  limits  of  time  prescrii)ed  by  the 
rules  of  law  against  perpetuities,  the  gift  fails  ah 
initio, 
A  testatrix,  after  giving  smM  legacies  to  certain 
relatives,  and  reciting  that  she  could  not  select  any 
of  her  family  who  she  could  confidently  feel  wouCd 
not  spend  her  money  on  the  vanities  of  the  world, 
and  thai  she  felt  she  was  doing  right  in  returning 
it  in  charity  to  Ood  who  gave  it,  bequeathed  aU 
her  residuary  personal  estate  to  trustees  upon 
trust  to  invest,  and  when  and  so  soor^  as  land 
should  at  any  tims  thereafter  be  given  for  the 
purpose,  her  will  was  tliat  almshouses  should  be 
ouitt  in  certain  parishes,  and  that  the  surplus  rC' 
maining  after  building  the  almshouses  should  be 
appropriaied  in  making  weekly  allowances  to  the 
inmates : 
Held  {reversing  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 
BoUs),  that  the  gift  was  not  void  for  remoteness, 
but  was  a  good  dedication  of  the    residue    to 
charity. 
Inquiry  directed  whether  any  land  had  been  given 
or  legally  rendered  availaole  for  the  purposes  in- 
tended by  the  testatrix. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Master 
of  the  Kolls. 

By  her  will,  dated  the  13th  Jan.  1858,  Sarah 
Chamberlayne,  ^ter  giving  legacies  of  lOOZ.  apiece 
to  certain  relatives,  proceeded  in  these  words : — 
'*  As  I  consider  all  my  &mily  the  same  to  me,  I 
wish  to  make  no  difference,  and  as  I  could  not 
select  any  of  them  that  I  confidently  could  feel 
would  not  spend  my  money  on  the  vanities  of  the 
world,  as  a  faithful  servant  of  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  I  feel  I  am  doing  right  in  returning  it  in 
charity  to  God  who  gave  it ;  I  therefore  give  and 
bequeath  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my 
personal  estate  unto  my  brothers,'*  upon  trust  to 
mvest,  and  out  of  the  dividends  of  the  investments 
to  make  certain  charitable  payments,  and  "  when 
and  so  soon  as  land  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  be 
given  for  the  purpose,  my  will  and  desire  is,  that 
almshouses  for  poor,  aged,  and  infirm  men  and 
women,  shall  be  built"  in  certain  specified  parishes, 
and  that  the  surplus  remaining  after  ouilding 
the  almshouses  should  be  appropriated  in  making 
weekly  allowance  to  the  inmates. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  {ante,  vol.  vii., 
p.  604)  that  the  gift  of  the  residue  was  void  for 
remoteness,  being  conditional  on  the  gift  of  land 
at  a  future  indefinite  time. 
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From  this  decision  the  Attomej-QenerBl,  as  the 
represent&tiTe  of  charitable  int«rests,  appealed. 

The  SoUcUor-Qfneral  (Sir  OeoTge  JeueJ.  Q.C.) 
and  Hemming,  for  the  appellant. — In  this  will 
there  is  a  distinct  gift  for  charitable  porposea.  and 
The  AlfomeyO^eral  t.  The  Bi$kop  of  GheatKr' 
(1  Bto.  C.  C.  443),  ehoiTH  thai  theite  moneys  ought 
to  be  kept  For  a  reasonable  time  to  see  n-hether 
anyone  wilt  give  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
erecting  the  almshoaseH.  In  that  case  there  was 
a  gift  to  trustees  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a 
bishop  in  America,  and  it  was  held  that  the  money 
mast  remain  in  court  till  it  was  seen  whether  the 
appointment  of  a  bishop  would  take  place.  The 
same  view  was  taken  by  Lord  Hatherley  in  the 
recent  case  of  Smtietf  v.  Herbert  (26  L.  T.  Hop. 
N.  S.  7 ;  L.  Rep.  7  Ch.  232),  where  he  said  that  he 
thought  the  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  The  Blehop  of 
Chetler  was  a  complete  answer  to  the  dif&cuUy 
that  arose  upon  the  possible  remoteness  of  the 
testatrix's  intention  being  carried  into  effect.  If 
no  ono  gives  the  land  for  the  purposes  of  the  will 
in  a  reasonable  time,  these  moneys  mast  be  ap- 
plied ei/  pr'cf,  for  there  is  a,  dear  dedication  to 
charitable  purposes,  and  where  that  is  so,  the  doc- 
trine of  ty  pree  applies.  In  Martin  v.  Margham 
(14  Sim,  230),  a  testator  directed  funds  to  be  pro- 
vided for  certain  charity  schools,  by  accumulating 
his  property,  but  fixed  no  time  for  the  continuance 
of  the  [tccumulation,  which  must  necessarily  have 
exceeded  the  legal  period,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
dif«ction  to  accumulate  was  void,  but  as  the 
testator  had  shown  an  intention  to  devote  hia 
pro[>erty  to  charitable  purposes,  the  court  directed 
nis  intention  to  be  carried  into  effect  ey  pria  by 
means  of  a  scheme  to  be  settled  by  the  master. 
In  Milh  V.  Farmer  (19  Ves.  483).  a  testator  di- 
rected bis  rcsiune  to  be  divided  for  certain  chari- 
table purposes,  and  other  charitable  purposes 
which  he  intended  to  name  afterwards ;  be  did  not 
name  any  other  purposes,  and  it  was  held  that 
there  was  a  good  bequest  to  charity  to  be  executed 
by  the  court  having  regard  jjarticularly  to  5ho 
objects  specified.  Cherry  v.  Molt  (1  M.  A  Cr.  123), 
which  may  seem  adverse  to  us  is  quite  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  present  case.  Here  there  is 
evidence  on  the  face  of  the  will  of  a  general  inten- 
Mon  to  esclade  the  next  of  kin,  and  to  devote  the 
(iind  to  charity,  while  there  was  no  such  general 
intention  opparent  in  Cherry  t.  MoU.  A  gift  to 
charity  is  general,  nnleae  yon  find  somethmg  to 
the  contruy.    They  also  cited 

Attomi^-Qeneral  v.  Andrew,  3  Yea.  633 ; 

Andrew  v.  The  Halter  and  Wardjint  of  the  Merchant 
TaylOTt'  Company,  7  Vea.  223  ; 

Andrea  r.  Trinity  Hall,  Camtriitje,  9  Ves.  ^5  j 

Slo3gridgf  v.  ThaclniieU,  7  Tea.  36  : 

Hayler  v.  Trego,  6  Bhbb.  US ; 

Loicomh  V.  Wintrimiham,  13  Be»v,  87 ; 

Simon  T.  Barber,  5  RnuB,  112 : 

De  Coita  T.  De  Pai.  Ambl.  228 ;  2  Swui.  487ii. ; 

Con/  T.  Ahbott,  7  Vei.  «0  ; 

At tomey- General  T.  Oglander,  3  Bio.  C.C.  IBS; 

Attorney 'Geaeral    r     The    Ironmonfferg^    Cf>rnvany, 
2Mr.  4K.576!  Cr.  A  Ph.  308  ;  10  CI.  *  Fin.  908; 

2  J»nn.  on  WUln.  Srd  edit.  223  ; 

Leurit  V.  Allenby,  W.  Notes.  1871,  p.  213 ; 

Attorney-Qenerai  v.  Ooulding,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  427  ; 

Attomey-OeneTal  v.  Whitchurch,  3  Te«.  141. 

riiord    Justice  James  referred   to  The    Attorney- 
Ovneral  v.  Sihihorp  (2  Buss.  &  My.  107}.] 


time,  and  therefore  the  doctrine  of  ey  pri*  cannot 
apply.      There  is  no  gift  of  the  income  till  the 

almshouses  are  built,  so  as  to  oust  the  next  of  Idn. 
Nor  is  there  any  direction  to  accumulate.  Tho 
gift  is  also  void  as  transgressing  the  rules  against 
perpetuity,  for  no  limit  or  time  can  he  Buggestod 
here,  the  words  being  so  soon  as  land  shaTl  "«l 
any  time  hereafter"  be  given  for  the  purpose. 
This  case  is  not  governed  by  The  AUomet/'QenertU 
V.  T/iB  Bishop  o/  Gliegfer  (1  Bro.  C.  C.  443),  fia- 
there  the  giti  was  immediate,  while  here  it  is  a 
gitl  "  so  soon  as  land  shall  be  given  for  the  pur- 
pose." And  there  is  the  same  distinction  between 
this  case  and  Smnelf  v.  Herbert  (26  L.  T.  Hep.  N.  8. 
7 ;  L.  Rep.  7  Cb.  232).  Cherry  v.  Mott  (1  My.  & 
Cr.  123)  is  on  alt  fours  with  this  case  as  to  prin- 
ciple. This  is  not  one  of  the  cases  to  which  the 
doctrine  of  cy  prea  applies.  That  doctrine  applies, 
(1)  where  the  testator  expresses  an  intention  to 
devote  his  property  to  charitable  purposes  but 
ails  to  name  the  objects,  as  in  MitU  v.  Parmer 
19  Yes.  483) ;  (2)  where  the  person  who  is  to  select 
the  object  is  not  indicated;  (31  where  the  person 
who  is  to  select  the  object  dies  before  the  testator, 
as  in  iloiigridge  v.  ThaekweU  (7  Ves.  36) ;  (4)  where 
the  gift  fiuls  by  reason  of  a  direction  to  accnmn- 
late  beyond  the  legal  time,  asin  Jfarfi'a  v.MarghaiH 
(14  Sim.  230);  (5)  where  the  gift  f^ls  throng 
Ulcgality,  as  in  De  Coata  v.  De  Pax  (Amb.  2^; 

2  Swanst.  48rn),  and  Cary  v.  AbboU  (7  Vea.  490); 
(6)  where  it  fails  for  impracticability,  as  in  Hayter 
V.  Trego  (5  Russ.  113).  In  all  these  ca.«eB  tha  gifts 
were  immediate  gifts,  and  not  postponed  or  condi- 
tional, as  in  the  present  case.  They  also  referred 
to 

The  Univertily  of  London  T.  Yarroa,  1  DeG.  A  J.TS: 

Heaiha^B  v.  Atkinean,  3  Mad.  306  ; 

Philpott  T.  Preiidenl  and  Oovemori  of  SI.  OeoWf 
Hoipital,6  U  of  L.  Cu.  338. 
Cadinan  Jones  (with  him  Fry,  Q.C.)  for  the  next 
of  kin,  supported  tho  same  contention. 

Hiemmi'ii^p  in  reply. — The  words  of  the  will,  "I 
feel  that  I  am  doing  right  in  returning  it  in  charity 
to  tiod  who  gave  it,"  show  a  clear  intention  to 
devote  the  projierty  to  charity.  Wo  have  there- 
fore a  general  dedication  to  charity  and  the  intU- 
catiou  of  a  particular  charity.  Therefore  if  no  one 
gives  the  land  within  a  reasonable  time,  this  will 
be  clearly  a  case  for  the  application  of  the  ey  pri» 
doctrine.  The  objection  of  remoteness  cannot 
apriy  to  a  charity. 

Their  Lordships  reserved  their  judgment. 
Dec.  16. — The  Lokd  Chancellor  (Selbome) 
delivered  the  following  written  judgment  of  the 
court: — The  only  question  which  appeare  to  us  to 
require  decision  in  this  case  is,  whether  upon  the 
tme  construction  of  the  will  a  trust  for  charitable 
purposes  of  the  whole  residuary  personal  estate 
was  constituted  immediately  upon  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  or  whether  the  charitable  trust  as  to  Uie 
residue  not  required  to  make  the  fixod  payments 
mentioned  before  the  directions  as  to  the  alms- 
houses and  alms  people,  were  conditional  apon  the 
gift  of  land  at  an  indefinite  future  time  for  the 
erection  of  almshouses  thereon.  If  there  was  an 
immediate  gift  of  the  whole  residue  for  charitebfe 
uses,  the  authorities  mentioned  during  the  argn- 
ment:  The  AHomey-Oenercd  v.  The  Bieitop  qf 
Chester.   1  Bro.  C.  C.  443 ;    Henthavi  v.  Afkintmt, 

3  Mad.  306 ;  and  Sinnett  v.  Herbert,  26  Li  T.  B<M>. 
N.  S.  7;  L.  Rep.  7  Ch.  232;  to  which  may  be 
added  The  AUomey-OenertU  y.  Oavn,  21  Obkt. 
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irove  that  such  gifl  was  valid,  and  that  there 
10  resulting  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
arix,  although  the  particular  application  of 
ind  directed  by  the  will  would  not  of  neces- 
ake  effect  within  any  assignable  limit  of  time, 
;onld  never  take  efi&ct  at  all  except  on  the 
rence  of  events  in  their  nature  contingent 
uncertain.  When  personal  estate  is  once 
aally  given  to  charity,  it  is  taken  entirely  out  of 
ope  of  the  law  of  remoteness.  The  rules  against 
tuities,  as  was  said  by  Lord  Cottenham  in 
fs  Hospital  V.  Oralnger  (1  M.  &  G.  464), 
to  prevent,  in  the  cases  to  which  they  appl^, 
trty  from  being  inalienable  within  certam 
is."  The  wora  "within"  is  here  slightly 
urate ;  "  beyond "  would  have  been  more 
But  those  rules  do  not  prevent  pure  per- 

estate  from  being  given  in  perpetuity  to 
y,  and  when  this  has  once  been  effectually 

it  is  not,  to  use  again  Lord  Cottenbam's 
age,  "either  more  or  less  inalienable," 
ae  there  is  an  indefinite  suspense  or  abeyance 
1  actual  application,  or  of  its  capability  of 

applied  to  the  particular  use  for  which  it  is 
lea.  If  the  fund  should  either  ori^nally,  or 
>oe8S  of  time,  be  or  become  greater  m  amount 
is  necessary  for  that  purpose,  or  if  strict 
liance  with  the  wishes  and  directions  of  the 
r  of  the  trust,  should  turn  out  to  be  imprac- 
e,  this  court  has  power  to  apply  the  surplus 
e  whole,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  such  other 
tees  as  it   may  deem   proper,  upon  what  is 

the  cy  pres  principle.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
ill  in  trust  for  charity  is  itself  conditional 
a  future  and  uncertain  event,  it  is  subject,  in 
idgmcnt,  to  the  same  rules  and  principles  as 
bher  estate  depending  for  its  coming  into 
nee  upon  a  condition  precedent.  If  the 
aon  is  never  fulfilled  the  estate  never  arises, 

it  is  so  remote  and  indefinite  as  to  trans- 
the  limits  of  time  prescribed  by  the  rules  of 
gainst  perpetuities,  the  gift  &ils  obb  initio. 
^ree  with  what  was  said  by  the  Master  of  the 

in  Cherry  v.  Mott  (1  My.  &  Cr.  132),  that 
•e  may  no  doubt  be  a  conditional  legacy  to  a 
J  as  well  as  for  any  other  purpose,"  and  we 

that  the  question  whether  this  is  so  or  not 
I  to  be  determined,  like  all  other  questions  of 
-action,  by  the  application  of  the  ordinary 
of  interpretation  to  the  language  of  each 
ular  will.  We  do  not  assent  to  tne  sugges- 
m  made  by  the  Solicitor-General  that  Cherry 
tt,  and  other  cases  of  the  same  class  which 
'ollowed  it,  were  ill  decided.  If  we  thought, 
pears  to  have  been  the  view  of  the  Master  of 
^oUs,  that  the  case  now  before  us  was  really 
me  as  if  the  testatrix  had  left  her  residuary 
lal  estate  to  devolve  on  her  next  of  kin, 
A  to  a  contingent  gift  to  trustees,  "  when 
>  soon  as  land  shall  at  any  time  hereafler  be 
for  the  purpose,"  for  the  erection  of  alms- 
B  n]>on  the  land  to  be  so  given  and  the  main- 
ice  of  almspeople  therein,  we  should  probably 
xmcurred  m  tne  conclusion  of  his  Lordship, 
nch  a  contingent  gift  to  trustees,  although 
charity,  having  the  effect  of  rendering  tne 
rty  inalienable  during  the  whole  continuance 
)  preceding  non-charitable  estates,  must,  in 
to  be  valid,  necessarily  vest  within  the  same 

of  time  as  if  the  trustees  had  taken  the 
I6y  upon  the  same  condition,  for  their  own 
A  or  zor  any  other  than  charitable  objects.  If 


therefore  we  differ,  as  we  are  compelled  to  do, 
from  the  decree  at  the  Bolls,  it  is  not  on  any  prin- 
ciple of  law,  but  upon  the  construction  of  this 
particular  will.  In  tnis  case  the  testatrix  expressly 
declares  her  intention  to  "  return "  the  whole 
residuary  estate  "  in  charity  to  God  who  gave  it," 
and  she  "  therefore "  gives  and  bequeaths  it,  im- 
mediately upon  her  death,  to  trustees,  to  invest 
the  whole  in  Consols,  proceeding  to  direct  various 
specified  payments  to  be  made  out  of  the  trust 
fund  so  created,  and  adding  the  directions,  on 
which  the  present  question  arises,  for  the  erection 
of  almshouses  and  tne  maintenance  of  alms  people 
therein,  "  when  and  so  soon  as  land  shall  at  any  time 
hereafter  be  given  for  that  purpose."  According  to 
Oreen  v.  Ehins  (2  Atk.  473),  Hodgson  v.  Lord 
Bective  (I  H.  &  M.  397),  and  other  similar  cases,  a 
gifl  of  the  residue  of  personal  estate  carries  with 
the  carpus  the  whole  income  arising  therefrom  and 
not  expressly  disposed  of  as  income  or  expressly 
directed  to  be  accumulated  from  the  day  of  the 
death  of  the  testator.  Here,  therefore,  nothing  is 
undisposed  of ;  there  is  no  resulting  trust  for  the 
next  of  kin.  The  intention  in  favour  of  charity  is 
absolute,  the  gift  and  the  constitution  of  the  trust 
is  immediate,  the  only  thing  which  is  postponed 
or  made  dependent  for  its  execution  upon  future 
and  uncertain  events  is  the  particular  form  or 
mode  of  charity  to  which  the  testatrix  wished  her 
property  to  be  applied.  Taking  this  view  of  the 
proper  construction  of  the  will,  we  hold  the  present 
case  to  be  completely  governed  by  Tfie  Attorney- 
General  v.  TJie  Bishop  of  Chester  (1  Bro.  C.  0. 443), 
Sinnett  v.  HerbeH  (26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  7 ;  L.  Bep. 
7  Ch.  232),  and  the  other  authorities  of  that  class, 
and  we  propose  accordingly  to  vary  the  decree  of 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  oy  a  decls^tion  that  the 
residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  which 
we  assume  to  be  all  pure  personalty,  is  well  given 
to  charity,  and  hj  directing  an  inquiry,  similar  in 
principle  to  that  in  Svnnett  v.  Herbert,  whether  any 
and  has  been  given  or  legally  rendered  available 
for  the  purposes  intended  by  the  testatrix,  further 
consideration  being  reserved.  The  costs  of  all 
parties  of  the  suit  and  of  the  appeal  will  be  paid 
out  of  the  residuary  estate,  and  tne  deposit  will  be 
returned. 

The  Lords  Justices  concurred. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Baven  and  Bradley. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Tayhr,  Hoare, 
and  Taylor. 

Thursday t  Jan.  16, 1873. 

(Before  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Selborne)  and  the 

Lords  Justices.) 

Ball  v.  Bay. 

Nuisance —  Stables — Prescriptive  right — AUsration 
of  user — Annoyance  to  dwelling  hoiise. 

A  private  hotel  kept  by  the  plaintiff  adjoined  a  house, 
the  ground  floor  of  which  liad  for  twenty  years 
been  used  as  a  livery  stable  without  causing 
annoyance  to  hiin.  In  Feb.  1871  the  defendant 
became  tenant  of  the  loiter  premises,  and  made 
certain  alterations  in  a  stable  which  was  separated 
from  the  plaintiff^ s  dining  room  by  a  party  wall 
only,  ana  had  up  to  that  time  been  chitfiy  iMed  as 
a  coach-house.  In  place  of  the  wooden  mangers 
therein,  which  ran  at  right  a/ngles  to  the  said 
room,  the  defendant  piU  up  iron  mangers  parallel 
with,  and  affixed  to,  tli^  parti|  moqJI;  jot  'W)\.\.«t 
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ropes  he  subatUtUed  iron  chains ;  he  laid  down  a 

pavement  of  a  more  resonant  suhstance  than  thai 

forming    the  previous  floor,    and,    having    re- 

arranged  the  staUs  as  loose  boxes,  kept  several 

horses  in  them.    The  consequence  of  these  changes 

was  thai  the  movement  of  the  horses  created  an 

intolerable  noise  and  vioration,  which  disturbed 

the  quiet  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  drove  away  his 

lodgers,  and  welt  nigh  ruined  him.    In  Jan.  1872 

he  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 

continuing  the  nuisance : 

Held,  thai  no  prescriptive  right  to  use  the  stable  so 

as  to  occasion  annoyance  tiad  been  acquired,  and 

thai    an    a^etionable    nuisance    was    committed 

causing  serious  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was 

therefore  entitled  to  an  injunction,  damages,  arhd 

costs. 

Decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  reversed. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Master 

of  tlie  Bolls,  dismissing  a  bill  for  an  injunction  to 

restrain  a  nuisance. 

The  plaintiff,  a  private  hotel  keeper,  carried  on 
business  in  a  house.  No.  18,  Green-street,  Gros- 
venor  Square;  and  the  defendant,  a  captain  of 
Life  Guards,  was  tenant  of  the  adjoining  house, 
No.  19,  in  the  same  street. 

The  occupation  of  No.  18  by  the  plaintiff  began 
in  1863.  At  that  time  Mr.  Sheward,  a  livery  stable 
keeper,  occupied  No.  19,  and  kept  about  seventeen 
horses  there.  It  was,  however,  alleged  in  the  bill 
that  the  horses  so  kept  were  never  a  nuisance  or 
annoyance  to  the  plaintiff,  his  family,  or  lodgers, 
who  dwelt  in  the  neighbouring  house.  The  plain- 
tiff also  asserted  that  during  the  tenancy  of 
Sheward  the  front  part  of  the  ground  floor  of  No. 
19,  which  adjoined  the  dining-room  of  No.  18,  and 
was  separated  therefrom  by  a  party  wall  only,  had 
been  used  as  a  double  coach-house  wherein  carriages 
were  generally  kept,  although  horses  might  have 
been  sometimes  placed  in  it  when  the  stables  were 
full. 

The  horsedealing  business  was  carried  on  at  No. 
19  until  Feb.  1871.  In  the  course  of  that  month 
the  defendant  became  the  occupier  of  those 
premises,  and  he  proceeded  to  arrange  the  front 
part  of  the  ground  floor  as  a  four-stalled  stable 
and  three  loose  boxes,  wherein  he  thenceforth  kept 
some  half-dozen  horses.  He  also  made  certain 
alterations  in  the  stables  by  putting  up  iron 
mangers,  which  were  affixed  to,  and  parallel  with, 
the  party  wall,  whereas  the  former  wooden 
mangers  ran  at  right  angles  to  the  same. 
Iron  chains  were  substituted  for  the  halter  ropes 
previously  used  in  the  stables,  and  the  flooring 
replaced  with  Staffordshire  blue  paviours.  The 
result  of  these  changes  had  been,  as  the  plaintiff 
alleged,  that  the  noise  of  the  horses  occupying  the 
front  part  of  No.  19,  the  stamping  of  their  hoofs 
on  the  new  and  more  resonant  pavement,  the 
rattle  of  the  chains  through  the  iron  mangers 
attached  to  the  wall,  and  the  vibration  thereof, 
caused  a  ^reat  annoyance  and  nuisance  to  the 
plaintiff,  his  family,  and  the  other  residents  in  his 
nouse,  insomuch  that  his  lodgers  had  complained 
and  left  him,  and  his  business  had  much  decreased. 
Consequently  in  Jan.  1872  he  filed  the  present 
bill. 

The  defendant  set  up  as  his  defence  a  prescriptive 
right  to  use  the  premises  for  stables,  and  that  the 
quantum  of  annoyance  necessarily  caused  thereby 
had  not  been  materially  increased  by  the  alter- 
ations he  had  made. 


The  nature  of  the  nuisance,  and  of  the  evidence 
adduced  by  both  parties,  sufficiently  appears  from 
the  judgments  infrd. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  having  dismissed  the 
bill  with  costs,  the  plaintiff  appealed  from  his 
decision. 

Higgins,  Q.G.  and  /.  Chester,  for  the  appellant 
— An  actionable  nuisance  has  been  proved,  and 
the  right  to  an  injunction  established.  The  evi- 
dence shows  that  prior  to  the  occupancy  by  the 
respondent,  the  whole,  or  at  least  the  front  part,  of 
the  ground  floor  was  used  as  a  coach-house,  and 
no  annoyance  resulted  therefrom  to  the  appellant, 
but  that  the  alterations  in  the  furniture,  arretn^ 
ments,  and  user  of  the  premises  have  caused  noise 
and  vibration  whereby  he  has  been  serioasly 
affected  and  injured  in  his  business.  No  pre- 
scriptive right  to  create  such  annoyance  has, 
therefore,  been  proved.  Nor  has  there  been 
any  such  delay  of  complaint  as  in  the  recent  case 
of  Gaunt  v.  Finney  (27  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  669; 
L.  Bep.  8  Ch.  8j  where,  the  annojranoe  being 
trifling  and  the  lapse  of  time  before  bill  filed  con- 
siderable, this  court  left  the  plaintiffs  to  their 
remedy  at  law.  Noise  alone  may  be  a  nuisance 
which  Chancery  will  restrain :  {Crump  v.  Lambert, 
17  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  133;  L.  Bep.  3  Eq.  409). 
There,  it  was  said  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls, 
"  the  real  question  in  all  the  cases  is  the  question 
of  fact,  viz.,  whether  the  annoyance  is  such  as 
materially  to  interfere  wit^  the  ordinary  comfort 
of  human  existence."  In  SoUauY,  De  Held  (2  Sim. 
N.  S.  133)  the  ringing  of  church  bells  so  as  to 
occasion  a  nuisance  to  the  plaintiff  was  restrained ; 
and  the  noise  of  bells  is  of  course  less  objectionable 
than  the  annoyance  complained  of  in  the  present 
case.  The  respondent  contends  that  the  use  of  the 
premises  as  a  stable  must  always  have  necessarily 
caused  annoyance  ;  that,  however,  is  denied  by  the 
plaintiff,  but  even  if  a  right  to  create  some  annoy- 
ance had  been  acquired  by  lapse  of  twenty  years, 
vet  the  respondent  is  not  entitled  to  considerably 
increase  that  annoyance,  as  he  has  undoubtedly 
done:  (Crossley  ana  Sons,  Limiied,  v.  Lighiowler, 
16  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  438 :  L.  Bep.  4  Ch.  478). 

Sir  Bichard  Ba^gallay,  Q.O.  (with  him  Watson), 
for  the  defendants. — A  right  to  occupy  the  ground 
floor  as  a  stable  having  been  acquired  by  twenty 
years'  user  so  that  this  court  would  not  have 
interfered  had  no  alteration  taken  place,  the  onus 
of  proving  a  nuisance  caused  by  the  alteration  is 
cast  upon  the  plaintiff :  (Baxendale  v.  McMurray, 
L.  Bep.  2  Ch.  790).  There  the  defendant  had  for 
more  than  twenty  years  discharged  into  a  stream 
the  refuse  from  his  paper  factory,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  easement  to  wnich  he  was  entitled  was  to 
be  presumed  to  be  a  right  to  discharge  the 
washings  produced  by  the  manufietcture  of  paper 
in  the  reasonable  and  proper  course  of  sudi 
manufacture,  but  not  to  increase  the  pollution,  and 
that  the  onus  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  any 
increase.  The  alteration  complained  of  is  the 
change  in  the  arrangement  in  the  stalls.  Bat 
surely  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  make  snoh 
change.  [Mellisu,  L.J. — If  vou  prove  twenty 
years^  existing  nuisance,  you  snift  tne  onus  on  to 
the  plaintiff.  Lord  Selborne,  C. — But  there  is  no 
allegation  in  your  pleading  of  a  twenty  years' 
user.  James,  L. J. — The  plamtiff  says  th^  before 
the  bill  was  filed^  there  was  a  serioos  noisft&oe 
committed  by  the  defendant.  Then  the  first  qaes* 
tion  is,  was  there  sach  a  ni^isanoeP    The  naKt* 
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a  riffht  acquired  by  lapse  of  twenty  years  P] 
The  affidavits  snow  sacn  a  user  as  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  continue.  Should  the  court  think 
there  was  no  nuisance  before  the  alteration,  then 
the  nuisance,  if  any,  is  new,  and  the  burden  will 
£all  on  the  defendant  of  proving  that  the  alter- 
ations had  no  noxious  effect.  Dord  Cairns  says, 
in  the  case  last  cited  (p.  794) :  "  Does  then  the 
use  of  a  new  raw  material  in  the  manufacture  of 
paper,  from  the  mere  circumstance  that  the 
material  is  new,  and  different  from  that  formerly 
used,  destroy  the  right  previously  possessed  by 
the  defendant,  to  discharge  polluted  water  into 
the  stream?  I  doubt  whether  the  question  on 
this  part  of  the  case  is  one  so  much  of  law  as  of 
fiu3t.  The  question  appears  to  me  to  be,  what  is 
the  right  or  easement  of  the  defendant?**  In 
this  case  his  right  is  to  use  the  premises  as  a 
stable,  and  what  is  more  reasonable  than  that  he 
should  re-arrange  the  stalls  ?  Moreover,  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  whole  ground  floor  was 
used  as  as  a  stable  for  more  than  twenty  jears, 
and  the  plaintiff  cannot  argue  that  because  it  was 
not  always  quite  full  of  horses,  and  a  carriage  was 
oocasionally  put  into  a  vacant  staU,  that  the 
chaiacter  of  the  stable  was  taken  away.  There  is 
no  dear  proof  that  the  alterations  have  caused  an 
annoyance  which  did  not  previously  exist.  And 
even  if  injury  to  the  property  may  have  been 
occasioned,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  an  injunction.  There  must  oe  action- 
able damagv.'.  **  Mere  diminution  of  value  does  not, 
per  te,  constitute  a  nuisance,"  per  Kindersley,  Y.C. 
in  SolUtu  V.  De  Held  (2  Sim.  N.  S.  158).  [James, 
LJ*. — Diminution  in  value  by  that  which  is  not  a 
nuisance  is  of  course  not  actionable.  Lord  Sel- 
BORKB,  Ii.C. — Beine  dani/num  eine  injuria.']  And 
see  _per  Bacon,  V.C.  in  Harrison  v.  Oood  (24 
L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  263;  L.  Rep.  11  Eq.  353). 
Suppose  a  doctor  by  giving  charitable  medical 
advice  attracted  crowds  of  the  poor  to  his  door, 
thereby  injuriously  affecting  his  neighbour's 
lodging  house,  would  the  court  grant  an  in- 
junction P  Surely  not.  That  mere  increase  of 
business  causing  annoyance  will  not  found  an 
injunction  is  evident  from  Baxendale  v.  McMurray 
{sup.).  Then  if  mere  diminution  in  value  of  the 
property  affected  is  not  sufficient,  nor  mere  in- 
crease of  business,  neither  is  a  change  in  the  mode 
of  carrying  on  that  business,  as  the  case  last  cited 
proves.  Suppose  a  too  musical  neighbour  were  to 
alter  the  position  of  his  piano  so  as  to  place  it 
•gainst  the  party  wall  of  my  house,  and  thereby 
oanse  annoyance  to  me  which  1  had  not  suffered 
when  it  stood  in  a  more  distant  part  of  the  room ; 
or  that  he  began  to  ^ve  constant  parties  and 
cansed  a  stream  of  carriages  to  drive  to  and  from 
bis  door  at  late  hours  past  mine  ;  the  court 
wonld  not  restrain  him  from  playing  his  piano  or 
being  hospitable.  [James,  L.J. — For  neighbours 
most  mutually  bear  and  forbear.]  Then  pass  to 
thecaseof  business  premises ;  suppose  the  entrance 
to  a  large  shop  being  formerly  in  a  side  street,  a 
new  door  was  opened  into  the  main  street  beside 
mine,  and  the  now  of  customers  was  an  increase 
of  the  annovance  to  me.  As  in  such  instances,  so 
here  there  is  a  clear  rigut  to  continue  to  use  these 
premises  as  stables,  and  any  excess  of  annoyance 
caosed  by  the  alterations  complained  of  does  not 
take  away  any  soch  right.  No  case  of  actionable 
nniaanoe  is  made  oat.  The  architects  who  gave 
•ome  erldenoe  as  experts  are  not  authorities  on 


acoustics.    Moreover,  these  alterations  were  oom- 

Elete  in  March  1871,  and  ten  months  elapsed 
efore  the  filing  of  the  bill.  There  was,  therefore, 
a  delay  in  complaining  which  shows  the 
injury  was  not  serious.  [Melllsh,  L.J. — K  there 
is  any  doubt  about  the  nuisance,  should  we  not 
send  the  question  to  a  jury?]  It  is  not  now 
necessary  to  do  so,  for  the  court  can  deal  with  it : 
(Inchhald  v.  Bobinsan,  20  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  259 ; 
L.  Eep.  4  Ch.  388).  There  was  annoyance  for 
twenty  years,  but  no  actionable  nuisance,  and  the 
effect  of  the  alterations  has  not  been  to  make  the 
nuisance  actionable.    They  also  cited 

Croaaley  and  Sons  (Limited)  y.  LightowleTf  16  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.  S.  438;  L.  Bep.  3  £q.  281. 

Without  calling  for  a  reply. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Solborne)  said:  With 
great  deference  to  the  iudgment  of  the  court 
below,  I  must  acknowledge  for  my  part  that  I 
have  been  from  an  early  part  of  the  argument, 
^and  still  am,  unable  to  perceive  that  there  is  really 
any  material  contradiction  in  the  evidence  as  to 
any  really  material  question  of  fact  in  the  cause. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  has  proved 
what  it  was  his  duty  to  prove,  and  that  the 
defendant  has  attempted  to  meet  only  by  raising 
issues  not  really  relevant  to  the  case.  The  alleged 
nuisance  is  committed  on  the  ground  floor  of  the 
street  front  of  the  defendant's  house  in  Green- 
street,  next  door  to  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house, 
used  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  private  hotel,  by  which, 
as  he  alleges,  he  has  lost  his  livelihood.  The 
nuisance  is  said  to  be  this,  viz.,  that  the  defendant 
in  the  year  1871,  within  a  year  of  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  constructed  or  reconstructed  certain  stables 
on  the  front  ground  floor  of  his  house,  adjoining 
the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house  in  the  same  street, 
with  iron  mangers  fastened  against  the  part^  wall, 
dividing  them  from  the  best  room  in  the  plaintiff's 
house,  and  that  his  horses'  heads  being  fastened 
to  the  manger,  at  right  angles  to  the  wall,  with 
iron  chains  attached  to  tne  iron  mangers,  a 
noise  and  vibration  is  caused  when  the  horses 
move,  the  other  fittings  of  the  stable  being  such 
as  to  enhance  the  noise  made  by  the  horses,  and 
to  conduct  it  through  and  affect  the  party  wall ; 
all  that  being,  as  alleged  by  the  bill  ana  proved  by 
evidence  to  be,  a  new  state  of  things  created 
by  the  defendant  in  1871,  for  the  bill  is  express  on 
this  point,  and  the  plaintiff  swears  in  the  same 
words  **  that  the  late  Mr.  Sh^^ard,  the  previous 
occupier,  kept  seventeen  horse:  in  the  same 
stables,  whicn  did  not  extend  the  length  of  the 
street,  but  were  more  to  the  lefl,  as  stated  in 
the  bill ;  that  they  were  never  in  any  respect  a 
nuisance  or  annoyance  to  the  plaintiff  or  his 
lodgers,  and  did  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  the 
quiet  of  Green-street,  or  to  the  inhabitants 
therein."  Sir  Richard  Baggallay  has  contested 
the  effect  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  and  says  that 
statement  is  not  airectly  verified  by  any  one  but 
the  plaintiff ;  but  no  one  can  know  better  than  the 
plaintiff  as  to  the  matter  in  question,  and,  if  his 
oath  is  uncontradicted,  why  should  he  not  be 
believed  P  I  myself  find  nothing  to  impeach  his 
testimony.  He'  has  been  cross-examinea,  yet  not 
a  question  put  to  him  tending  to  show  that  there 
was,  before  the  changes,  any  nuisance  to  the 
lodgers,  or  any  interference  with  No.  18,  Green- 
street,  unless  horses  kept  against  the  party  wall 
must  necessarily  produce  a  nuisance,  which  in  my 
judgment  is  not  the  case.    Then  \^<^  q^<^\Iv^'^\% 
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now  as  to  the   effect  of   the   alterations.      The 
plaintiff  says,    "This    is   perfectly    raining   me. 
I  cannot  get  ray  living.    I  cannot  let  my  house  as 
before.     Some  lodgers  who  came  go  away  express- 
ing their  dissatisfaction  with  the  noises  they  hear  "; 
and  the  very  last  thing  brought  out  in  re-examin- 
ation upon  this  8ubie<*.t  was  that  the  plaintiff  said, 
"  There  is  a  great  difference  as  to  the  number  of 
occupants  of  my  house  between  the  present  year 
and  1870.     In  1870  I  was  letting  for  twelve  and 
fourteen  guineas  a  week,  and  I  have  been  letting 
during  last  year  at  only  four  guineas.     During 
1871  the  usual  prices  for  my  house  during  the 
season  were  ten,  twelve,  or  fourteen  guineas  a 
week,  sometimes  more,  sometimes  less.    I  have 
had  an  application  in  answer  to  my  advertisements 
this  year  where  the  applicant  gave  as  a  reason  for 
not  coming  the  noise  of  horses  against  the  dining- 
room."      Now,  such   objections   had   never  been 
taken  prior  to   1871.    Another  deponent  proves 
the  same  thing,  viz.,  the  particular  acts  done  by 
the  defendant  causing  the  noises  felt  as  nuisances 
which  have  deterred    lodgers   from    taking   the 
house.    We  have  also  the  evidence  (not  of  persons, 
indeed,  who  knew  the  house  before  and  after  the 
alterations,  but)  of  perfectly  volunteer  witnesses 
who  prove,  in  point  of  fact,  the  state  of  things  in 
the  house  before  the  alterations,  and  the  state  of 
things  after.    Four  witnesses,  gentlemen  about 
whose  credit  no  doubt  can  be  suggested,  who  at 
different  times  in  the  years  1864,  1869,  and  1870 
were  lodgers  for  a  considerable  time  in  the  plain- 
tiff's house  under  such  circumstances  with  respect 
to  the  health  of  themselves  or  their  families  as 
would    have    made    noise    important    to    them, 
all  positively  declare  there  was  no  nuisance  or 
annoyance  affecting  the  house.      On  the  other 
hand,  there  is  the  evidence  of  two  witnesses  of  the 
same  class  and  character  since  the  alterations,  one 
of  whom  was  actually  driven  from  the  house  by 
the  nuisance  long  before  he  intended  otherwise  to 
have  gone,  and  others  say  their  sleep  was  so  much 
disturbed  they  could  hardly  get  any  rest  at  all. 
Therefore,   we    have  in  evidence  that  which  is 
absolutely  uncontradicted,  and  nothing  adduced  in 
opposition  but  some  evidence  to  show  that  horses 
were  kept  in  all  parts  of  the  s babies  previously  to 
the  alterations.     Suppose  the  testimony  as  to  that 
had  gone  to  the  highest  point — what  does  it  amount 
to?    Neither  the  defendant  nor  any  witnesses  say 
either  th  :t  that  amounted  to  a  nuisance,  or  that  the 
arrangements  as  to  the  horses  were  the  same  then 
as  now,  and  there  is  the  evidence  of  two  witnesses, 
who  not  only   say  there  is  an  intolerable  noise 
which  relates  to  tne  present,  and  not  to  the  past 
state  of  things,  but  also  that  the  change  in  the 
sfallSf  and  the  position  of  the  horses*  heads,  now 
set  against  the  party  wall  (whereas  at  first  there 
was  only  one  horse  with  his  head  standing  at  right 
angles  to  the  party  wall),  and  all  these  sonorous 
appliances,  are  likely  to  cause  noises  not  heard 
before.    The  true  result  of  the  evidence  appears  to 
me  to  be  that  there  never  was  more  than  one  horse 
kept  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  in  any  sense  in 
contact  with  the  plaintiff's  wall,  but  supposing 
there  had  been  a  horse  kept  in  a  different  manner 
so  as  to  enhance  the  annoyance,  it  is  not  to  be 
inferred  that  it  would  create  a  'nuisance.    This 
case  presents  all  the  circumstances  which  in  cases 
of   this  kind  would  entitle  the   plaintiff  to  an 
iig unction.     With  regard  to  the  Questions  of  law 
//?  the  case  I  shall  say  very  little,  because  in  these 


cases  the  questions  are  eminently  questions  of  tact 
rather  than  law.  But  I  desire  to  say  so  much  as 
this,  that  I  apprehend  that  in  making  out  a  case  of 
nuisance  of  this  character  there  are  always  two 
things  to  be  considered — one  is  the  right  of  the 

?laintiff  and  the  other  is  the  right  of  the  defendant. 
f  houses  adjoining  each  other  are  so  built  that 
from  the  commencement  of  their  existence  it  is 
manifest  that  each  adjoining  inhabitant  intended 
to  enjoy  his  own  property  for  the  ordinary 
purposes  for  which  each  of  the  different  parts  of 
it  was  constituted,  then  it  is  not  anything  done  by 
one  party  which  is  an  anno3rance  that  can  be 
regarded  in  law  as  a  nuisance  which  the  other 

Earty  has  a  right  to  prevent.  But,  on  the  other 
and,  if  either  party  turns  his  house,  or  any 
portion  of  it,  to  unusual  purposes,  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  produce  a  substantial  injury  to  his 
neighbour,  it  appears  to  me  that  this  is  not  ac- 
cording to  principle  or  authority  a  reasonable  use 
of  his  own  property,  and  his  neighbour,  showine 
that  substantial  injury,  is  entitled  to  protection.  I 
do  not  regard  it  as  a  reasonable  or  as  a  osual  mode 
of  using  the  front  portion  of  a  dwelling-house  in 
such  a  street  as  Green -street  that  it  shonld  be 
used  for  the  purposes  of  stables  for  horses,  and  if 
it  is  so  used,  which  may  and  can  be  done  withoat 
creating  a  nuisance,  it  is  the  bounden  duty  of  the 

Eropnetor  to  take  care  that  it  is  so  used  as  not  to 
e  a  substantial  annoyance  detrimental  to  the 
comfort  or  to  the  value  of  his  neighbour's  property. 
In  my  judgment  that  which  is  unreasonable  and 
unusual  has  been  done  here.  It  is  proved  that  the 
defendant  has  committed  a  substantial  interference 
with  the  comfort  and  value  of  the  neighbooiing 
property,  and  I  think  a  decree  ought  to  be  made 
for  an  injunction,  and  an  inquiir  directed  as  to 
damages  as  asked  by  the  bill,  with  coste. 

Lo^  Justice  Mellisu. — I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  I  will  first  consider  whether  if  this  case 
had  been  tried  at  law,  an  action  for  a  nuisance 
could  have  been  maintainedby  the  plaintiff  against 
the  defendant,  and  then,  if  such  action  could  have 
been  maintained  at  law,  whether  there  is  any 
reason  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  a  remedy 
in  this  court.  If  the  case  had  been  tried  at  law, 
the  pleadings  must  have  raised  distinctly  the  issues 
which  would  be  material  for  the  determination  of 
the  case.  In  the  first  place,  the  plaintiff  of  course 
would  have  had  to  show  in  his  declaration  what 
the  nuisance  was  of  which  he  complained.  That 
would  have  been  denied  by  the  defendant  under 
the  plea  of  "  Not  Guilty,"  and  the  burden  of  proof 
would  have  been  on  the  plaintiff  to  make  out  that 
the  defendant  had  committed  an  actionable  nuis- 
ance. Then  the  defendant,  in  addition  to  the  plea 
of  "  Not  Guilty,"  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case  would  no  aoubt  have  pleaded  that  he  and  the 
occupiers  of  his  premises  had  for  a  period  of 
twenty  years  been  accustomed  as  of  right  to 
commit  the  alleged  nuisance  in  the  same  way  that 
the  defendant  had  committed  it.  In  answer  to 
that,  the  plaintiff  would  of  course  have  traversed 
and  denied  that,  and  he  might  in  addition  have 
new  assigned  that,  even  although  the  defendant 
might  have  acquired  a  prescriptive  right  to 
commit  such  a  nuisance,  yet  he  had  committed  a 
nuisance  in  excess  of  the  right  which  he  had 
acquired.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  in  thii 
case  to  consider  whether  there  has  been  unj 
excess,  because,  as  I  read  the  plMntiff*8  biU»  i^ 
does  not  allege  that  if  the  defenduit  had 
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t  to  commit  a  naisance,  there  has  been  any 
u  He  puts  his  case  on  this — that,  previous 
i  time  when  the  defendant  committed  the 
loe,  there  was  no  nuisance  on  the  premises 
and  the  two  issues  which  have  to  be  deter- 
l  are,  first,  does  the  plaintiff  make  out  that 
sfbndant  has  committed  an  actionable  nuis- 

and,  secondly,  if  the  plaintiff  does  make 
lat,  has  the  defendant  made  oot  that  he  is 
m1  to  commit  that  nuisance  by  reason  of  its 
y^  been  committed  by  the  occupiers  of  his 
868  as  of  right  for  a  period  of  twenty  years. 
'  opinion  (and  indeea  it  is  hardly  seriously 
I  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant),  it  is 
i  beyond  all  possible  question  that  the  de- 
it  has  committed  an  actionable  nuisance.  I 
ly  agree  with  what  has  been  said  bv  the 
uhancellor,  that  when  in  a  street  like  CTreen- 
the  ground  floor  of  a  house  is  tamed  into  a 
,  we  are  not  to  consider  the  noise  of  horses 
t  stable  in  the  same  way  as  the  noise  of  a 
forte  in  a  neighbour's  house,  or  the  noise  of 
;hbonr*s  children  in  their  nursery,  which  are 
1  yon  must  reasonably  expect  in  such  a  house, 
last  to  a  considerable  extent  put  up  with. 
8  a  sort  of  noise  that  if  it  exists  to  such  an 
t  as  materially  to  disturb  the  comfort  of  the 
ifTs  dwelling-house,  and  to  prevent  people 
Qg  at  night,  and  still  more  if  it  exists  to  such 
lent  as  seriously  to  interfere  with  his  trade 
lodging-house  keeper,  beyond  all  question 
tutes  an  actionable  nuisance.  No  doubt  the 
fact  that  the  value  of  his  premises  has  been 
3red  with,  and  that  his  right  to  let  his  rooms 
jrfered  with,  would  not  necessarily  by  itself 
that  there  was  an  actionable  nuisance.  But 
thing  complained  of  is  of  such  a  kind  as  of 
to  constitute  a  nuisance  (which  the  noise  of 
amping  of  horses  beyond  all  question  is),  if 
nuisance  of  that  kind,  and  is  proved  to  exist 
h  an  extent  as  seriously  to  diminish  the  value 
i  plaintiff's  premises,  and  seriously  to  inter- 
rith  his  right  of  letting  his  rooms,  beyond 
lestion  it  is  an  actionable  nuisance.  That 
so,  the  real  question  to  my  mind  to  be  deter- 
I  in  this  case  is,  has  the  defendant  made  out 
his  nuisance  has  been  exercised  for  a  period 
enty  years?  It  appears  to  me  very  im- 
it  to  bear  in  mina  that  the  burden  of 
ig  that  is  upon  him,  and  I  tllnk  it 
f  ought  to   be  upon  him,  because  if  pre- 

are  turned  (so  to  speak)  to  a  use  which 
b  their  natural  use,  notwithstanding  that 
scupier  of  the  house  cannot  now  complain  if 
rears  ago  the  ground  floor  of  the  adjoining 
ses  in  Ureen-street  was  turned  into  a  coach- 
,  and  adapted  for  the  purposes  of  a  gentleman 
ealt  in  horses — I  have  no  doubt  that  was  a 
inconvenience,  and  caused  damage  to  the 
8  of  the  neighbouring  houses ;  but  until  it 
te  a  nuisance — until  there  was  an  actionable 
ice — they  would  have  no  remedy  on  account 
kt  inconvenience.  Then  no  doubt  the  owner 
I  next  house  is  in  such  cases  put  in  a  great 
Itjr  as  to  when  he  should  commence  ^is  legal 
)ding8,  because,  if  he  commenced  them  too 

when  an  actionable  nuisance  cannot  be 
d,  all  the  costs  of  a  bill  in  Chancery,  or  of  an 

at  law  (bo%h  of  which  are  likely  to  be  very 
tive  because  they  involve  the  calling  of  a 
nnmber  of  witnesses),  that  whole  expense  is 
n  upon  him,  and  therefore  a  man  naturally 


waits  until  there  really  is  a  nuisance  which  he  can 
prove  beyond  all  Question,  so  that  when  he  com- 
mences his  proceedings  he  may  be  tolerably  certain 
that  he  will  be  successful.  If  he  took  the  advice 
of  any  competent  counsel,  he  would  be  advised  not 
to  commence  his  pruceedings  until  he  could  prove 
his  case  beyond  all  question,  and  therefore  we 
ought  not  to  be  too  strict  and  too  particular  when 
he  does  commence  them.  Then  the  defendant  who 
commits  the  nuisance  says,  "  Oh,  this  nuisance  has 
gone  on  for  twenty  years."  Therefore,  it  appears 
to  me  quite  right  to  throw  upon  the  defendant  the 
burden  of  proving  very  clearly  that  it  really  has 
been  committed  during  twenty  years.  Now,  in 
my  opinion,  there  is  here  actually  no  evidence  that 
this  nuisance  had  existed  for  twenty  ^ears  before 
the  filinff  of  the  bill.  And,  in  my  opinion,  if  this 
case  haa  been  tried  at  law,  it  would  have  been  the 
duty  of  the  jud^e  to  tell  the  jury  that  there  was 
no  evidence  on  that  issue  setting  up  the  right  for 
twenty  years,  and  to  direct  a  verdict  on  that  issue 
for  the  plaintiff.  What  is  the  evidence  which  on 
that  point  the  defendant  has  produced  P   for  the 

greater  part  of  the  ar^i^ment  on  the  part  of  the 
efendant  has  consist^  m  criticising  the  plaintiff's 
evidence,  not  in  showing  that  the  defendant  himself 
has  brought  forward  any  evidence  to  prove  his 
case.  Now  the  entire  evidence  he  has  brought 
forward  is  to  show  that  horses  were  kept  for  a 
period  of  upwards  of  twenty  years  in  the  immediate 
neighbourhood  of  the  plaintiff's  house  on  the 
defendant's  premises.  That  is  not  sufficiept. 
What  he  has  got  to  prove  is,  not  that  horses  have 
been  kept  for  twenty  years  on  the  defendant's 
premises  in  immediate  contiguity  to  the  plaintiff^s 

§  remises,  but  that  the  horses  have  been  kept 
nring  the  whole  period  of  twenty  years  so  as 
during  the  whole  of  that  time  to  constitute  an 
actionable  nuisance.  For  the  plaintiff  is  to  lose 
his  right  because  for  the  period  of  twenty  years  he, 
and  all  the  occupiers  of  his  premises,  having 
during  all  that  time  a  ri^ht  to  bring  an  action, 
have  omitted  to  bring  their  action.  It  appears  to 
me  that  no  one  single  witness  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  does  state  or  profess  to  state  that  the 
horses  as  kept  previously  to  the  alteration  of  the 
defendant's  premises  did  constitute  any  nuisance 
at  all,  and  the  onl^  argument  that  has  been 
adduc^  to  us  upon  it,  is  this,  that  we  must  take 
judicial  notice — that  we  must  exercise  our  own 
common  sense  on  the  subject,  and  see  that  a  nui- 
sance necessarily  must  have  followed  the  keeping 
of  horses  there.  I  have  tried  to  exercise  my 
common  sense  upon  it,  and  I  cannot  at  all  say  or 
infer  in  the  least  degree  that  it  necessarily  follows 
that  because  horses  were  kept,  even  in  the  way  in 
which  the  defendant's  witnesses  describe  them  to 
have  been  kept,  there  was  an  actionable  nuisance 
of  which  the  plaintiff  could  complain.  [His  Lord- 
ship then  commented  upon  the  evidence  and  added] 
On  the  whole,  I  am  or  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
has  most  clearly  made  out  his  case,  and  I  am  very 
clear  that  if  an  action  had  been  brousht  at  law 
there  must  have  been  a  verdict  in  his  favour. 
That  being  so,  there  cannot  be  any  doubt  that 
there  is  also  a  remedy  in  this  court.  I  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  there  may  not  be  cases  where,  although 
an  action  might  be  maintained  at  law  for  a  nuisance, 

fet  in  this  court  there  would  be  no^  remedy.  But 
must  oonfess  I  should  be  very  unWilline  indeed 
in  Buoh  a  case  as  this  to  dismiss  a  bill  ana  to  send 
the  plaintiff  tio  law,  caxiaVi^  «i  tciq^\»  \x^f^«iiri^^ 
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amount  of  litigation  by  proceeding  first  in  one 
conrt  and  then  in  another.  It  appears  to  me  that 
as  in  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  has  made  out  a 
nuisance  of  such  a  kind  as  materially  to  interfere 
with  his  livelihood,  and  to  be  of  most  serious  con- 
sequences to  him,  beyond  all  question  he  ought  to 
have  a  remedy  in  this  court  as  well  as  in  a  coart 
of  law. 

Lord  Justice  James. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same 
opinion. 

The  Lord  Chancellob  (Selbome). — ^The  form 
of  the  decree  will  be  this:  An  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from  keeping  any  horse,  or 
suffering  any  horse  to  be  on  tne  ground  floor  of 
No.  19,  Green-street,  so  as  to  occasion  any  nuisance 
to  the  plaintiff,  his  f^Eunily  and  lodgers  residing  in 
No.  18,  Green-street.  Then  direct  an  inquiry  to 
ascertain  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff 
by  reason  of  the  user  by  the  defendant  of  the  said 
building,  so  as  to  occasion  a  nuisance  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  an  order  on  the  defendant  to  pay  the 
amount  of  such  damages  when  ascertained,  and  the 
costs  of  the  suit. 

SoUcitors  for  the  appellant,  MCUer  and  MiUer, 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Wilde,  WUde, 
Berger,  and  Moore, 


BOLLS  COVBT. 

Beportod  by  G.  Wblbt  Khtg,  and  H.  Godktboi,  Eaqn., 

Barxi8terB-at*Law. 


Wednesday,  March  12, 1873. 

The  OoiaossiONERs  of  Sewebs  of  the  Oitt  of 

London  v,  Glasse. 

Oonciee  statement — Interrogatories  hy  defendant — 
Exceptions  to  answer — Disclosure   of  plcUnHff's 
evidence. 
In  a  suit  to  estahlish  rights  of  common  over  waste 
lands  within  a  certain  manor,  a  defendant  filed  a 
concise  statement  and  interrogatories,  requirina 
the  plaintiffs  to  set  forth  any  instances  in  whim 
the  rights  of  common  claimed  by  them  had  been 
exercised.     The  plaintiffs  refused  to  set  forth  the 
instances. 
Held  on  exceptions  to-  their  answer  thai  they  could 
not  be  compelled  to  answer  stuih  an  interrogatory, 
which  in  meet  would  be  disclosing  the  evidence  on 
which  their  case  was  supported.    Each  party  was 
entUled  to  informaiion  thai  would  support  his  case, 
bui  not  to  thai  which  would  support  his  oppo- 
nents case. 
This  was  a  suit  instituted  by  the   plaintiffs  on 
behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  the  owners  and 
occupiers  of  lands  and  tenements  within  the  Forest 
of  Essex  (except  the  defendants)  against  the  lords 
of  divers  manors  within  the  forest,  and  sought  to 
establish  in  favour  of  such  owners  and  occupiers 
cei^tain  rights  of  common  over  the  whole  of  the 
waste  lands  within  the  forest.    One  of  the  defen- 
dants,   James    Mills,   the  lord  of  the  manor  of 
Chigwell  and  West  Hatch,  within  the  forest,  by 
his  answer  alleged  that  rights  of  common  over  the 
waste  lands  wiUiin  his  manor  had  been  enjoyed  by 
the  tenants  thereof  only,  and  he  denied  that  the 
owners  or  occupiers  of  land  within  the  forest,  but 
not  within  the  manor,  had  ever  enjoyed  any  right 
of  common  over  the  waste  lands  of  his  manor.    He 
subsequently  filed  a  concise  statement  and  inter- 
rogatories thereon   for    the   examination   of   the 
plaintiffiB. 


The  concise  statement  contained  the  following 
paragraphs : — 

"  The  plaintiffs  deny  the  rights  of  the  several 
lords  of  the  several  manors  in  the  said  bill  men- 
tioned to  enclose  the  waste  lands  of  their  respective 
manors,  on  the  srotmd  that  such  enclosures  inter- 
fere with  the  plaintiffs'  idleged  right  of  pastare 
and  common.  But  they  do  not  state  when  the 
right  to  enclose  such  waste  lands  was  exercised  by 
the  said  lords  or  any  of  them,  or  what  attempts 
have  been  made  to  interfere  therewith  prior  to  the 
filing  of  the  plaintiff's  bill" 

"  The  rights  of  pasture  and  common  claimed  by 
the  plaintiffs  are  so  extensive  that  they  oould  not 
and  never  did  exist,  and  so  it  will  appear  if  the 
plaintiffs  will  set  forth  the  discovery  jkereioafter 
sought." 

Tue  eighth  interrogatory  was  as  follows : — 

"  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  with  regard  to  the  rights 
of  common  of  pasture  over  the  waste  lands  of  the 
said  manor  of  Chigwell  and  West  Hatch,  the  same 
have  for  all  practical  purposes  been  exclusively,  or 
to  some  and  what  extent,  enjoyed  by  the  said  free- 
holders and  copyholders  of  the  said  manor  holding 
lands  within  the  said  manor,  and  by  no  other  per- 
sons f  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  no  owner  or  oocnpier 
of  land  within  the  said  forest,  but  not  within  the 
said  manor,  have  ever  enjoyed  any  rights  of  com- 
mon of  pasture  over  the  waste  lands  of  the  said 
manor  P-  If  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  they  have,  let 
them  set  forth  any  instance  in  which  such  rights 
have  been  enjoyed,  and  by  whom,  and  when,  and 
in  respect  of  what  land,  and  where  such  land  was 
situated,  and  in  respect  of  what  cattle  or  other 
animals." 

To  this  interrogatory  the  plaintiffs  put  in  the 
following  answer : — 

"  It  is  not  the  fact  that  with  regard  to  the  riffhts 
of  common  of  pasture  over  the  waste  lands  of  the 
manor  of  Chigwell  and  West  Hatch,  the  same  have 
for  all  practi^  purposes  been  exclusively  enjoyed 
by  the  said  freeholders  and  copyholders  of  the  said 
manor  holding  lands  within  the  said  manor,  and  by 
no  other  persons.  We  do  not  know  or  admit  thi& 
the  freeholders  and  copyholders  of  the  said  manor, 
or  either  of  them,  have  in  those  characters  respec- 
tively any  such  right  of  common  of  pasture,  or,  if 
they  have,  to  what  extent  they  or  either  of  them 
have  enjoyed  the  same.  It  is  not  the  fact  that  no 
owners  or  occupiers  of  land  within  the  said  forest, 
but  not  within  the  said  manor,  have  ever  enjoyed 
any  right  of  common  of  pasture  over  the  waste 
lands  of  the  said  manor ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  we 
aUege  that  such  owners  and  occupiers  have  enioyed 
such  right ;  and  as  to  that  part  of  the  said  defen- 
dant's eighth  interrogatory  in  which  we'  are  re- 
(^uired  to  set  forth  any  instance  in  which  such 
rights  have  been  enioyed,  and  by  whom  and  when, 
and  in  respect  of  what  land  and  where  such  land 
was  situated,  and  in  respect  of  what  cattle  or  other 
animals,  we  say  that  the  said  particulars  form  part 
of  the  evidence  which  we  shall  adduce  at  the  hear- 
ing of  this  cause  in  support  of  our  said  claim ;  and 
we  submit  that  at  this  stage  of  the  cause  we  are 
not  bound  to  set  forth,  and  accordingly  we  refose 
to  set  forth,  the  same." 

The  defendant,  James  Mills,  filed  ezoeptiona  to 
this  answer,  "  for  that  the  said  plaintiffs,  though 
alleging  in  and  by  their  said  answer  that  it  is  not 
the  fact  that  no  owners  or  occupiers  of  land  within 
the  said  forest  in  their  pleadings  mentuMied,  but 
not  within  the  manor  of  Chigwell  and  West  Qatolia 
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hu  arer  eojoyed  any  risbt  of  commoD  of  pastare 
over  the  waste  landa  of  urn  said  manor,  have  not  in 
md  br  their  said  answer,  aocording  to  the  best  of 
their  knowled^,  information,  and  oetief,  set  forth 
maj  instance  in  which  snch  rights  had  been  en- 
jojed,  and  bj  whom  and  when,  and  in  respect  of 
what  land  oiul  where  such  land  was  sitoated,  and 
in  raapeot  of  what  cattle  or  other  onimBla." 

Soiilhgatt,  Q.C.  and  W.  F.  Robinton  referred  to 
Hiifimm  y.  Potim  (L.  Bep.  4  Gh.  673),  part  of  the 
head  note  to  which  if  as  follows : — "  InteiroRatories 
for  the  examination  of  a  plaintiff  are  on  a  difFerent 
footing  &om  those  for  the  examination  of  a  defen- 
dant, u  this  respect,  that  a  plainCifi  is  not  entitled 
to  discovery  of  the  defendant  s  cose,  but  a  defendant 
mayaskanyquMtions  tending  to  destroy  the  pl^n- 
tifi^B  case.  Tney  relied  chiefly  upon  the  passage  in 
the  judgment  of  Lord  Justice  GiSard  in  that  case, 
where  he  said,  "  As  regards  the  case  of  i'aiaT.£Z«y, 
it  mtut  be  always  remembered  that  that  was  the 
case  of  a  plaintiff  exhibiting  interrogatoriea  to  a 
defendant,  and  it  was  there  neld  that  the  plaintiff 
ooold  not  call  on  the  defendant  to  net  forth  the 
pftrtioalara  of  his  defence.  Bnt  when  you  come  to 
the  case  of  a  defendant  asking  questions  of  a  plain- 
tiff, it  is  a  very  difibreut  thing.  It  is  the  defen- 
dant's business  to  destroy  the  plaintiff's  cose ; 
and  therefore  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  ask  all 

aaeations  which  are  fairly  calculated  to  show  that 
le  patent  is  not  a  good  patent,  or  that  what  he 
^%es  to  be  an  infHngement  is  not  an  infringe- 

Jotkua  WiUiajM,  Q.C,  Fry,  Q.C,  Speed,  and 
W.  B.  FUker,  for  the  plaintiffs,  were  not  called 

Lord  BoviLLT  said  that  he  considered  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  to  discovery  to  be 
reciprocaL  Each  was  entitled  to  know  everything 
that  was  in  his  own  favour,  but  not  anything  which 
would  SDpport  his  opponent's  case.  He  was  en- 
titled to  know  what  nis  opponent's  case  was,  bnt 
he  waa  not  entitled  to  know  what  evidence  he 
relied  on.  If  the  defendant  had  alleged  that  there 
were  instances  in  which  the  right  sot  up  by  the 
plaintiffs  had  been  successfully  resisted,  and  had 
interrogated  the  plaintiffs  as  to  such  instances, 
they  would  have  been  bound  to  answer.  The 
oxeeptions  wonld  be  overmled  with  costs. 

Bolicitora,  Dntee,  Sons,  and  Jackson ;  Home  and 
Hunter. 


V.C   BACOS'B  COUB.T. 

B^grt*!  b;  tlia  Hon.  RmimT  Bdtub  ud  T,  QoDLD, 
£•(].,  BuTiitan-ftt-L«ir. 

March  18  and  19, 1873. 

Bioo  v.  Uatob,  Ac,  of  Lohdou. 

PdriMHiMntary  pow0r« — Depreaiion  of  trade — 

Semale  damages. 

A  eorporation  being  authorised  by  Act  of  Farlia- 

r  level  a  ttreetjor  the  'purpose  of 

t  of  Iheir  operations,  virong- 

-fe  house, 

hem  open 

amd  txposed.  They  aleo,  in  the  eowse  of  their. 
tporb,  pa/rtiaUy  st<>pped  the  traffie  along  the 
ftnet.  An  imjunction  honing  been  obtained  re- 
•froMMNO  Ote  eorporalion  from  cutting  into  the 
pktmtjgrt  eeliart,  vrilh  an  inquiry  at  to  damaatt, 
aid  that,  lOAoagk  Hit  plaintiff  was  mtiOed  to 


tent  to  slop  up  ot 
\«irAii,mikeco 


damages  for  the  siraetural  injury  to  his  ceSari, 

he  uo*  no<  entitled  to   damages  for  depression 

caused  to  his  trade  by  reason   of  the  diJi(Mlty  of 

access  to  his  shop,  it  not  being  shown  that  the  de- 

preseion  arose  from  the  virongful,  as  distinguiehed 

from  the  (withomed,  act  of  the  defendants. 

Whether  if  the  plaintiff  had  shown  thai  the  depret- 

sum  was  partly  caused  by  the  wrongful   ait  he 

would  have  been    entitled  to  any  sach  further 

damages,  queers. 

Br  the  Holbom  Valley  Improvement  (Additional 

Works)  Acts  1867,  the  Corporation  of  the  City  of 

London  were  authorised  to  stop  up,  appropriate, 

alter,  or  use  for  the  purposes  of  their  Act  certain 

streets  and  ways,  including  Thavics  Inn. 

The  plaintiff  Bi^g  was  the  owner,  and  Adkins 
the  leasee  uader  him,  of  a  house  and  shop.  No.  4 
Thavies  Inn,  part  of  which  consisted  of  cellars 
extending  under  the  roadway  of  the  Inn.  The 
shop  was  occupied  by  the  pltuntiff  Adkins  in  his 
trade  as  a  silversmith. 

In  pursuance  of  their  powers,  the  defendants 
began  to  lower  the  roadway  of  the  Inn,  but  in  so 
domg  they  cat  into  and  took  possession  of  the 
cellars  forming  part  of  No.  4.  The  surface  of  the 
roadway,  as  proposed  to  be  lowered  by  the  defen- 
dants, would  be  lower  than  the  top  of  the  plain- 
tiff's cellars.  The  defendants,  in  the  course  of 
their  operations,  cnt  a  trench  of  several  feet  in 
width  across  the  roadway,  thas  leaving  the  cellars 
exposed.  They  also,  byreuson  of  their  operations, 
interfered  with  traffic  along  the  roadway  of  the 
Inn,  by  which  access  to  the  shop  was  impeded. 
On  the  14th  April  1870,  the  plaintiffs  filed  a  bill 
to  restrain  the  defendants  from  prosecuting  their 
works  through  the  cellars  or  any  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' house  until  the  purchaae  money  or  compen- 
sation should  have  been  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
pr^ed  an  inquiry  as  to  damages. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  cause  on  the  23rd  Jan. 
1872  the  court  granted  the  injunction,  and  directed 
on  inqnir;  as  to  damages.  As  to  the  damages 
caused  by  the  depression  to  his  business,  the 
plaintiff  Adkins,  by  hisaffidavit,  stated  as  follows: — 
1  say  thkt  the  nttnre  of  the  defendantB'  works  Kiid  their 
condnot  hu  bid  &  teDdencyto  depreeB  tha  trade  in  Tbavies 
Idd.  I  ua  pTepared  to  eliov  a  lose  o[  profite  ia  busiaew 
of  300/,  I  h*ve  been  mide  ttwnre  of  tlie  tut  of  former 
caetomers  in  the  ret&il  Inde  being  cojinizuit  of  (be  circnm- 
stance  of  the  defendaute'  works,  and,  flndiug  o  difficulty  of 
■ocesa  to  the  house,  bava  oeased  to  ooulot  the  ordeTs  Ihey 
hod  hiUierto  oouferrod  upon  me. 

The  chief  clerk  by  his  certificate  assessed  the 
damages  sustained  by  the  defendant,  Adkins,  at 
the  snm  of  470Z.  as  follows : 

1.  Lou  gnatainod  b;  the  plaintiff,  Adktni,  b;  £  t.  d. 
reuon  of  pan  of  bis  stock-iu-tnde  reqairiug 

Teailvering,  aod  cleaning,  Sc      50    0    0 

a.  ReconatnictioD  of  cpllare 70    0    0 

(d  a  hablUble  coD^tloD 200    0    0 

4-  For  d^reeeion  of  the  trade  carrted  ou  by 
the  plaintiff,  Uenry  Adldns,  cauBud  by  the  d»- 
feadaate'  works      150    0    0 

£470    0    0 
This  was  »  summons  to  vary  the  chief  clerk's 
certificate  so  far  as  it  gave  the  plaintiff,  Adkins, 
damages  for  the  loss  caused  to  him  in  bis  trade. 

Kay,  Q.C,  MiUer,  Q.C,  and  Watson,  in  support 
of  the  summons. 

The  corporation  had  power  by  their  Act  to  alter 
the  level  of  the  roadway,  and  the  plaintiff  does  not 
Bay  that  the  depression  to  his  haska£a&  *««&  csmosmL 
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by  anjthinff  but  the  lawful  intermption  of  the 

traffic  which  was  an  authorised  act  on  our  part. 

The  damage  to  the  cellars  is  a  different  matter,  for 

which  separate  damages  are  given.     Any  damage 

arising  from  the  stoppage  of  the  traffic  is  common 

to  all  who  live  in  the  street.    But  whether  the 

depression  arises  from  our  rightful  or  wronefal 

act  it  is  a  damage  too  remote.     That  is  decided  in 

RickeUi  t.  MetropolUan  RaUwaif  Comnanv^  L.  Bep.  2 
Eng.  ft  Jr.  App.  175 ;  16  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8.  642,  S.  C, 
5  Beet  ft  S.,  149. 

They  cited  also : — 

Bnmd  y.  Hauunernmith  Railway  Companjf^  L.  Bep.  4  Eng. 
A  Jr.  App.  171 ;  21  L.  T.  N.  8. 288. 

of  Glasgow  Unkm  BaUwm  Compamjf  t.  HwUer,  L. 
3p.  2  App.  Sootoh  A  Div.  7& 

Amphlettf  Q.C.,  and  Phear  for  the  plaintiff. — 
The  corporation  were  acting  beyond  their  powers 
in  cutting  through  the  cellars,  and  are,  therefore, 
responsible  just  as  any  other  person.  The  cases 
establish  only  that  depression  of  trade  alone  is  not 
a  subject  for  compensation.    They  referred  to — 

Wilhs  Y.  Hwfferjord  Marhet  Can^pany^  2  Biog.  N.  C. 

281; 
Glover  y.  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Company,  16  Q.  B. 

912. 

The  Yice-Ghancbllor  said  that  the  law  was 
settled  that  such  damages  as  those  arising  from 
depression  in  business  caused  by  the  lawful 
exercise  of  parliamentary  powers  were  too  remote, 
and  compensation  could  not  be  obtained.  All  the 
inhabitants  of  Thavies  Inn  had  as  much  right  as 
the  plaintiff  to  claim  such  compensation.  The 
plaintiff  had  not  shown  that  the  depression  in  his 
Dusiness  arose  firom  the  unlawful  act  of  the  cor- 
poration as  distinguished  from  the  lawful  exercise 
of  their  parliamentary  powers.  But  even  if  he 
could  have  separated  a  part  of  the  alleged  loss  in  his 
business,  and  shown  that  it  arose  from  the  wrong- 
ful act  of  the  corporation,  he  doubted  whether  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  compensation.  The 
chief  clerk*s  certificate  must  be  varied  by  dis- 
allowing the  fourth  item.  No  order  as  to  the  oosts 
of  the  summons. 

Plaintiffs*  solicitors.  Prior,  Bigg,  and  Co. 
Defendants'   solicitor,  T,  J,  Nelson,  city  soli- 
citor. 


Feb,  15  and  18.  and  March  1, 1873. 

Be  Batekan*s  Trusts. 

Felon's  goods — Colonial  conviction  —  Forfeilure — 

Prerogative  of  Crown, 

A  person  entitled  to  a  legojcy  to  he  paid  to   him 
at  twenty-one  was,  while  under  that  age,  con- 
victed of  felony  in  this  country,  and  after  attain* 
ing  that  age  was  again  convicted  of  felony  in 
New  South  Wales, 
Held,  that  the  lega^yy  would  have  been  forfeited  by 
the  colonial  convCctiojis  had  it  not  been  already 
forfeited  by  the  convietion  in  England, 
This  was  a  petition  for  the  transfer  to  the  Crown 
of  certain  sums  of  stock  which  had  been  paid  into 
court  under  the  following  circumstances : 

Thomas  Bateman,  by  his  will  made  in  1814,  gave 
a  sum  of  3000{.  Bank  Annuities  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and  ader  her  decease  he  gave  the  same  to  his 
grandchildren,  Arthur  and  Alfred  Bryer,  to  be 
transferred  to  them  on  their  respectively  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  he  directed  the 
income  in  the  meantime  to  be  applied  for  or 
to  frauds  their  maintenance,   with    gifts  over  in 


default  of  their  respectively  attaining  the  age  of 
twenty-one. 

The  testator  also  gave  a  moiety  of  his  recridoarr 
estate  to  be  divided  equally  h>etween  his  aiua 
grandchildren  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  aaine 
manner  as  the  preceding  gift. 

The  testator  died  in  1820,  and  his  widow  died  in 
1837. 

Alfred  Bryer,  who  was  bom  in  1805,  was  on  the 
20th  June,  1825,  convicted  of  felony  at  the  Old 
Bailey,  but  sentence  was  not  recorded  on  his  rela- 
tions undertaking  to  send  him  out  to  New  South 
Wales  for  a  term  of  seven  years.  While  there  he 
was  three  times  convicted  of  penal  offenoes,  and 
sentenced  to  certain  terms  of  imprisonment.  In 
1842  he  received  a  certificate  of  freedom,  sinoe 
which  time  he  had  not  been  heard  of,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  in  1872,  his  brother,  Arthur  Bryer, 
took  out  letters  of  administration  to  his  estate. 

The  trustees  of  the  will  being  in  doubt  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  convictions  upon  the  interest  of 
Alfred  Bryer  under  the  will,  paid  the  fund  to 
which  he  was  entitled,  amounting  to  about  12,000L 
Bank  Annuities,  into  court,  under  the  Trnstoe 
Belief  Act. 

Hemming,  on  behalf  of  the  Grown. — By  the  con- 
viction of  Alfred  Bryer  at  the  Old  Bailey  all  his 
property,  whether  vested  in  possession  or  not, 
oecame  forfeited  to  the  Grown  (Be  Thomp»on*s 
Trusts,  22  Beav.  506;  28  L.  T.  Rep.  O.  S.  57) ;  but 
even  if  it  were  not  so,  the  subsequent  convictions  in 
New  South  Wales  after  the  fund  had  come  into 
possession  would  have  worked  a  forfeiture. 

Swanston,  Q.  C.  and  Stirling,  for  Arthur  Bryer. 
— The  interest  which  Alfred  Bryer,  took  under  the 
will  of  his  grandfather,  not  being  in  nosseesion  at 
the  time  of  the  conviction  at  the  Old  Bailey,  was 
not  thereby  forfeited :  (Stokes  v.  Holden,  1  Keen, 
145.)    The  Grown  is  not  entitled  to  the  goods  of 
felons  in  the  colonies.    Forfeiture   for  felony  is 
simply  a  feudal  law,  and  the  forfeiture  is  not  neces- 
sarily to  the  Grown,  but  to  the  next  lord  above  the 
felon,  which  in  this  case  would  be  the  Golonial 
Government  and  not  the  Grown  in  England.     In 
some  cases  corporations  are  entitled  to  the  felon's 
goods :  (Staunford  on  Prerogative,  45 ;  Yorke  on 
Forfeiture,  92.)     Golonists  carry  with  them  only 
such  of  the  laws  of  the  mother  country  as  are 
required  b^  the  state  of  the  country  to  which  they 
go,  and  it  is  for  the  Grown  to  show  that  the  law  ot' 
forfeiture  has  been  transplanted  into  Australia: 
(Attomey'Oeneral  v.  Stewart,  2  Mer.  159  n.)    It 
has  been  held  that  the  Mortmain  Act  is  not  applic- 
able to  Australia  (Whicker  v.  Hume,  7  H.  ll  G. 
124 ;  31  L.  T.  Bep.  319),  and  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple the  law  of  forfeiture  cannot  be  applied.    The 
following  authorities  were  also  referred  to : 
9  Geo.  4,  0.  83 ; 
83A34Yiot.o.23; 

Storv*8  CoDfliot  of  Laws,  o.  16,  par.  621 ; 
Blaokstone'B  Commentaries,  134 ; 
Ogden  y.  FolUott,  3  Term.  Bep.  726,  733 ; 
Emperor  of  Austria  y.  Day,  4  L.  T.  Bep.  N.8. 874| 
4M;  2Qiff.628. 

Kekewich  appeared  for  the  trustees. 

Hemming  in  reply. — Forfeiture  for  felony  is  a 
ptmishment  for  tne  offence,  and  does  not  at  all 
relate  to  the  feudal  system,  but  is  a  prerogative 
vested  in  the  Grown :  (blackstone's  Gommentaries, 
vol.  2,  p.  252 ;  Ghitty  on  Prerogative,  215.)  Goods 
are  forfeited  on  conviction,  lands  on  attainder;  and 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  interest  be  legal  or 
equitable, in  possession  or  action:  (Jarman's  Bytlia* 
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wood's  Ck>nye7anciDg,  vol.  iv.,  pp.  70,  74*.)  The 
Colonial  Oovemment  is  no  more  the  mesne  lord 
between  the  Grown  and  the  felon  than  a  minister 
of  the  Crown  in  England  is  mesne  lord  between 
them.  It  is  tme  that  in  some  places  corporations 
are  ^ititled  to  forfeitures  for  felony,  but  then  it 
is  only  by  grant  from  the  Crown.  The  Qaeen's 
prerogative  runs  as  much  in  the  colonies  as  in 
England,  and  the  Crown  is  therefore  entitled  to 
this  money. 

The  Vicb-Ohancbllor  said  : — I  have  no  doubt 
that  this  money  was  the  property  of  Alfred  Bryer 
at  the  time  of  his  conviction  at  the  Old  Bailey, 
and  therefore  that  it  is  properly  forfeited  to  the 
Crown.  It  has  been  suggested  on  behalf  of  the 
respondent  that  the  rifl^ht  of  forfeiture  to  the  Crown 
by  reason  of  the  colonial  convictions  has  not  been 
established,  and  that  the  Queen*s  prerogative  does 
not  extend  so  far  as  New  Souch  Wales ;  but  the 
arguments  which  have  been  brought  forward  in 
support  of  these  propositions  have  really  nothing 
to  do  with  the  question.  The  Queen  is  as  much 
the  Queen  of  New  South  Wales  as  she  is  the 
Queen  of  England,  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in 
saying  that  her  prerogative  is  as  valid  in  the 
colomes  as  it  is  in  this  country.  As  to  the  argu- 
ment that  the  mesne  lord  is  entitled  to  forfeitures 
for  felony,  wherever  such  rights  do  exist,  they  are 
derived  only  by  grant  from  the  Crown.  I  am, 
however,  of  opinion  that  the  legacy  was  absolutely 
vested  and  not  contingent  at  the  time  of  Alfred 
Bryer's  conviction  in  England;  and  that,  therefore, 
irrespective  of  the  colonial  convictions,  it  is  pro- 
perly forfeited  to  the  Crown. 

Solicitors  for  the  Crown,  Baven  and  Bradley, 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  F,  and  E,  Chester. 

Solicitors  for  the  trustees,  Freshfields, 


COVBT  OF  QUESV'S  BSVCE. 

B<port<d  bj  J.  Shoktt  and  M.  W.  McKillab,  Esqn. 

Barristen-at*  La  w. 


Tuesday,  Jan,  21, 1873. 

Orxbrod  V,  Thb  Blackburn  Burial  Board. 

Session — Chapelry  district — District  parish — 8ex' 
Um*s  right  to  fees — BvHal  hoards. 
A  sexton  of  a  chapelry  district  constituted  under  59 
Cfeo,  3,  c.  134,  s,  16,  which  is  afterwards  formed 
imio  a  district  parish  under  the  powers  conferred 
uponthe  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  under  ss,  11 
cmdUof  19  ^20  Vict.  c.  104,  is,by  virtue  of  the 
proviso  in  sect.  5  of  20  8f  21  Vict,  c.  81,  entitled  to 
the  fees  in  respect  of  the  burial  of  inhabitants  in 
a  huriaX  growad  provided  for  the  parish. 
Demurrer  to  a  dedaraiion  ;  there  being  also  demur- 
rers to  pleas, 
Thb  declaration  alleged  that,  whereas  the  parish 
of  Blackburn,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  comprises 
the  borough  and  township  of  Blackburn  and  several 
ontlying  townships,  and  within  the  said  parish 
there  is,  and  has  been  from  time  immemorial,  a 
Pttish  diurch  and  a  parish  chnrchvard,  and  on  all 
burials  in  the  said  parish  churchyara,  until  the  same 
was  closed  by  an  Order  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council 
bearing  date  the  Srd  July  1854,  and  made  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  16  &  17  Yict.  c.  134, 
fees  have  always  been  payable  by  the   custom 
of  tlie  said  parish  to  tne  sexton  thereof;    and 
whcrmi,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1789,  the  church 
of  Si.  John  the  Evangelist  was  built  within  the 


said  borough  and  township  as  a  chapel  of  ease  to 
the  said  parish  church,  and  the  said  church  of 
St.  John  the  Evangelist  was,  with  a  churchyard 
attached  thereto,  duly  consecrated  by  the  Bishop 
of  Chester,  within  whose  diocese  the  same  then 
lay,  on  the  31  st  July  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1789 ;  and  whereas,  by  an  Order  of  Her  Majesty 
in  Cotmcil  made  on  the  11th  Aug.  in  the  year 
of  our    Lord    1842,    upon    the   recommendation 
of  the  Commissioners  for  Building  New  Churches 
under  the  16th  section  of  the  statute  59  Ceo.  3, 
c.  134,  a  particular  district  lying  wholly  within 
the  said  borough  and  township  was  duly  assigned 
to  the  said  church  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist,  and 
by  the  said  order  in  council,  churchings,  baptisms, 
and   burials  were    authorised   to    be    performed 
therein ;  a  plan  and  description  of  the  bounds  of 
the  said  district  so  assigned  was  also  then  duly 
enrolled  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  and  regis- 
tered in  the  office  of  the  registry  of  the  said  diocese 
within  which  the  said  chapelry  district  then  lay,  as 
required  by  the  statutes  in  thf^behalf ;  and  a  copy 
of  the  said  order  in  council,  and  of  the  said  ae- 
scription  of  the  boundaries  so  assigned  as  aforesaid, 
was  inserted  in  the  London  Gazette  on  the  20th 
day  of  September  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1842. 
And  the  plaintiff  says  that  from  and  after  the  said 
last-mentioned  order  in  council,  and  until  the  Ist 
day  of  May  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1855,  when,  by 
another  Order  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  bearing 
date  3rd  Julv  in    the  year   of  our  Lord  1854, 
and  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute 
1<5  &  17  Vict.  c.  134,  the    said    churchyard  of 
St.  John  the  Evangelist   was   (with  certain  ez* 
ceptions  therein  mentioned)  closed,  the  said  last- 
mentioned  churchyard  was  the  churchyard  of  the 
said  chapelry  district  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist, 
and  for  all  burials  therein,  from  the  consecration 
thereof  as  aforesaid,  until  the  same  was  closed  as 
aforesaid,  fees  were  paid    and    received    by  the 
sexton  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  church  and 
chapelry  district  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist ;   and 
the  plaintiff  says  that  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1845    the    defendants    duly    became,    under    the 
provisions   of  the  statutes  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85, 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  134,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  87,  18  &  19 
Vict.  cc.   78  and  128,  and  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  81, 
a  burial  board  for  the  said  borough  and  town- 
ship, the  said  borough  and  township  being  then, 
and    having    since    continued    to    be,    and    still 
being  a  place  liaving  separate  overseers  of  poor 
and    separately  maiutainmg  its    own   poor;   and 
the  defendants  afterwards,  under  the   provisions 
of    the    said    statutes    15    &    16  Vict.    c.  85, 
16    A    17  Vict.   0.    134,    17   A   18  Vict.  c.  87, 
18  &  19  Vict.  cc.  78  and  128,  and  20  A  21  Vict, 
c.  81,  duly  provided  a  burial  ground  for  the  said 
borough  and  township,  which  said  last-mentioned 
burial  ground   (except    the    portion    thereof  not 
intended  to  be  consecrated)   was,  with  a  chapel 
erected  thereon,    afterwards,    to    wit    upon    the 
20th  June  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1857,  duly 
consecrated  by  the  Bishop  of  Manchester,  within 
whose  diocese  the  same  then  lay,  for  the  purpose  of 
interments  therein  in  accordance  with  the  rites 
of  the  Church  of  England.  And  the  plainiiff  further 
says  that   afterwards,  to    wit  on  the  9th  April 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1866,  he  was  duly  appointed 
and  has  since  continued  to  be  sexton  of  the  said 
chapelry  district;  and  since  the  plaintiff's  said 
appointment  as  sexton  the  remains  of  inhabitants 
01  the  said  chapelry  district  have  bo^n.  Vyoccv^  Sxl 
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the  consecrated  portion  of  the  barial  groand  pro- 
vided by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid.  And,  id- 
thongh  the  plaintiff  has  always  been  ready  and 
willing  to  perform,  and  offered  to  perform  and  ex- 
ercise, the  same  dnties  and  functions  in  respect  of 
the  barial  of  the  remains  of  inhabitants  of  tne  said 
chapelry  district  in  the  consecrated  portion  of  the 
banal  groand  provided  by  the  defendants  as  afore- 
said, and  has  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  receive  the 
same  fees  on  such  burials  as  the  plaintiff's  prede- 
cessors in  office  as  sextons  of  the  said  chapelry 
district  previously  performed  and  exercised  and 
received  in  respect  of  the  burial  of  the  remains  of 
inhabitants  of  the  said  chapelry  district  in  the 
said  churchyard  of  the  said  chapelry  district  until 
the  same  was  closed  as  aforesaid,  yet  the  defen- 
dants have,  since  the  plaintiff's  said  appointment 
as  sexton,  wrongly  and  improperly  prevented, 
and  still  prevent,  the  plaintiff  from  performing 
and  exercising  the  said  duties  and  functions  as 
sexton,  or  any  duties  and  fanctions  as  sexton,  in 
respect  of  the  burial  of  the  remains  of  inhabitants 
of  the  said  chapelry  district  in  the  consecrated 

Sortion  of  the  burial  ground  provided  by  the 
efendants  as  aforesaid,  and  from  receiving  fees  in 
respect  thereof.  And  the  plaintiff  also  sues  the 
defendants,  for  that,  whereas  the  said  parish  of 
Blackburn,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  comprises 
the  borough  and  township  of  Blackburn  and 
sevend  outlying  townships,  and  within  the  said 
parish  there  is  and  has  been  from  time  imme- 
morial a  parish  church  and  a  parish  churchyard, 
and  on  all  ^burials  in  ho  said  parish  churchyard, 
until  the  same  was  closed  by  an  Order  of  Her 
Majesty  in  Council,  bearing  date  3rd  June  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1854,  and  made  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  134,  fees  have 
always  been  payable  by  the  custom  of  the  said 
parish  to  the  sexton  thereof ;  and  whereas  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1789  the  church  of  St.  John  the 
fivangelist  was  built  within  the  said  borough  and 
township  as  a  chapel  of  ease  to  the  said  parish  church 
and  the  said  Church  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist  was 
dulv  consecrated  by  the  Bishop  of  Chester, 
within  whose  diocese  the  same  then  lay,  on  the 
31st  July  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1789 
And  whereas  by  an  Order  of  Her  Majesty  in 
Council ,  made  on  the  11th  Aug.  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1842,  upon  the  recommendation 
of  the  commissioners  for  Building  New  Churches 
under  the  16th  section  of  the  statute  59  Geo.  3, 
cap,  134,  a  particular  district  lying  wholly  within 
the  said  borough  and  township  was  duW  assigned 
to  the  said  church  of  St,  John  the  Evangelist, 
which  then  became  the  chapelry  district  of  St. 
John  the  Evangelist,  and  a  plan  and  description  of 
the  bounds  of  the  said  district  so  assigned  was 
also  then  dulyj  enrolled  in  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  registered  in  the  office  of  the 
registry  of  the  said  diocese  of  |Chester  within 
which  the  said  chapelry  district  then  lay  as  re- 
ouired  by  the  statutes  in  that  behalf,  and  a  copy  of 
the  said  order  in  council  and  of  the  said  descrip- 
tion of  the  boundaries  so  assigned  as  aforesaid 
was  inserted  in  the  London  Gazette  on  the  20th 
Sept.  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1842 ;  and 
whereas  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1854  the  defen- 
dants duly  became,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85,  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  134, 
17  &  18  Vict.  c.  87. 18  &  19  Vict.  cc.  78  and  128,  and 
20  A  21  Vict.  c.  81,  a  burial  board  for  the  said 
horoDgh   and  township  of  Blackbun^i    the    said 


borough  and  township  being  then,  and  having 
since  continued  to  be,  and  still  being,  a  place  having 
separate  overseers  of  the  poor  and  separately 
maintaining  its  own  poor;  and  the  defendants 
afterwards,  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  statutes 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85, 16  &  17  Vict.  c.  134. 17  A 18 
Vict.  c.  87, 18  &  19  Vict.  cc.  78  and  128,  and  20  A  21 
Vict.  c.  81,  duly  provided  a  burial  ground  for  the 
said  borough  and  township,  which  said  last-men- 
tioned burial  ground  (except  the  portion  thereof 
not  intended  to  be  consecrated)  was,  with  a  cbapd 
erected  thereon,  afterwards,  to  wit  upon  the  20tii 
June  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1857,  duly 
consecrated  by  the  Bishop  of  Manchester,  within 
whose  diocese  the  same  then  lay,  for  the  purpoee 
of  interments  therein  in  accordance  with  the  rites 
of  the  Church  of  England.  And  the  plaintiff  savs 
that  the  whole  of  the  said  chapelry  district  of  ot. 
John  the  Evangelist  contributed  to  the  rates  out 
of  which  the  said  last-mentioned  burial  ground 
was  provided ;  and  that  on  the  18th  Nov. 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1869  the  Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners  for  England,  under  the  11th  sectioc 
of  the  statute  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  104,  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  incumbent  of  the  said  chapeliy 
district,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said 
Bishop  of  Manchester,  within  whose  diocese  the 
said  church  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist  and 
chapelry  district  then  lay,  duly  made  an  order 
under  their  common  seal,  bearing  date  the  said 
18th  Nov.  1869,  authorising  from  and  after  the 
date  of  such  order  the  publication  of  banns  of 
matrimony  and  the  solemnisation  in  the  said 
church  of  St-  John  the  Evangelist  of  marriages, 
churchings,  baptisms,  and  burials,  according  to 
the  laws  and  canons  then  in  force  in  this  realm ; 
and  the  plaintiff  says  that  from  and  after  the  date 
of  the  said  last-mentioned  order  the  said  chapelry 
district,  which  was  not  before  a  separate  and 
distinct  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  became 
under  the  14th  section  of  the  said  statute,  19  ft  20 
Vict.  c.  104,  a  .separate  and  distinct  parish 
for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  such  as  is  con- 
templated in  the  15tn  section  of  the  statute 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  37.  And  the  plaintiff  says  that 
the  said  parish  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist  has 
never  separately  maintained  its  own  poor, 
and  has  no  separate  burial  ground ;  nor  has  the 
vestry,  or  any  meeting  in  the  nature  of 
vestry,  appointed  any  burial  board  for  the  said 
parish  of  St.  John  the  Evangehst.  And  the  plain- 
tiff has  been  since  the  said  18th  Nov.  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1869,  and  still  is,  the  duly-appointed 
sext'wU  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  John  the  Evan- 
gelist, and  since  the  26th  Nov.  in  the  year  of  oar 
Lord  1871,  when  the  then  sexton  of  the  said  paiish 
of  Blackburn  died,  the  remains  of  parishioners  or 
inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  John  the 
EvangeUst  have  been  buried  in  the  consecrated 
portion  of  the  burial  ground  provided  by  the 
defendants  as  aforesaid.  And  although  the  plam- 
tiff  has  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  perform, 
and  offered  to  perform,  the  same  duties  in  respect  of 
the  burial  of  the  remains  of  parishioners  or  inhabi- 
tants of  the  said  parish  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist 
in  the  consecrated  portion  of  the  burial  groand  pro- 
vided by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  and  has 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  receive  the  same  fees  in 
respect  of  such  burials  as  if  the  said  last-mentiQiied 
burial  ground  were  exclusively  the  burial  ground 
of  the  said  parish  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist^  yel 
the  defendants  have  wrongrfnlly  and  impropeity 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


143 


Q.B.] 


OaicEBOD  V.  The  Blackburn  Bcrial  Boasd. 


[Q.B. 


prerented,  and  still  prevent,  the  plaintiff  from 
performing  the  said  daties  as  sexton,  or  any  daties 
as  sexton,  in  respect  of  the  burial  of  the  remains  of 
parishioners  or  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  of 
St.  John  the  Evangelist  in  the  con&ecrated  portion 
of  the  burial  ground  provided  by  the  defendants 
as  aforesaid,  and  firom  receiving  fees  in  respect 
thereof.  And  the  plaintiff  also  sues  the  defen- 
dants for  money  payable  by  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiff  for  money  received  by  the  defendants  for 
the  use  of  the  plaintiff. 

Demurrer  to  the  first  and  second  counts  of  the 
declaration,  on  the  ground  that  neither  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  85,  8.  32,  nor  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  81,  s.  5, 
creates  a  title  to  fees  where  none  previously  existed, 
DOT  gives  a  right  to  sextons  to  insisu  upon  perform- 
ing tneir  functions  at  burials  in  the  common  burial 
grounds. 

Pleas — (5.)  That  before  any  of  the  said  times  of 
the  committing  of  the  alleged  grievances,  the  said 
cfaapelry  district  had  ceased  to  exist  as  a  chapelry 
district,  and  had  been  made  into  and  became  a 
separELte  and  distinct  parish  for  ecclesiastical  pur- 
poses under  and  by  virtue  of  the  order  in  that 
oehall  referred  to  in  the  second  count,  which  was 
made  upon  such  apphcation  and  with  such  consent 
as  therein  is  stated.  (8.)  As  to  the  first  count, 
tiiat  a  was  not,  at  any  of  the  times  of  the  commit- 
ting of  the  alleged  grievances,  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  perform  the  said  duties  and  functions 
m  the  said  first  count  referred  to,  or  any  of  them. 
(9.)  Af  to  the  first  count,  that  by  the  said  Order 
of  her  Majesty  in  Council  made  on  the  11th  Aug. 
1842  it  was  ordered  that  churchings,  baptisms, 
and  burials  should  be  performed  in  the  said 
chapel  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist,  and  that  one 
moiety  of  the  fees  arising,  according  to  ancient. 
parochial  usage,  from  the  performance  of  the 
offices  in  the  said  chapel  of  St.  John  the  Evan- 
gelist, should  belong  and  be  paid  bv  the  minister 
of  the  said  chapel  to  the  vicar  for  the  time  being 
of  the  said  parish  of  Blackburn,  and  that  the  other 
moiety  thereof  should  belong  and  be  paid  to  the 
minister  of  the  said  chapel ;  and  the  said  fees 
payable  to  the  sexton  of  tne  said  parish  were  not, 
nor  was  any  part  thereof,  assigned  to  any  sexton 
of  the  said  district  chapelry,  nor  was  the  church- 
yard in  the  first  count  alleged  to  be  the  churchyard 
of  the  said  district  chapelry  the  churchyard  there- 
of, farther  or  otherwise  than  that  the  minister  of 
the  said  chapel  was  so  authorised  to  perform 
burials  therein ;  and  when  the  said  order  was 
made,  and  thence  until  and  at  and  during  all  the 
times  of  the  committing  of  the  alleged  grievances 
herein  pleaded  to,  there  was,  had  been,  and  still  is, 
a  sexton  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  parish 
of  Blackburn.  (10.)  As  to  the  first  count,  the 
defendants  repeat  and  re-affirm  what  is  stated 
in  the  9th  plea,  with  the  addition  that  the  per- 
sons from  time  to  time  performing  the  functions  of 
sextons  at  burials  in  the  said  churchyard  since 
burials  were  authorised  therein  by  the  said  Order 
in  Council  of  1842,  including  the  plaintiff,  have 
not,  nor  has  any  of  them,  been  legally  entitled 
to  fees  in  respect  of  such  burials,  nor  has  any 
soch  person  lawfully  received  money  in  respect 
of  any^och  burials,  further  or  otherwise  than  bv 
receiving  compensation  for  work  done  by  such 
persona  at  the  request  of  the  persons  respectively 
paying  the  same ;  and  the  alleged  appointment  of 
the  plaintilf  as  sexton  was  first  made  ailer  the  said 
diandiyard  of  St  John  the  Evangelist  had  been 


closed,  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned.  (13)  As  to 
the  second  count,  that  it  was  not,  at  anj|r  of  the 
times  of  the  committing  of  the  alleged  gnevailces 
herein  pleaded  to,  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  per- 
form the  said  duties  and  functions  as  in  the  said 
second  count  referred  to,  or  any  of  them.  (16)  As 
to  the  second  count,  that  the  said  Order  in  Council 
of  the  11th  of  Auk.  1842  was,  and  is,  the  order  of 
the  same  date  referred  to  in  the  first  count,  and 
the  defendants  re-affirm  what  is  stated  in  the  9th 
plea.  (17)  As  to  the  second  count,  that  the  said 
Order  in  Council  of  the  11th  of  Aug.  1842  was, 
and  is,  the  order  in  council  of  the  same  date 
referred  to  in  the  first  count,  and  the  defendants 
re-affirm  what  is  stated  in  the  9th  and  10th  pleas. 

The  plaintiff  joined  in  demurrer  to  the  de- 
claration; and  demurred  to  the  5th  plea  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff^s  right  to  fees  from  the 
defendants  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85,  ss.  S2 
and  52,  is  unaffected  by  the  chapelry  district 
having  become  a  separate  parish  for  ecclesiastical 
purposes ;  to  the  8th  plea,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plea  admits  facts,  stated  in  the  count  to  which  it 
is  pleaded,  that  rendered  it  necessary,  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  32  of  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85,  for 
plaintiff  to  pei^orm  the  duties  and  functions  of 
sexton ;  to  the  9th  plea,  on  the  ground  that  it  ad- 
mits facts  stated  in  the  count  to  which  it  is  pleaded, 
which  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  fees 
within  the  meaning  of  s.  32  of  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85, 
and  it  is  immaterial  that  fees  were  not  assigned  to 
him  by  the  order  in  council ;  to  the  10th  plea,  on 
the  grotmd  of  objection  stated  to  the  9th  plea,  and 
because  it  admits  that  plaintiff's  predecessors  in 
office  were  entided  to  payments  wnich  are  within 
the  meaning  of  s.  32  of  15  &  1 6  Vict.  c.  85 ;  to  the 
13th  plea,  on  the  ground  (amongst  others)  of  objec- 
tion stated  to  the  8th  plea ;  to  the  16th  plea,  on 
the  ground  (amongst  otners)  of  objection  stated  to 
the  9th  plea;  to  the  17th  plea,  on  the  grounds 
(amongst  others)  of  objection  stated  to  the  9th  and 
10th  pleas. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

E.  0.  WiUiams  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of 
the  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  contended  that 
where  no  title  to  fees  previously  existed,  none  was 
conferred  by  either  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  32  (a), 

(a).  Sect.  32  of  15  &  16  Viot.  o.  85  enacta  that  **  from 
and  after  the  consecration  of  any  bnrial  ?ronnd  provided 
nnder  this  Act  (except  any  portion  thereof  intended 
not  to  be  BO  consecrated),  or  where  all  or  an^  part  of 
such  burial  ground,  by  reason  of  the  same  having  been 
already  conseoratea,  snail  not  require  to  be  ooDseorated, 
then,  from  and  after  such  time  as  the  bishop  of  the  diocese 
shall  appoint,  such  burial  ground  shall  be  deemed  the 
burial-ground  of  the  parish  for  which  the  same  is  pro- 
vided, and  where  the  same  is  provided  for  two  or  more 
parishes,  such  burial-ground  shall  be  in  law  as  if  such 
parishes  were  one  parish,  and  as  if  such  burial  ground 
were  the  burial  ^n^nnd  of  such  one  parish ;  and  every 
incumbent  or  minister  of  the  parish,  or  of  each  of  the 
parishes  (as  the  case  may  be),  for  which  such  burial 
ground  is  provided,  shall,  by  himslf  and  his  curate,  or 
such  duly  qualified  persons  as  such  incumbent  or  minister 
may  authorise,  perform  the  duties  and  have  the  same 
rights  and  authorities  for  the  performance  of  religious 
service  in  the  burial  in  such  burial  ground,  or  in  the  con- 
secrated portion  hereof,  of  the  remains  of  parishioners 
or  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  which  he  is  such  incum- 
bent or  minister,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the 
same  fees  in  respect  of  such  burials  which  he  has  pre- 
viously enjoyed  and  received ;  and  the  clerk  and  sexton 
of  such  parish,  or  of  each  of  such  parishes,  shall  (when 
necessary)  perform  and  exercise  the  same  duties  and 
functions  in  respect  of  the  buzUl  q1  VJoft  t«(&Ki2&&  ^ 
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or  by  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  81,  s.  5,  the  former  enftct- 
roent  only  entitling  the  clerk  or  eezton  to  receive 
the  eame  fees  as  he  prerioaslj  received,  as  if  the 
barul  groniid  were  the  burial  ground  of  hiB  parish, 
aDd  the  words  of  the  latter  section  beiug  similar  (b). 
Neither  does  either  of  these  eaactmeots  give  sex- 
tons aiij  right  to  insist  upon  the  performance  of 
their  daties  as  sextons  at  bnriftlH  taking  place  in 
the  common  bnrial  ground.  In  Roberts  v.  AuUon, 
2  E.  &  N.  4<32,  a  chapel,  parchascd  for  the  purpose 
of  being  consecrated  as  a  chapel  of  ease  in  the  parish 
of  A.,  was  consecrated  in  1810,  under  the  provi- 
sione  of  a  deed,  b;  which  the  parish  clerk  and 
sexton  were  to  be  entitled  to  the  fees  for  christen- 
ings, burials,  and  marriages  in  the  chapel  and 
oemeterj  thereof,  as  if  they  had  taken  plat^  in  the 
mother  church.  The  chapel  havinc.  b;  order  in 
conndl,  been  created  a  district  cnapelrj  under 
B.  16  of  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  bj  the  10th  section  of 
which  Act,  when  any  parish  shall  be  divided  under 
the  provisions  of  68  Geo.  3,  c.  45,  of  that  Act,  all 
fees  belonging  to  the  parish  clerk  ur  sexton  respec- 
tively of  any  such  parish,  which  should  thereattei 


shall  belong  to  and  be 
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>  which  they  shall   be    assigned;   the   plaintiff. 


paniUouen  or  iuhmbitants  of  the  parish  of  whioh  he  is 
olerk  or  leiton  in  Buoh  boriaJ  gronnd,  or  iht  ootueurated 
porticin  thereof,  and  ihall  be  entitled  to  reoei<re  the  aame 
leea  on  (nob  burials  as  he  has  prerioiuil;  performed  uid 
eienuaed  and  reoeived,  ae  if  Boah  faarial  grouiid  were  the 
burial  pronnd  of  the  leapeotiva  parish  of  aaoh  inonmbent 
or  minuter,  olerk  and  leitoii  raspeotiTely,"  &e. 

(6)  Beat.  6  of  20*  21  Tiot.  o.  ei,  enacts  that "  the  veetry, 
at  meeting  in  the  nature  of  a  veatr7,  of  any  pariah,  usw 
puiah,  townahip,  or  other  diatriat  not  wpuately  main- 
taining ita  own  poor,  and  whioh  baa  no  aepatate  bnrial 
gronnd,  nu.7  appoint  a  bnrial  board  ;  and  auob  veatr;  or 
meeting,  and  me  bnrial  board  appointed  by  it,  ah^ 
exsniaa  and  have  all  the  powera  whioh  the;  might  have 
exennead  and  bad  nnder  the  said  Aot«  and  this  Act,  if 
anoh  pariah,  new  pariah,  townahip.  or  diatriat  had  had  a 
•epatate  burial  gronnd  before  the  paesing  of  the  aaid 
Aet  of  the  18  and  19  of  Her  H^jest; :  prorided  alwaya 
that  all  the  powers  of  any  other  veetry  or  meeting  and 
bnrial  board,  if  any,  ahall  then  oeua  and  determine, 
•o  far  aa  relatea  to  suoh  pariah,  new  pauiah,  townahip,  or 
dittriot  as  aforesaid ;  and  nntil  a  bnrial  ground  sbafi  be 
M  provided  aa  of oieaaid  and  oonaecrated  for  any  any  new 
pariah  or  diatriat  created,  or  to  i>e  created,  pnrsaant  to 
tke  provisions  of  the  6  &  7  Viot.  0.  37,  the  7  A  8  Vict.  e. 
94,  and  the  19  A  20  Viot.  0. 104,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
and  to  whioh  the  said  Acta,  or  any  or  either  of  tbem,  may 
apply,  the  iaonmbent  of  aoch  new  pariah  or  diatriot  (if 
any  hnrial  ground  hu  been  or  aball  be  provided  nnder 
the  herein  rt^cited  Aoti  for  the  bnrial  of  the  deed,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  for  any  pariah  or  pariehea.  ont  of  rates 
to  whioh  anoh  new  pariah  or  district,  or  any  part  thereof, 
ahaUhave  oontribnted,  or  oontribate  or  be  liable)  ahall, 
with  reapect  to  the  bnrial  in  anoh  hui-mentioned  barial 
gronnd  of  the  remains  of  the  pariahionera  or  inhabitauta 
of  anoh  new  parish  or  diatriot,  or  of  anoh  put  thereof  as 
ahall  have  contributed  or  oonbibnte  aa  aforeaaid,  as  the 
eaae  may  be,  perform  the  aame  dnties,  and  hare  the  same 
right*,  pririlegea,  and  antboritieB,  and  be  entitled  to  the 
aame  fees,  and  also  the  olerk  and  sexton  of  anoh  new 
pariah  or  diatriot  ahall,  when  neoeaaary,  reapectively 
perform  the  aame  dntieB,and  be  entitled  to  the  same  tees, 
ill  reapect  of  anoh  hnrials,  aa  if  the  a^  hnrial  gronnd 
were  eietniively  the  bnrial  gronnd  of  anoh  new  pariah  or 
diatriot,  iDbject  neverthdeea  to  all  proviaiona  to  whioh 
the  inonmbenta,  derka,  and  aeitona  of  original  pariahaa 
are  reapeetively  snbjeot  in  and  by  the  a^d  bnriala  or 
any  or  either  of  them ;  provided  alio  that  nothing  herein 
oontained  ahall  alteat  the  rights  or  privil^ea  of  any 
lietiDg  iDonmbent,  olerk,  or  sexton  without  the  oonaent 
of  maob  iaanabvit,  oUrk,ot  ataUm." 


who  was  clerk  and  sexton  of  the  parish  of  A, 
having  brought  an  action  for  money  had  anA  le- 
ceivea  against  the  defendant,  the  clerk  aud  sexton 
of  the  chapel,  for  the  fees  received  by  him  far 
christeningB,  burials,  and  marriages,  it  was  held 
(1)  that  tnc  action  for  money  1^  and  rec«Ted 
would  lie  for  those  fees;  (2)  that  this  beio^  a 
"district  chapelry"  was  not  within  the  operstioii 
of  s.  10  of  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  aud  therefore  that  ^b» 
plaintiff,  as  clerk  and  sexton  of  the  parish,  ires  en- 
titled to  the  fees  arising  at  the  chapel.  "  Ttia 
S resent  chapel  and  cemetery,"  said  Pollock,  C.B., 
elivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  "  is  a  dis- 
trict chapel  of  ease,  erected  under  the  16th  section 
of  the  59  Geo,  S.  In  the  subsequent  Church  Boild- 
ing  Acts,  2  A  3  Vict,  c  49,  and  14  &.  15  Vict.  o.  97, 
they  are  designated  as  district  chapels,  and  the 
districts  are  termed  district  chapelries.  It  ia  clear, 
therefore,  that  these  district  chapels  are  not  within 
the  operation  of  the  10th  section  of  the  59  Geo.  3; 
and  we  do  not  find  a  provision  in  any  subaeqneDt 
Act  for  taking  those  fees  arising  at  the  chapels  from 
the  parish  clerk  and  sexton  in  parishes  whore  tbera 
is  a  district  cbapel.  We  ore,  therefore,  of  opinicm 
that  these  fees  still  belong  to  the  present  clerk, 
and  consequently  he  is  entitled  to  our  judgment 
for  the  whole  of  the  fees  mentioned  in  the  case." 
[Blackbdbn,  J.— If  the  sexton  of  Blackbnm  ia 
entitled  to  the  fees,  it  is  quite  clear  that  Dobodj 
else  can.]  The  case  cited  is  a  decision  that  he  is 
entitled.  [Lusb,  J.~That  would  get  rii  then,  of 
the  first  count  in  the  declaration.  It  is  a  very  dif- 
ferent matter  as  to  the  second  count.]  The  seoond 
count  is  founded  on  the  fiflh  section  of  20  &  21 
Vict.  c.  81,  already  referred  which,  it  is  submitted, 
does  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  fees  claimed  by 
him.  Day  v.  Peacock,  34  L.  J.  225,  was  also  referrad 
to. 

Manitty,  Q.C.  (with  him  For^M)  forthe  plaintifl^ 
in  support  of  the  declaration,  referred  to  sect.  11 
of  the  19  and  20  Vict.  c.  104,  empowering  the 
commissioners,  if  they  think  fit,  upon  the  applied 
tion  of  the  incumbent  of  any  church  or  chapd  to 
which  a  district  shall  belong,  with  the  consent  b 
writing  of  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  to  make  an 
order,  under  their  common  seal,  authorising  the 
publication  of  banns  of  matrimony  and  the  solem- 
nisation of  marriages,  baptisms,  churchings,  and 
burials ;  and  providing  that  all  the  feee  payable 
for  the  performance  of  said  offices,  as  well  aa  all 
the  mortuary  and  other  eccleeiastical  feei,  dnea, 
oblations,  or  offerings  arising  within  the  limit*  ti 
the  district,  shall  be  payable  and  be  pud  to  the 
incumbent  of  such  district.  [Ltish,  J.—THm 
applies  to  places  that  bad  not  the  right  beftam. 
As  to  other  places,  sect.  15  enacts  that  "  the 
incnrobent  of  every  new  parish  created,  or 
hereafter  to  be  created,  Ao.,  shall,  saving  the 
rights  of  the  bishop  of  the  diooese,  have  sole 
and  exclusive  cure  of  souls,  and  the  ezclnnva 
right  of  performing  all  ecclesiastical  officei 
within  the  limits  of  the  same,  for  the  resident  in- 
habitants therein,  who  shall  for  all  eccleaiaBtaotl 
purposes  be  parishioners  thereof,  and  of  no  otbsr 
ponsb ;  and  such  new  parish  shall,  for  Uie  liks 
purposes,  have  and  possess  all  and  the  nune  ririiti 
and  privileges,  and  be  affected  with  suoh  aodOa 
same  liabiOties  as  are  incident  or  belong  to  • 
distinct  and  separate  parish,  and  to  no  oUiar  lia- 
bilities," &C.]  Then  sect.  12  provides  that  tbi 
reserved  fees  are  to  belong  to  the  original  ' 
bent  and  olerk  respeotively  until  dia  T    ' 
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mnd  then  to  the  incumbent  and  clerk  of  the  new 
pftriflh.  [Blacilbubn,  J.— If  the  old  sexton  were 
liviiiff,  he  being  sexton  of  the  old  common  law 
pariBn  of  Blackbam,  embracing  the  church  of  St. 
John  the  Evangelist,  the  case  mifi;ht  be  different 
from  what  it  is  at  present ;  but  he  being  dead,  and 
no  one  occupying  his  position,  the  pkuntifiTs  title 
iwwwH  to  be  clearT] 

GocKBUEN,  O.J. :  We  are  all  agreed  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  second 
oonnt  of  the  declaration. 

B.  O.  Williams  asked  for  judgment  for  the 
defendant  on  the  first  count. 

Maniity,  Q.G.,  did  not  object  to  judgment  being 
giyen  pro  formd  for  the  defendant  on  the  first 
oonnt,  provided  it  was  not  taken  to  be  a  binding 
decision  against  the  plaintiff  on  that  count. 

CocKBUBK,  O.J. — Then  let  judgment  be  entered 
vro  formd  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  count,  it 
peinff  understood  that  the  judgment  on  that  count 
is  OEUj  formal,  and  that  we  give  no  decision  upon 
it. 

Judgment  accordingly, 

AttamBja  for  the  plaintiff,  Shaw  and  Tremellen. 
Attorneys  for  the  aefendants.  Bower  and  Cotton 


Friday,  Jan,  24, 1873. 

Stebs  v.  Conquest. 

Muiie  —  Other  fmbUc  entertainments  of  the   Uke 
kind — House  "  kept "  /o» — Licence — Performance 
an  one  day  only  in  (he  year — Penalty — 25  (ho,  2, 
e.  36,  s,  2. 
A  house  is  not  "  kept  for  public  dcmcvng  or  other 
pMic  entertainment  of  the  Uke  kind  "  vnthin  the 
meaning  of  sect,  2  of  25  (ho.  2,  c.  36,  if  a  con- 
eeri  to  which  the  public  are  admitted  on  payment 
of  money  is   given    on    one  day  in  the  year, 
aUkough  the  houee  niay  be  used  on  other  days  in 
(he  year  for  dramatic  entertainments  wider  a 
licence  from  the  Lord  Chamberlain, 
DiciASiLTioir,  that  the  defendant,  after  the  passing 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  made  and  passea  in  the 
twenty-fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty 
Gea  the  IT.,  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  Feb.  1872,  in  the 
perish  of  St.  Luke,  in  the  oountv  of  Middlesex, 
kept  a  house,  room,  or  other  place  for  music, 
dancing,  and  other  public  entertainment  of  the 
like  kind  within  twenty  miles  of  the  cities  of  Lon- 
doo  and  Westminster,  without  a  licence  had  for 
that  purpose  firom  the  last  preceding  Michaelmas 
Quarter  Sessions  o!  the  Peace,  holden  for  the  said 
ooonty  of  Middlesex,  in  which  the  said  house, 
room,  or  other  place  was  situate,  signified  under 
the  hands  of  four  or  more  of  the  justices  there 
assembled,  against  the  form  of  the  said  statute, 
whereby  anaby  force  of  the  said  statute  the  de- 
fendant forfeited  and  became  liable  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff^  who  sued  for  the  same,  the  sum  of  lOOZ., 
yet  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  said  sum  of 
lOOL,^. 

Flea,  not  guilty  (by  stat.  21  Jac.  1,  Public  Act, 
cb.  4^  s.  4),  on  which  plea  issue  was  joined. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial  (before  Quain,  J.)  that  Mr. 
Conquest,  the  defendant,  was  the  lessee  of  a 
theatre,  called  the  Ghrecian  Theatre,  situate  in  the 
City-road,  for  which  theatre  he  held  a  licence  from 
the  Lord  Chamberlain  under  sect.  2  of  6  &  7  Vict. 
e.  68.  TbB  licence  from  the  Lord  Chamberlain 
excepted    from   the   days   on   which   theatrical 

Uma.  cua.*-You  ym. 


'  performances  might  take  place  in  the  theatre 
Good  Friday  ana  Ash  Wednesday.  On  Ash 
Wednesday  of  the  year  1872  (Feb.  22)  a  large 
concert,  to  which  the  public  were  admitted  on 
payment  of  money,  was  given  in  the  Grecian 
Theatre;  and  it  was  in  respect  of  this  concert 
that  the  present  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  the  penalty  mentioned  in  sect.  2  of  25 
Geo.  2,  c.  36.  The  defendant,  besides  the  licence 
for  the  Grecian  Theatre  which  he  held  from  the 
Lord  Chamberlain,  held  also  a  licence  for  the 
Eagle  Tavern  from  the  Middlesex  magistrates 
under  the  Act  last  mentioned,  this  licence  includ- 
ing the  "  other  buildings  and  appurtenances " 
belonging  to  the  tavern.  This  licence  also  ex- 
cludea  from  the  days  on  which  performances 
might  be  given.  Ash  Wednesday  among  other 
days.  The  Grecian  I'heatre  before  mentioned,  and 
also  a  dancing-room,  were  erected,  as  separate 
buildings,  on  the  ground  belonging  to  the  tavern. 
The  plaintiff  having  been  nonsuited  at  the  trial, 
a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him 
for  the  sum  of  lOOZ. 

Sect.  2  of  25  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  enacts  "  that  from 
and  ailer  the  1st  day  of  December,  1752,  any 
house,  room,  ^*den,  or  other  place  kept  for  public 
dancing,  music,  or  other  public  entertainment  of 
the  like  kind,  in  the  cilies  of  London  and  West- 
minster, or  within  twenty  miles  thereof,  without  a 
licence  had  for  that  purpose  from  the  last  preced- 
ing Michaelmas  Quarter  Sessions  of  peace  to  be 
holden  for  the  county,  city,  riding,  liberty,  or 
division  in  which  such  house,  room,  garden,  or 
other  placer  is  situate  (who  are*  hereby  authorised 
and  empowered  to  grant  such  licences  as  they  in 
their  discretion  shall  think  proper),  signified  under 
the  hands  and  seals  of  four  or  more  of  the  justices 
there  assembled,  shall  be  deemed  a  disorderly 
house  or  place,  &c. ;  and  it  shall  and  may  be  law- 
ful to  and  for  any  constable  or  other  person  being 
thereunto  authorised  by  warrant  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  one  or  more  of  His  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  of  the  county,  city,  nding,  division, 
or  liberty  where  such  house  or  place  shall  be 
situate,  to  enter  such  house  or  place  and  to  seize 
every  person  who  shall  be  found  therein,  in  order 
that  tney  may  be  dealt  with  according  to  law; 
and  every  person  keeping  such  house,  room, 
garden,  or  other  place  without  such  licence  as 
aforesaid,  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
pounds  to  such  person  as  will  sue  for  the  same, 
and  be  otherwise  punishable  as  the  law  directs  in 
cases  of  disorderly  houses." 

Cole,  Q.O.  and  C,  H,  Anderson,  showed  cause 
against  the  rule,  and  contended  that  the  Grecian 
Theatre  was  not  "  kept "  by  the  defendant  "  for 
public  dancing,  music,  or  other  public  entertain- 
ment of  the  like  kind,"  within  the  meaning  of  sect. 
2  of  25  Geo.  2,  c.  36.  The  single  musical  perform- 
ance on  Ash  Wednesday  cannot  be  regarded  as 
such  a  keeping.  In  Marks  v.  Benjamin  (5  M.  &  W. 
565),  where  a  nonsuit  was  set  aside,  music,  danc- 
ing, and  masquerades  took  place  on  several  occa- 
sions at  the  house,  and  the  room  was  let  to  a 
dancing  master  and  others,  who  sold  tickets  and 
received  money  for  admission  at  the  door.  Lord 
Abinger  said :  "  The  meaning  of  the  Act  is  per- 
fectly plain  ;  the  house,  &c.,  must  be  kept  for  and 
dedicated  to  the  purpose  thereby  prohibited  among 
others ;  and  the  mere  incidental  use  of  it  in  that 
manner  would  not  make  the  party  liable."  So 
Parke,  B. :  "  There  is  no  dsyo^oXt  qt  QbS&^T«siit:i^  ^ 
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opinion  as  to  the  law.  In  the  first  place,  the  hoas« 
or  room  must  be  kept  with  the  defendant's  know- 
ledge ;  secondly,  it  must  be  kept  for  the  purposes 
pr(mibit«d  by  the  statute — there  must  be  something 
uke  an  habitual  keeping  of  it,  which,  however,  need 
not  be  at  stated  intervals;  thirdly,  it  must  be 
public,  &c"  In  Shutt  v.  Lewis  (5  Esp.  128)  the 
room  had  been  taken  from  the  defendant,  the 
owner  of  a  public-house,  by  a  Jew  for  eight  days, 
the  period  of  the  Jewish  Passover,  for  the  enter- 
tainment of  people  of  the  Jewish  persuasion  during 
that  period,  it  appeared  that  money  was  taken  at  the 
door  for  admission,  which  was  paid  for  the  fiddler. 
Lord  Ellenborough  directed  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant, on  the  gp-ouud  that  this  appeared  to  be 
merely  a  temporary  appropriation  of  the  room  to 
that  mode  of  entertainment,  and  that  it  was  proved 
not  to  be  used  for  any  such  purpose  at  other  times ; 
and  that  this  could  not  be  a  keeping  of  a  house  for 
public  dancing  and  music,  the  room  not  being 
appropriated  to  any  such  purposes,  but  used  at  aU 
other  times  as  part  of  the  puolic  house.  Gregory 
V.  Tuffs  (6  C.  &  P.  271)  is  an  authority  to  the  same 
effect,  where  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  in  summing 
up  to  the  jury  said,  "  I  aeree  entirely  with  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  de^ndant,  that  the  mere 
occasional  or  accidental  use  of  a  room  for  the 
purpose  of  music  or  dancing,  is  not  within  this 
Act  of  Parliament."  From  these  authorities,  it 
is  manifest  that  in  respect  of  the  single  musical 
performance  on  Ash  Wednesday,  the  defendant 
cannot  be  held  to  have  "kept"  a  house  for 
musical  or  other  entertainment  of  the  Uke  kind 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Nor  can 
the  plaintiff  rely  on  the  theatrical  performance 
earned  on  on  other  nights  under  the  licence  of 
the  Lord  Chamberlain,  to  show  that  the  house  is 
kept  by  the  defendant  for  the  prohibited  purpose. 
Finally,  it  is  submitted  that  the  licence  granted  by 
the  magistrates  to  the  Eagle  Tavern,  includes  the 
whole  of  the  buildings,  and  therefore  embraoes 
the  Grecian  Theatre.  There  is  nothing  inconsis- 
tent in  the  magistrates  giving  one  licence  and  the 
Lord  Ohambermin  another. 

Day  Q.G.  and  Bridgnum,  in  support  of  the  rule, 
did  not  dispute  that  in  order  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  Act,  the  house  must  be  kept  ordinarily 
or  usually  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  Act ; 
but  contended  that  stage  plays  fell  within  the 
words  "other  public  entertainments  of  the  like 
kind,"  and  as  tne  house  was  confessedly  kept  for 
the  purpose  of  stage  plays  on  other  dLays  of  the 
year,  the  case  came  within  the  statute,  and  the 
defendant  was  liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  it. 
If  stage  plays  did  nut  come  within  the  words 
"  other  public  entertainment  of  the  like  kind,'*  the 
4th  section  of  the  Act  would  be  unneoessarv,  pro- 
viding "  that  nothing  in  this  Act  containea  shall 
extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  the  theatres 
Royal  in  Drury  Lane  and  Covent  Garden,  or  the 
theatre  commonly  called  the  King's  Theatre  in  the 
Haymarket,  or  any  of  them,  nur  to  such  per- 
formances and  public  entertainments  as  are  or 
shall  be  lawfully  exercised  and  carried  on  under 
or  by  virtue  of  letters  patents  or  licence  of  the 
Crown,  or  the  licence  of  the  Lord  Chamberlain  of 
his  Majesty *s  household,  anj^ing  herein  con- 
tained notwithstanding."  This  section  was  neces- 
sary in  order  to  exempt  stage  plays  at  any  of  the 
theatres  mentioned  in  it,  from  the  operation  of  the 
enactment  in  sect.  2.  [Cockbubn,  C.  J. — Is  not  the 
answrer  to  this  alignment,  that  stage  plays  had 


alreadv  been  put  under  the  control  of  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  by  a  previous  Act  of  Parliament  F] 
That  the  object  of  sect.4  was  to  prevent  pla^  at  the 
theatres  mentioned  in  it  from  comimr  within  the 
second  section  was  the  opinion  of  ttartin,  B.  in 
Broumy.  Nugent  (L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B. 592 ;  26  L.  T.  Bq». 
N.  S.  880).  His  lordship  said, "  what '  public  enter- 
tainment of  a  like  kind '  meant,  I  should  have 
thought,  was  shown  by  sect.  4  of  the  Act,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  Act  shall  not  apply  to  Covent  Gfoutti, 
Drury  Lane,  or  the  Haymarket,  theatres.  So  thai 
public  entertainments  of  alike  kind  mean  dramatic 
entertainments."  Taking  these  dramatic  entertain* 
ments  in  conjunction  with  the  musical  entertain- 
ments on  Ash  Wednesday,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
case  is  brought  within  tne  second  section  of  the 
Act,  and  the  plaintifi*  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  penalty. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this 
rule  must  be  discharged.  It  is  an  undisputed  fiust 
that  the  concert,  in  respect  of  which  tnis  action 
for  a  penalty  is  brought,  took  place  upon  one 
night  only  within  the  licensing  year;  and  the 
cases  cited,  especially  that  of  Marks  v.  Benjamim 
(5  M.  &  W.  565),  establish  the  position  that  a 
single  isolated  opening  of  a  house,  or  other 
building,  for  a  musical  performance,  is  not  within 
the  statute  oi  25  Greo.  2,  c.  36,  which  makes  it  an 
ofience,  to  which  a  penalty  attaches,  to  keep  a 
house,  within  certain  prescribed  limits,  for  any  of 
the  purposes  specified  in  the  Act  without  a  licence 
from  the  magistrates.  I  think  that  this  is  a  &tal 
objection  to  the  present  action,  because,  as  I  have 
already  said,  it  is  clear  that  in  the  present  case 
there  was  only  a  single  opening  within  the  licens- 
ing year,  on  which  music  and  dancing  took  place. 
It  was  ingeniously  argued  by  Mr.  Day  in  support 
of  the  action,  that  since  performances  in  the 
theatre  in  which  this  concert  was  given  are  oon« 
stantly  ^oing  on  throughout  the  year,  when  a 
ooncert  is  given  there  it  is  not  to  be  treated  as  an 
occasional  or  isolated  use  of  the  building  for  that 
purpose,  but  that  the  building  must  be  taken  to 
be  nabitually  used  for  theatrical  and  musicdl 
entertainments ;  that  the  words  of  the  statute, 
"  other  public  entertainments  of  the  Uke  kindt" 
include  dramatic  performances,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  Grecian  tneatre,  as  it  is  kept  for  public 
entertainments  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  on 
other  days  of  the  year  was,  on  the  night  of  the 
musical  performance,  kept  for  public  music  without 
a  licence.  But  I  think  this  cannot  be  the  proper 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  statute.  I  thmk 
that  the  lawful  peitormance  of  stage  plays  during 
the  year  cannot  be  coupled  with  the  concert  given 
on  Ash  Wednesdajr  in  order  to  show  that  the 
theatre  was  kept  without  a  licence  for  an  enter- 
tainment forbidden  by  the  statute.  The  two 
licences  are  (quite  distinct.  The  theatrical  enters 
tainments  given  in  this  theatre  are  within  the 
Lord  Chamberlain*8  licence,  and  are  peifecilj 
legal  and  proper.  No  exception  can  be  taken  to 
the  use  of  the  building  in  tnat  respect.  I  do  not 
think  that  these  theatrical  entertainments  can  be 
brought  within  the  words  of  the  statute,  **  other 
pubhc  entertainment  of  the  like  kind,"  so  as  to  be 
coupled  with  entertainments  of  music  and  danoiiig. 
By  those  words  is  meant  something  similar  to 
music  and  dancing — ^things  of  a  kinj'whioh  have 
nothing  similar  to  theatrical  perfbrmanoes ;  and 
for  this  reason  that  by  a  prior  Act  c/t  Feriiamenti 
(10  Geo.  2,  o.  28),  performances  of  this  kind 
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pui  under  the  oontrol  of  the  Lord  Chamberlain. 
S«t  4  of  25  Geo.  2,  c  36,  but  for  which,  it  has 
been  contended,  theiEitrical  performances  woald  be 
within  the  Act,  has  not,  I  tnink,  the  effects  attri- 
buted to  it.      The   intention  of  the  Legislature 
in  that  enactment  was  to  make  certain  pattern 
theatres  which  were  licensed  either  by  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  or  by  letters  patent  or  licence  from 
the  Crown.  The  object  of  the  4th  section  was  to  pre- 
vent this  Act  from  applying  to  these  theatres  at 
all,  as  they  were  otherwise   protected  from  the 
mischief  against  which  the  Act  was  intended  to 
proYide.    There  was,    therefore,    no   occasion  to 
interfere  with  theatres  of  this  kind,  by  rendering 
it   necessary  for  them  to  get  additional   licences 
from  justices  of  the  peace.    The  4th   section  of 
25  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  adds,  then,  nothing  to  the  case  of 
the  plaintiff ;  and  we  must  take  it  that  the  per- 
formance, in  respect  of  which  the  action  for  the 
penalty  is  brought,  was  a  single  performance  in  a 
place  which,  it  is  true,  was  not  licensed  for  music 
and  dancing,  unless    we  should   hold   that  the 
magistrate'?  licence  for  the  Eagle  Tavern  covered 
the  whole   of  the  premises — a  point  which  it  is 
not  necessary  for  us  to  determine,  though  I  am 
rather  inclined  to  think  that  it  does.    Giving  a 
single  entertainment  of  this  kind  does  not  brinff 
the  party  giving  it  within '  the  penalty  imposed 
by  the  statute.  1  think,  therefore,  that  my  learned 
brother  was  right  in  directing  a  nonsuit,  and  that 
the  rule  to  set  aside  the   nonsuit  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Mkllob,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  can 
see  nothing  inconsistent  in  the  Lord  Uhamberlain's 
granting  a  licence  for  dramatic  performances  to  a 
room  to  which  the  magistrates  have  given  a  licence 
for  music  and  dancing.  But  it  is  not  necessary 
to  decide  this  point,  for  it  is  clear  that  a  keeping 
of  a  house  for  musical  performances  must  mean 
something  more  than  a  single  performance  given 
for  a  particular  purpose  on  one  day  within  the 
lioengi^g  .year,  it  must  mean,  at  all  events,  a 
performance  given  on  more  than  one  day.  On  how 
many  days  it  must  be  repeated,  in  order  to  bring 
it  within  the  statute,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide. 
Theie  seems  to  me  to  be  nothing  to  show  that  the 
hooae  was  kept  for  the  purpose  of  musical  per- 
formances. Cfan  it  be  said  that  we  may  add  on  to 
fhia  single  performance  the  performances  which 
took  place  under  the  Lord  Chamberlain  s  licence 
in  oroer  to  show  that  the  house  was  kept  for  the 
purpoae  of  musical  performances  P  This  argument 
ttisabtle  and  ingenious,  but  I  think  it  is  not  sound. 
Mr.  Day  represents  aparty  who  says  he  is  aggrieved 
by  the  &ct  that  his  musical  and  dancing  licence 
exempts  Ash  Wednesday,  the  day  on  which  the 
musical  performance  complained  of  took  place. 
This,  bontever,  is  not  a  matter  which  we  can  con- 
sider, though  it  may  be  a  proper  subject  for  the 
considttadon  of  the  magistrates  at  their  licensing 
sessions.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  nonsuit  was 
right,  and  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

QfTATWj  J, — I  quite  agree  with  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  court,  that  the  rule  to  set  aside  the 
nonsuit  in  the  present  case  must  be  discharged. 
In  my  jodgment,  it  is  dear  on  the  very  face  of  the 
Afft  of  IVurliament  that  its  provisions  were  not 
intended  to  apply  to  stage  plays,  or  the  places 
where  they  were  performed,  oecause  these  were 
already  xegnlated  by  the  10  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  and  were 
sofficieatly  provided  for  by  that  Act.  The  words 
of  aect  8  off  the  25  Geo.  2,  o.  86  are  that  "  any 


house,  room,   garden,    or  other  place,  kept    for 
public  dancing,  music,  or  other  public  entertain- 
ment of  the  l&e  kind,  &c"    Givmg  the  ordinary 
construction  to  this,  and  taking  the  latter  words 
ejusdem  generis  with  those  that  go  before,  I  should 
say  that  the  musical  performance  in  the  present 
case  was  not  ejusdem  generis  with  those  previously 
mentioned  in  this  enactment.     Such  must  be  an 
entertainment  for  music  and  dancing,  excluding 
stage  plays.    To  bring  the  case  within  the  statute 
there  must  be  an  habitual  keeping  for  the  purpose 
expressed ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  in  order  to 
make  this  out,  you  cannot  call  in  aid  the  lawful 
user  of  the  place  for  stase  plays  under  the  licence 
of  the  Lora  Chamberlain.    Then  the  4th  section 
has  been  relied  on,  which  says  "  that  nothing  in 
this  Act  contained  shall  extend,  or  be  construed  to 
extend,  to  the  theatres  royal  in  Drury-lane  and 
Covent- garden,  or   the  theatre   commonly  called 
the  King's  Theatre  in  the  Haymarket,  or  any  of 
them ;  nor  to  such  performances  and  public  enter- 
tainments ae  are  or  shall  be  lawfully  exercised  and 
carried  on  under,  or  by  virtue  of,  letters  patent, 
or  licence  of  the  Crown,  or  the  licence  of  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  of  his  Majesty's  household,  anything 
herein  contained  notwithstanding."    This  extends 
the  exemption  not  only  to  stage  plays,  hot  to  every 
other  kind  of   public  entertainment    which    the 
Lord   Chamberlain   may    licence.       There   were 
formerly  during  Passion  Week  several  public  enter- 
tainments, not  stage  plays,  which  went  on  with  the 
licence  of  the  Lora  Chamberlain.  Whatever  is  done  , 
with  that  licence  is  not,  by  virtue  of  this  enactment, 
to  fall  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute.    The 
Act  is  intended  to  apply  to  all  other  entertain- 
ments of  a  like  kind  with  dancing   and  music, 
which  are  not  licensed  by  him.    The  plaintiff  has 
not  brought  the  present  case  within  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  inasmuch   as  he  has  not  shown  an 
habitual  use  by  the  defendant  of  the  house  for  the 

Eurpose  of  music  and  dancing ;  and  he  cannot 
ring  in  aid  of  his  contention  the  use  of  the  house 
on  other  nights  for  the  purpose  of  stage  plays 
under  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  licence. 

Btde  discharged. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  T.  L.  Allen. 
Attorney  for  defendant,  Tanqueray   WiUaume, 
and  Hanbury. 

Jan.  17,  and  April  22, 1873. 

Laurence  v.  Jenkins. 

Obligation  to  keep  fence  in  repair— Negligence  of 
another  person— Liability  for  escape  of  cattle. 

Defendant  sold  the  foliage  of  his  wood  to  a  person 
who  negligently  broke  down  a  fence  between 
plaintiffs  and  defendants  land  in  removina  his 
purchase.  Defendant's  c  ms  escaped  throu>gh  the 
gap  into  plaintiff's  wood,  and  died  in  consequence 
of  eating  yew  leaves  there.  Flaintiff  sued  in  a 
County  Court  for  damages  alleged  to  be  in  con- 
sequence of  defendant's  neglect  to  repair  the  fence. 
The  judge  found  as  a  fact  that  there  was  an  obli- 
gation on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  repair  and 
keep  in  repair  this  fence  for  the  purpose  of  we- 
venting  cattle  lawfully  beina  in  the  platntifs 
dose  from  escaping  out  of  the  same  into  the  de- 
fendant's dose.  He  also  found  th<U  the  escape 
of  the  cows  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  ths 
purchaser  of  defendant's  /oliage^  <wvd  iWil  VS^a 
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plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  of  the  fence  having 

oeen  broken  before  the  deaih  of  the  cows ; 
Held  that  upon  these  facts  the  defendant  was  liable 

for  the  damage  claimed, 
Appbal    from    jndement    of    the    Connty   Court 
Judge  of  Monmouthshire,  holden  at  Newport. 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  402.  damages  against  the  defendant  for 
the  loss  of  two  cows  of  the  plaintiff  under  the 
dicumstances  hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  plaint : — 

In  the  County  Court  of  Monmouthshire,  holden 
at  Newport,  between  Henry  Laurence,  plaintiff, 
and  Alexander  Howell  Jenkins,  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  claims  402.  the  damages  sustained 
by  reason  of  two  of  his  cows  on  or  about  27th 
Dec.  1871,  being  kiUed  from  eating  the  foliage  of  a 
yew  tree  which  had  been  then  recently  felled  in  a 
wood  of  the  defendant  which  adjoins  the  plaintiff's 
land,  and  into  which  wood  the  said  cows  escaped 
trom  the  plaintiff's  said  land  in  consequence  of 
the  neglect  of  the  defendant  to  repair  a  fence 
belonging  to  him  dividing  the  wood  and  land 
aforesaid,  and  which  fence  the  defendant  of  right 
ouffht  to  maintain  in  repair. 

During  all  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  and  occupied  a  close  of 
land,  being  part  of  a  farm  called  TV  Isha  farm  in 
the  county  of  Monmouth,  and  the  defendsmt  was 
possessed  of  and  occupied  another  close  of  land 
(being  woodland)  adjoinmg  the  close  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  separated  therefrom  by  a  fence  which  was 
situate  on  the  defendant's  dose,  and  was  the  pro- 
perty of  the  defendant. 

In  the  month  of  Oct.  1871,  the  defendant  sold 
the  foliage  of  the  wood  on  his  close  to  one  Higgins, 
who,  accordingly,  by  his  servants,  felled  the  trees 
and  underwood  growing  thereon;  but  the  de- 
fendant did  not  part  with  any  portion  of  the  soil 
of  his  close,  which  he  contmued  to  occupy  as 
aforesaid. 

A  short  time  before  27th  Dec.  1871,  some  ser- 
vants of  Higgins  felled  a  certain  beech  tree  standing 
near  the  fence  in  such  a  manner  that  it  fell  over 
the  fence  and  broke  down  a  large  part  thereof. 
The  beech  tree  was  felled  in  a  negligent  manner. 

Whilst  the  beech  tree  lay  on  the  fence,  the 
branches  of  the  tree  filled  up  the  gap  made  by  its 
fall;  but  a  few  days  afterwards  those  branches 
were  removed  by  some  servants  of  Higgins,  and 
after  they  were  so  removed,  until  27th  Dec.  there 
was  a  considerable  gap  or  opening  in  the  fence 
sufficiently  large  for  cattle  to  pass  from  one  close 
to  the  other  through  the  same ;  during  all  which 
time  the  fence  was  out  of  repair,  but  it  was  not 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  or  his 
bailiff  that  the  fence  haa  been  so  broken. 

On  the  26th  Dec.  some  servants  of  Higgins 
felled  a  certain  yew  tree,  beinff  a  few  yards  from 
the  fence,  and  near  the  spot  ^ere  the  beech  tree 
had  been  felled.  The  yew  tree  was  allowed  to  re- 
main during  the  night  of  the  26th  in  the  place 
where  it  had  been  felled. 

During  the  night  of  the  26th,  the  plaintiff's 

cows  then  being  lawfully  upon  the  plaintiff's  close, 

escaped  through  the  said  gap  or  opening  in  the 

fence  out  of  the  close  of  the  plaintiff  into  that  of 

the  defendant,  and  in  the  momine  of  the  27th 

they  were  found  on  the  close  of  the  defendant  near 

the  rew  tree. 

About  mid-day  on  the  27th  the  cows  died ;  and 

ibe  County  Churt  judge  found  that  they  died  from 


\ 


eating  some  of  the  foliage  of  the  yew  tree,  wh|dL 
when  eaten  to  excess,  is  destructive  to  cattle.  At 
that  time  of  the  year  there  was  very  little  verdure 
or  green  food  in  the  fields,  and  the  cows,  finom 
being  foddered  on  dry  food,  were  the  more  indined 
to  browse  the  green  foliage. 

Evidence  was  given  that  for  more  than  forty  yean 
the  fence  had  been  repaired  whenever  repairs  wore 
necessary  by  the  owner  and  occupiers  of  the  defen- 
dant's wood,  and  also  that  on  several  occasions 
during  the  last  nineteen  years  the  fence  had  been 
repaired  by  the  defendant  and  his  predecessors  in 
estate,  upon  notice  being  g^ven  to  him  or  his  bailiff 
by  the  occupier  for  the  time  being  of  the  plaintiff's 
close ;  whenever  the  fence  was  so  repaired  it  was 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  cattle,  lawfully  being 
in  the  plaintiff's  close,  from  escaping  out  of  the 
same  into  the  close  of  the  defendant. 

It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff  (1)  that  the 
facts  established  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  -the 
defenduil  to  repair  and  keep  in  repair  the  fence 
for  the  purposes  aforesaid ;  (2)  that  the  damage 
was  not  too  remote  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  main- 
tain  this  action ;  (3)  that  the  defendant  was  liable 
in  this  action.  Each  of  these  points  was  contested 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  who  also  con- 
tended that  the  damage  was  attributable  to  the 
felling  of  the  yew  tree,  relying  on  Butler  v.  HwUer 
(31  L.  J.  214,  Ex.). 

The  judge  found  as  a  fact  that  there  was  an 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  repair 
and  keep  in  repair  the  said  fence,  for  the  puipose 
of  preventing  cattle,  lawfully  being  in  the  plain- 
tiff s  close,  from  escaping  out  of  the  same  into  the 
close  of  the  defendant. 

He  also  considered  that  the  damage  was  not  too 
remote  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  maint4un  this 
action. 

And  he  found  as  a  fact  that  the  escape  of  the 
cows  from  their  own  pasture  was  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  the  servants  of  Higgins,  either  in 
not  so  felling  the  beech  as  to  prevent  its  falling  on 
the  hedge,  or,  if  that  was  not  preventible,  in  not 
temporarily  fencing  round  the  gap  until  the  tree 
could  be  moved,  and  the  gap  be  properly  stojpped ; 
and  he  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  duty  or  Hig- 
gins to  so  cut  and  remove  the  wood  as  not  to 
injure  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  He  also  found 
that  neither  defendant  nor  his  bailiff,  to  whom  th«^ 
management  of  this  woodland  was  intrusted,  re- 
ceived notice  of  the  fence  having  been  broken 
down,  and  he  held,  on  the  authority  of  Langmeid 
V.  HolUday  (6  Ex.  766),  and  Butler  v.  Hunter  (7 
H.  &  N.  826),  that  Mr.  Higgins,  and  not  the  defoi- 
dant,  was  responsible  for  the  loss  of  the  cows,  as 
the  result  of  his  servant's  negligence,  and  directed 
a  nonsuit  to  be  entered. 

In  case  of  this  decision  being  reversed  on  ap- 
peal, he  assessed  the  plaintiff's  damages  at  40L 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  was  whetner  the  defendant  was 
liable  in  this  action. 

Herschell,  Q.C.  (with  him  Petheram)  argued  for 
the  plaintiff.— The  plaintiff's  right  to  have  ibe 
fence  kept  in  repair  by  the  defendant,  as  described 
in  this  case,  is  called  by  Gale  a  spurious  kind  of 
easement.  He  says  (Gale  on  Easements,  4th  edit 
p.  460) :  "  The  onlv  general  obligation  with  resped 
iiO  fences  imposed  by  the  common  law  is  that  eray 
proprietor  of  land  should  prevent,  by  fences  or 
otYieT  Tnesxi!&,  his  cattle  from  trespassing  on  the 
Aand  cl  Vna  Ti«iffK2\iQiox%.  ^^«t^  TDKs«^uapii«rar»  bs 
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a  spurious  kind  of  easement,  obliging  an  owner  of 
land  to  keep  his  fences  in  a  state  of  repair,  not 
only  sufficiently  to  restrain  his  own  cattle  within 
bounds,  but  also  those  of  his  neighbours;  and 
rendering  him  liable  for  any  ii^ury  which  his 
neighbour's  cattle  may  sustain  in  consequence  of 
the  non-repair  of  the  fences,  which,  unless  an 
easement  had  been  acauired,  he  clearly  would  not 
be."  The  defendant's  liability  in  this  case  was  the 
same  as  if  he  had  contracted  with  the  defendant 
to  keep  this  fence  in  repair.  It  is  stated  in  Bullen 
and  Leake's  Precedents  of  Pleading,  p.  329  :  **  The 
general  rule  of  law  is  that  the  owner  of  cattle  is 
bound  to  take  care  that  they  do  not  trespass  on  the 
land  of  others.  But  the  owner  of  land  may  be 
bound  bjr  prescription  or  otherwise  to  maintain 
and  repair  a  fence  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  land,  who  may  have  a  correspond 
ing  right  to  have  the  fence  so  maintainea  and 
repaired.*' 

Michasl  for  defendant. — My  contention  is  that, 
although  the  case  finds  that  it  was  the  defendant's 
duty  to  keep  the  fence  in  repair,  yet  this  breach  of 
duty  was  occasioned  •by  a  third  party,  and  there 
was  no  notice  to  the  defendant.  Putting  this  fence 
out  of  repair  was  not  within  the  authority  giyen 
by  the  defendant  to  EUggins.  Pollock,  C.B.  said, 
in  Hole  y.  Sittinghau^'ne  and  Sheemess  Railway 
Company  (6  H.  &  N.  488,  497) :  **  Where  the  act 
complained  of  is  purely  collateral,  and  arises  inci- 
dentally in  the  course  of  the  periormance  of  the 
work,  the  employer  is  not  liable,  because  he  never 
authorised  that  act — the  remedy  is  against  the 
person  who  did  it."  It  was  held  in  Boyle  y.  Tamlyn 
(6  B.  A  C.  329),  that  the  doing  of  occasional  repairs 
was  not  evidence  of  a  bargain  to  keep  a  fence  in 
repair;  and  even  if  this  be  sufficient  to  establish 
the  defendant's  duty  to  repair  this  fence,  the  fact 
of  his  having  had  no  notice  that  it  was  broken, 
shows  that  a  reasonable  time  to  repair  it  had  not 
elapsed  firom  its  fall.  [Hersclisll :  I  contend  that 
the  duty  to  repair  was  absolute,  and  existed  imme- 
diately the  fence  was  out  of  repair.]  The  case  does 
not  mid  enough  to  show  how  long  the  breach  in 
the  fence  existed,  and  ought  to  go  back  to  the  judge. 

HerscheU  in  reply. — ^This  was  an  absolute  duty  to 
keep  in  repair. 

UOCKBUBN,  C.J. — I  think  the  question  whether 
this  spurious  kind  of  easement  carries  with  it  an 
tuiquBiified  duty  to  keep  in  repair  is  of  considerable 
importance.  We  will  take  time  to  consider  it 
before  we  send  the  case  back :  for  if  the  obliga- 
tion be  absolute,  we  shall  require  no  further  infor- 
tnalion. 

Cur,  adv.  vuU. 

April  22. — Mellob,  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  court  (Cockbum,  C.J.,  Mellor  and  Archi- 
bald, JJ.): — The  only  point  in  this  case  as  to 
whii^  we  felt  any  degree  oi  hesitation  at  the  time 
of  the  argument  was  the  question  whether  or  not 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to 
repair  the  fence  after  he.  might  or  ought  to  be 
taken  to  have  had  notice  that  it  had  been  broken 
down.  For,  assuming  that  the  obligation  to  which 
he  was  subject  was  to  maintain  at  all  times,  and 
without  notice  to  repair  it,  a  sufficient  fence  for 
the  benefit  of  the  plamtiff's  close,  we  had  no  doubt 
tfaafc  the  learned  judge  of  the  County  Court  was 
wrooff  in  holding  that  the  defendant  was  not 
legaiff  responsible  for  the  loss  of  the  plaintiffs 
OOW8.  We  concur  in  opinion  with  the  learned 
judge  thai  Hbe  dMmage  was  not  too  remote^. but  we 


I  think  that  the  cases  cited  by  him  {LoMgmeid  y. 

'  HoUiday,  6  Ex.  761,  and  Butler  y.  Hunter,  7  H. 
&  N.  826),  are  inapplicable ;  and  without  express- 
ing any  opinion  as  to  whether  an  action  might  not 
also  haye  been  maintainable  against  Higgins,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  if  the  obligation  to  maintain 
the  fence  be  such  as  we  have  assumed,  the  defen- 
dant would  be  liable  in  this  actioh.    On  further 
consideration  we  have  come  to    the  conclusion, 
upon  the  evidence  set  forth  in  the  case,  that  the 
defendant  was  bound,  at  his  peril,  to  maintain  at 
all  times,  and  without  notice  to  repair  it,  a  suffi- 
cient fence ;  and  that,  except  in  the  case  of  damage 
by  the  act  of  God  or  vis  major,  to  which  different 
considerations  would  apply,  he  would  be  answer- 
able for  damage  sustained  by  cattle  escaping  from 
the  plaintiff's  close  by  reason  of  the  defective  ov^^n 
of  the  fence,  and  proximately  due  to  that  cause. 
At  common  law  the  owners  of  adjoining  closes  are 
not  bound  to  fence  either  against  or  for  the  benefit 
of  each  other ;  but  in  the  absence  of  fences,  each 
owner  is  bound  to  prevent  his  cattle  or  other 
animals  from  trespassing  on  his  neighbour's  pre- 
mises.   By  prescription,  however,  a  landowner  may 
be  bound  to  maintain  a  fence  upon  his  land  for  the 
benefit  of  the  occupier  of  the  adjoining  close.  This 
is  described  by  Gkle,  in  his  work  on  Easements,  as 
in  the  nature  of  a  spurious  easement  (4th  edit, 
p.    460,    Star   y.    SAeby    Salk.  355;    Boyle    y. 
Tamlyn,  6  B.  A  C.  329),  affecting  the  land  of  the 
party  who  is  bound  to  maintain  the  fence.     A 
party  entitled  by  prescription  to  the  benefit  of  the 
fence  might  formerly  have  compelled  the  adjoining 
owner  to  r^air  it  by  means  of  a  writ  of  curia 
daudenda  (Fitzherbert,  Nat.  Brey.  127),  and  have 
recovered  dJamages  as  well  for  the  non-repair ;  and 
a  plea  in  trespass  for  injury  done  by  cattle  that 
the  plaintiff  is  bound  by  prescription  to  fence 
against  the  defendant's    cattle,  is    a  good    plea 
{NoweU  y.  Smith,  Cro.  Eliz.  709) ;  the  party  bound 
by  prescription  to  maintain  the  fence  being  an- 
swerable to  the  owner  for  whose  benefit   it  is 
maintained  for  all  damage  reasonably  attributable 
to  its  defective  condition.    It  was  hold,  therefore, 
in  an  Anonymous  Case  (1  Yentr.  264)  that  where 
a  horse  of  the  plaintiff  escaped  into  the  defendant's 
field  through  aefect  of  a  fence  which  the  defendant 
was  bound  to  maintain,  and  was  killed  by  falling 
into  a  ditch  in  defendant's  field,  the  defendant 
was  liable.    And  in  a  later  case  (Booth  v.  Wilson, 
1  B.  &  Aid.  59),  that  it  made  no  difference  that 
the  plaintiff  was  only  a  gratuitous  bailee  of  the 
horse  which  escaped  and  was  killed.    The  same 
yiew  of  the  law  was  acted  upon  in  the  case  of 
Powell  y,  Salisbury  (2  Yo.  &  Jer.  391)  where  the 
defendant  was  held  liable  for  the  loss  of  cattle 
which  escaped  from  an  adjoining  field  through  a 
defective  fence  which  he  was  bound  to  repair,  and 
were  killed  on  his  premises  by  the  falling  of  a  hay- 
stack.    In  all  these  cases,  however,  the  prescrip- 
tion to  maintain  and.  repair  obviously  implies  the 
pre-existence  of  the  fence,  and  the  right  conse- 
quently to  have  it  always  existing  as  a  fence ;  in 
other  words,  in  a  condition  sufficient  to  protect  the 
owner  entitled  to  it  from  trespasses  b37  his  neigh- 
bour's cattle,  and  renders  it,  we  think,  incumbent 
on  the  party  upon  whom  the  prescriptive  obli^- 
tion  is  imposed  to  repair  it  in  time  to  prevent  its 
becoming  defective,  and  subjects  him  also  to  all 
risks  of  injury  that  may  be  done  \a  \\t\r3  %\x«si'\gGt% 
or  trespassera.    "We  tIMnV.,^>aBt^^o't^^^Xi"a»^»  ^a^  '^^ 
true  nature  ol  t.\ie  pTeact\\AiLO\i\a>iaa^\>aft^^^i^"- 
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dant  was  bound  at  his  own  risk  to  have  a  sufficient 
fenoe  always  existing,  he  was  liable  to  the  plaintiff, 
notwithstflmding  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  injury 
done  to  the  fence,  and  consequently  that  the  deci- 
sion of  the  County  Court  should  be  reversed,  and 
judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff. 

Jttdgmentfor  the  plaintiff. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff:  Jonea  and  Starling  for 
Oathcart  and  Vaughan,  Newport,  Monmouthshire. 
Attorneys  for  defendiant :  WhUe  and  Sons, 


Wednesday,  April  23,  1873. 

BuKTON  V.  Etden. 

Friendly  Society — Sickness — Bight  of  lunatic  memr 
her  to  relief,— 1%  ^  19  Vict,  c,  63,  s,  9. 

18  if  19  Vict,  c,  63,  s,  9.  sub'sect.  2,  staJtes  the  oh^ 
jects  of  Friendly  Societies  to  be  (amongst  others) 
for  the  relief  or  maintenance  of  the  members  in 
old  age,  sickness,  or  widowhood. 

One  of  the  rtdes  of  a  friendly  society  provided  that 
each  member  should  receive  8«.  per  week  during 
any  sickness  or  accident  thai  may  hefaU  him. 
Another  rule  provided  for  a  sickness  lasting  longer 
than  a  month,  and  another  that  notice  in  writing 
was  to  he  sent  when  a  member  became  sick. 

Held  thai  lunacy  was  a  sickness  vrithin  the  meaning 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  these  rules ;  and 
thai  a  lunatic  member  was  &rUiUed  to  relief  from 
the  society. 

This  was  a  case  stated  by  two  of  Her  Majesty's 
Justices  of  the  Peace  in  and  for  the  county  of 
Northampton,  under  the  statute  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43, 
on  the  application  in  writing  of  the  appellant,  who 
was  dissatisfied  with  their  (^termination  upon  the 
question  of  law,  which  arose,  as  hereinafter  stated, 
on  the  2nd  July  1871,  at  Towcester,  in  the  said 
county,  the  appellant  having  duly  entered  into  a 
recognizance  to  prosecute  the  appeal. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  a  certain  information  pre- 
sented by  the  app^limt  (as  parent  and  next  fnend 
of  Samuel  Burton,  a  member  of  the  Stoke  Bruem 
Friendly  Society)  against  the  said  Samuel  Eyden, 
the  Secretary  of  the  said  societrv,  for  that  the  said 
Samuel  Burton,  the  member  of  the  said  societv, 
who  was  then  insane  and  an  inmate  of  the  North- 
ampton General  Lunatic  Asylum,  and  as  such  sick 
ana  entitled  to  relief  out  of  the  society,  which 
relief  has  been  refused  to  him,  and  that  he 
is  entitled  to  Ss.  a-week  from  the  30th  of  April 
last  from  the  funds  of  the  said  society.  The 
magistrates  dismissed  the  said  summons  on 
the  ground  that  insanity  was  not  a  sickness  en- 
titling the  said  Samuel  burton  to  relief  under  the 
rules  of  the  said  society. 

And  the  appellant  being  dissatisfied  with  their 
determination  upon  the  hearing  of  the  informa- 
tion, as  being  erroneous  in  point  of  law,  the 
justices  stated  and  signed  the  following  case. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was 
proved  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  or  admitted  by 
the  respondent,  and  found  as  a  fact : — 

That  the  rules  annexed  were  the  rules  of  the 
said  friendly  society,  and  that  the  said  Samuel 
Burton  was  and  is  a  member  of  the  said  society. 

That  the  said  Samuel  Burton  declared  upon  the 
sick  fund  of  the  said  society  by  sending  a  certifi- 
cate to  the  trustees  thereof,  signed  oy  James 
Parsons  Knott,  the  usual  medical  officer  of  the 
■aid  society,  in  the  words  and  figures  following : — 


ThS  StOKS   SOdSTT. 

April  30th  '72. 
This  certifies  that  Samuel  Burton  is  nnable  to  follow 
his  employment,  from  general  weakness  and  a  disnase  of 
the  mind. 

J.  P.  Khott. 

That  the  said  Samuel  Burton  was,  shortly  after 
the  date  of  the  said  certificate,  confined  as  a  fmiatic 
at  the  Northampton  County  Lunatic  Asylum,  where 
he  still  remains  confined  as  a  lunatic. 

That  the  said  Samuel  Burton  has  not,  by  himself 
or  his  friends,  received  any  pecuniary  aid  from  the 
said  society,  and  that  the  said  society  has  refused 
to  make  any  such  payment. 

It  was  admitted  bv  the  appellant  and  respondent^ 
or  found  as  a  fact,  that  all  proper  notices  of  illness 
had  been  sent  on  behalf  of  the  said  Samuel  Barton 
to  the  said  society. 

The  justices  being  of  opinion  that  insanity  was 
not  a  sickness  which  entitled  the  member  to  relief 
from  the  said  society  under  its  rules,  dismissed  the 
summons. 

The  question  of  law  arising  on  the  above  state* 
ment  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether  the 
above  facts  justified  a  dismissal  of  the  sommons 
or  not. 

The  rules  annexed  commenced  with  a  preamblet 
as  follows : — 


Whereas  it  is  a  laudable  oostom  in  Great  Britain  te 
divers  artists  and  other  disposed  persons  to  meet  and 
form  themselves  into  societies  for  the  relief  of  sooh 
members  as,  by  illness  or  accident,  shall  not  be  able  to 
work  at  their  nsnal  employment. 

The  following  were  the  material  rules : — 

Bole  11.  That  if  any  member  remove  from  his  yii  cwsnt 
plaoe  of  abode  to  any  part  of  England,  he  shall  be  allowed 
two  months  to  send  his  oontribntion-money  in,  or  focMl 
Is.  6d. ;  bat  if  he  neglect  to  send  it  in  three  months,  hie 
shall  be  exdaded.  And  if  tho  person  absent  shall  oolf 
send  his  oontribntion,  and  be  there  taken  sick  and  unable 
to  work  at  his  trade,  he  shall  send  a  certificate,  signed 
by  the  minister,  chorohwarden,  and  doctor  of  the  pariah 
where  he  resides,  certifying  how  long  he  hath  been  HI, 
and  what  his  disorder  is.  Bat  if  each  member's  illness 
shall  continue  for  more  than  a  month,  he  shall  send  a 
certificate  every  month,  as  above ;  and  on  the  receipt  of 
each  certificate,  he  shall  receive  ms  money  the  same  as  if 
he  was  present. 

Bale  13.  That  no  member  shall  be  entitled  to  any  bena- 
fit  from  this  society  till  one  year  be  expired  from  the  day 
of  his  entrance,  and  all  his  contributions,  Ao.,  to  that 
time  be  deazed  ofif ;  he  shall  then  receive  Sa.  per  week 
during  any  sickness  or  accident  that  may  befall  him, 
unless  by  rioting  or  drunkenness  (the  venereal  disease 
excepted),  which  shall  be  carried  to  him  by  the  stewards 
weeUy,  who  are  required  to  visit  and  enquire  after  the 
state  of  the  sick,  for  which  thev  shall  receive  Sd.  per  ails 
from  the  box  for  their  trouble,  and  accordingly  make 
their  report  to  this  society ;  in  case  of  failnre,  to  foifait 
for  each  offence  la.  6d. 

Bule  14.  That  when  any  member  declares  on  the  box, 
he  shall  send  a  written  report  to  the  stewards,  statiBg 
when  he  declares  on  the  box,  and  another  stating  whsa 
he  declares  off,  and  the  said  member  is  C8|>able  to  work 
at  his  trade  or  any  other  business  at  three  days  from  the 
time  that  he  declares  on  the  box,  by  declaring  off  to  the 
stewards,  shall  be  idlowed  half  a  weeks  benefit  from  the 
society. 

Bule  24.  It  is  agreed  by  this  society  that  no  membsr 
shall  receive  any  benefit  from  this  society  while  his  Is 
voluntarily  innoculated  for  the  small-pox,  nor  shall  aqy 
person  be  admitted  a  member  who  hath  any  bodily  infir* 
mity  upon  him,  except  in  such  cases  as  may  appear  to 
the  sodeiy  to  be  noways  likely  to  affect  the  box  and  magr 
be  approved  of  by  a  majority  of  the  members ;  bat  if  asu 

Serson  be  sjflUoted  with  any  invisible  disorder,  and  daa- 
estinely  enters  this  sooie^  as  a  sound  member,  his  shaO 
when  found  out  be  excluded. 

Bule  28.  That  when  any  member  falls  siok,  he  skaD 
send  a  written  report  to  the  stewards,  and  the  siok  bm»> 
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bat  ■h«II  Mnd  for  the  dootor,  and  it  mob  dootor  Degleot* 
to  TUt  Riah  member  for  the  spaoe  of  one  daT  from  the 
nport  |iT«D  in  bj  tiie  atemrda,  he  ahall  torfeit  Uie  enm 
itf^Sd. 

Meietdft,  Q.C.  argued  tor  the  appellant.— This 

rmtioB,  altbongh  often  raised  before  iudKea  cf 
OoDntr  Coarts,  has  Dovar  been  deoidecT  br 
Saperior  Coort.  The  nearest  anthoritf  is  £> 
T.  OuartUan*  of  Manehetler  (6  E.  &  3.  919. 
where  Innacv  seems  to  bave'  been  ooneidered 
mekneea,  under  sect.  4  of  9  A  10  Vict.  c.  68 ; 
bat  it  was  doubted  whether  the  section  was 
wpUcable  to  a  lanatic  at  all.  The  words  are, 
"No  warrant  shall  be  granted  for  the  removal 
of  any  person  becoming  chargeable  in  respect  of 
nliof  made  necessary  by  aicknesa  or  accident, 
nnlesB  the  jastices  granting  the  warrant  shall  state 
in  anch  warrant  tbat  they  are  satisfied  that  the 
ncknesH  or  accident  will  produce  permanent  dis- 
abilily."  Under  the  same  section,  in  Beg.  v. 
llt«  InhabUanU  of  BackneU  (3  E.  A  B.  567)  it  was 
held  that  incnrable  blindness  was  sickness.  Lord 
Campbell  said,  in  the  written  jadgment  of  the 
oonrt,  p.  5S5  :  "  It  seems  impossible  to  ^ve  any 
definition  of  sickness  which  will  not  include  blind- 
neas.  A  disease  which  is  incurable  or  mortal  is 
not  the  less  sickness.'' 

E.  Thoma*  for  the  respondent. — These  mlea 
tfaroagboat  contemplate  the  grant  of  relief  merely 
dnring  temporaiy  disability ;  and  the  objects  for 
which  it  is  lawful  tA  establish  a  friendly  society  are 
stated  in  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63,  s.  9,  Hab-seo.  2,  to  be, 
"For  the  relief  or  maintenance  of  the  members, 
their  basbtuide,  wives,  children,  brothers  or  BiBt«rH, 
nephewa  or  ntecee,  in  old  age,  sickness,  or  widow- 
hood, fa  the  endowment  of  members  or  nominees 
o(  mennbers  at  any  age."  In  a  note  to  this  clanse, 
in Tidd  Pratt's  "I«w  relating  to  Friendly  Societies" 
(p.  5),  the  case  of  Reg.  y.  Quardiant  of  Man- 
Aail«r  is  cited  as  an  authority  tbat  lunacy  was  not 
in  any  ease  to  be  rero^ed  as  sickness  under  the 
Act  there  discassed ;    and  Meg.  v.  SuddergjUld 


(7  E.  t  B.  796)  is  cited  to  show  tbat 


pregnancy 


I  not  aicknesB ;  and  that  by  sickness  is 
meant  a  state  of  bodily  diseane,  being  a  derange- 
ntant  of  the  functions  of  the  body.  It  appears 
from  26  L.  J.  8,  U.  C,  in  a  note  to  Beg.  v. 
Qmardiant  of  Manehetter,  that  the  court  were,  in 
■nother  case,  Sunilet  v.  Deuribw^j,  clearly  of 
opinion  that  lunacy  of  a  temporary  nt^ure  was  not 
wiUiin  the  4tb  section  of  the  Irretnuvabilitr  Act. 
[Bucucatf  J. — Bat  yon  have  to  show  that  lunacy 
m  not  sickneaB  withili  the  meaning  of  these  rules 
and  the  Friendly  Societies'  Acts.]  Friendly 
(ooietiee  were  never  intended  to  provide  for  pau- 
pae  InnaticB.  [Qdaui,  J. — How  can  you  distin- 
sniafa  Innacy  from  incurable  blindness,  which  was 
Mid  to  be  sickness  in  Beg.  v.  The  InkabitanU 
^B^ekiuU  f\  The  roles  are  inconsistent  with  any 
intention  to  give  rehef  to  insane  persons.  By  Bale 
II,  ft  sick  member  is  to  send  a  certificate),  and  by 
Knlea  14  and  26,  he  is  to  send  a  written  report  to 
the  etewards.  [Bl&ceburk,  J. — The  rules  do  not 
require  the  writing  to  be  by  the  hand  of  the  sick 

MeUa^t  was  not  heard  in  re[dy. 

BiACKBUBX,  J.— I  think  Innacy  is  a  sickness 
wiUun  the  meaning  of  the  Friendly  Societies' 
Acta  and  the  mles  of  this  society.  The  Act 
18  A  19  TkL  o.  63,  a.  9.  sab-e.  2,  aays  the  objects 
of  tbeee  aodetiee  may  be  for  the  relief  or  main- 
trniaiMwi  tt  atembera  "in  old  age,  sickness,  or 
widoiriioad.''     Kow,    Innaoy  is   the   efleot  of   a 


diseased  mind  or  body,  and  most,  in  my  opinion, 
come  within  the  meaning  of  sickness.  Moreover, 
it  is  not  likely  to  be  more  permanent  than  the  con- 
ditions for  relief  combined  with  sicknees,  vii.,  old 
age  and  widowhood.  Certainly  Bnle  II  of  this 
society  seems  bo  contemplate  sickness  of  about  a 
month  in  duration ;  but  neither  that  rule  nor  any 
other  which  we  have  seen  excludes  relief  in  this 
casa  The  pauper  cases  cited  are  authorities  as 
for  as  they  go.  Their  effect  seems  to  me  to  be, 
that  Innacy  is  a  sickness,  although  not  such  a 
sickness  as  that  described  in  the  statDt«.  If  it  be 
desired  to  give  no  relief  to  insane  members,  rules 
of  a  society  may  easily  be  made  to  bar  Innaoy.  The 
rules  in  this  case  do  no:  do  so,  and  our  judgment 
roust  be  for  the  appellant. 

QuAis,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
insanity  must  be  taken  to  be  a  sickness  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  the  rulea  of 
this  society. 


Attorney  for  respondent,  J.  V.  fVonitUn. 


Wednetday,  April  30, 1873. 

Market    Hakbobdugh    and   Bruotok  TimNPiKB 

Trustebs  (apps.),  v.  Ebttbbino  Distbict  Hioh- 

WAT  BoABLD  (resps.). 

Turnpike  trutt — Application  of  loUt — i  4"  ^  Viet. 

e.  59—4  ^  5  VieL  e.  xxm. 
Upon  an  information  preferred  by  the  T«epondenf« 
against  Ihe  appellantt,  umier  4^5  Vut,  c,  59, 
g.  1,  charging  that  portiont  of  certain  public  high- 
ways  were  out  of  repair,  that  tuch  highwayt  were 
part  of  the  apoeliantt'  trutt,  and  that  Ae  trustee* 
were  chargeaole  with  the  repairs  thereof,  the 
juilieet  refused  the  order  required.  The  local 
Act{i  ^b  Vict.  c.  aaxcti.  «.  18),  provide*  that  the 
appelianls  ihaU  apply  moneys  received  by  thenv 
in  the  first  place  "  in  paying  and  discharging  any 
intsrest  vihjch  may  from  lime  to  time  be  owing  in 
respect  of  any  money  which  may  have  been  bor- 
rowed on  the  credit  of  the  tolls  authorised  to  be 
taken ;  secondly,  in  defraying  the  expenses  of 
invferoving,  maintaining,  and  keeping  tn  repatr 
such  road,  and  in  putting  this  Act  into  eseeedlion 
with  reference  thereto:  and,  thirdly,  in  reducing, 
paying  off,  and  discharging  the  several  principal 
sums  which  have  been  borrowed  on  the  credit  of 
the  toUs  authorised  to  be  taken."  Arrears  of  in-  ■ 
iere»(  were  due  from  the  trust  which  were  as  large 
as  the  raoney  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees. 
Held,  that  the  interest  as  it  accrued  only,  and  not 
the  arrears,  ought  to  be  discharged  before  the  cost 
of  repairs;  and  that  the  justices  were  ri^ht  in 
refuting  to  make  an  order  upon  the  reaponaente. 
Cask  stated  by  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  tbe 
county  of  Northampton,  acting  for  tne  division  of 
Kettering ; — 

At  a  special  sessions  for  highway  purposes  held 
at  Kettering  on  the  I5th  May  1872,  an  informa- 
tion was  exhibited  by  Mr.  OeoUrey  Hawkins,  clerk 
to  the  trnstees  of  the  Market  Harboroagfa  and 
Brampton  Tnmpike  Trust,  under  4  &  5  Tict.  c.  59 
(oontinned  by  34  <k  35  Vict  c.  95),  that  the  fhnda 
of  the  trust  were  tn>ui&o\«a!t.icn  \\w  xo^Ma  ift  'Oda 
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road  within  eight  several  parishes  in  the  Kettering 
Highway  District,  and  praying  for  an  order  S 
contribution. 

The  justices  examined  the  state  of  the  revenues 
and  debts  of  the  trust,  and,  the  condition  of  repairs, 
length  of  road,  &o, ;  when  it  appeared  that  a  sum 
of  11152.  10«.  2d.  was  due  for  arrears  of  interest 
owing  in  respect  of  money  borrowed  on  credit 
of  the  tolls  up  to  the  6th  April  1871,  that  a 
further  sum  of  5242. 148.  9d,  was  due  for  the  year's 
interest  to  6th  April  1872,  and  that  the  interest 
from  that  date  to  the  end  of  the  year,  1872  (the 
rate  being  reduced  to  2  per  cent,  by  a  provisional 
order)  would  be  1872.  le.  2d,  It  further  appeared 
that  the  income  for  the  current  year  exceeded  the 
estimated  expenditure,  including  in  such  expendi- 
ture the  year's  interest  from  31st  Dec.  1871  to 
31st  Dec.  1872 ;  but  the  trustees  proposed  to  pay 
out  of  the  present  year's  income  a  sum  of 
8542.  12«.  lid.  for  arrears  of  interest  due  prior  to 
3l8t  Dec.  1871 ;  after  pavment  of  which  a  de- 
ficiency of  upwards  of  8002.  was  shown  for  the 
present  year. 

The  estimated  expenses  of  repairing  the  road 
for  the  current  year  were  11002.,  and  of  putting 
the  act  into  execution,  2052.  IO9. 

The  application  clause  in  the  local  act  provides 
(4  Vict.  c.  XXXV.  s.  18) : — "  That  all  moneys  which 
shall  be  received  by  the  said  trustees  bv  virtue  of 
this  Act  upon  the  roads  included  in  the  said  re- 
cited Acts  nereby  repealed,  shall  be  applied  in  the 
first  place,  after  payment  of  the  expenses  of  obtain- 
ing and  passing  this  Act,  in  paying  and  discharging 
any  interest  which  may  from  time  to  time  be 
owing  in  respect  of  any  money  which  may  have 
been  borrowed  on  the  credit  of  the  tolls  author- 
ized to  be  taken  by  the  said  recited  Acts  hereby 
repealed.  Secondly,  in  defraying  the  expenses  of 
improving,  maintaining,  and  keeping  in  repair 
such  road,  and  in  putting  this  Act  into  execution 
with  reference  thereto ;  and,  thirdly,  in  reducing, 
paying  off,  and  discharging  the  several  principal 
sums  which  have  been  borrowed  on  the  credit  of 
the  tolls  authorized  to  be  taken  by  the  said  recited 
Acts  hereby  repealed." 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  highway 
board,  that  the  direction,  contained  in  the  above 
clause  for  payment  in  the  first  place  of  any  in- 
terest whicn  might  from  time  to  time  be  owing  in 
respect  of  any  money  borrowed  on  credit  of  the 
tolls,  rendered  it  obligatory  on  the  trustees  to  pay 
the  interest  from  year  to  year  out  of  the  current 
year's  income,  and  that  in  default  of  so  doing  they 
were  not  at  liberty  to  apply  the  income  of  1872  on 
payment  of  arrears  of  interest  in  priority  to  the 
>  current  expenses  of  maintaining  the  road. 

Special  attention  was  drawn  to  the  fact  that  if 
the  funds  of  the  trust  during  the  present  year 
should  be  rendered  deficient  by  payment  out  of 
the  year's  income  of  the  arrear  of  interest  of 
former  years,  the  burden  would  fall  upon  the 
district  rand  of  the  highway  board  under  the  Act 
passed  last  session  (34  &  35  Vict.  c.  115,  s.  15), 
instead  of  upon  the  rates  of  the  several  parishes 
through  which  the  road  passes,  upon  which  it 
would  have  faUen  had  any  deficiency  been  occa- 
sioned in  former  years  by  reason  of  payment  of 
the  interest  from  year  to  year  as  it  became  due. 

The  case  ofTheBrtUon  Turnpike  Trwdees  v.  The 

Wincanion  Highway  Board  (L.  Bep.  Q.B.  437),  was 

cited  by  the  clerk  to  the  trustees  in  favour  of  an 

order  bemg  made;  and  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  H%d' 


chinson  (4  E.  &  B.  200),  was  cited  on  the  part  of 
the  highway  board. 

The  justices  dismissed  the  information  on  the 
ground  that  the  arrears  of  interest  ou^ht  to  have 
been  paid  out  of  the  former  year's  income,  in 
which  case  the  funds  of  the  trust  would  not  have 
been  deficient  for  the  present  year's  expenditure; 
and  that  the  trustees  naving  allowed  the  interest 
to  fall  into  arrear  contrary  to  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  application  clause,  were  not  at  liberty 
to  apply  the  income  of  1872  in  payment  of  arrears 
of  interest  in  priority  to  the  current  expenses  of 
maintaining  the  road. 

The  informant  bein^  dissatisfied  with  the  deter- 
mination of  the  justices  as  being  erroneous  in 
point  of  law,  applied  to  them  to  state  and  sign  a 
case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  under 
the  circumstances  above  stated,  and  according  to 
the  right  construction  of  the  application  clanse 
contained  in  the  local  Act,  the  trustees  having  in 
former  years  allowed  the  interest  to  &1\  into 
arrear,  were  at  liberty  to  apply  the  income  of  1872 
in  payment  of  arrears  of  interest  in  priority  to 
the  current  expenses  of  maintaining  the  road,  then 
the  decision  of  the  said  justices  to  be  reversed, 
and  the  application  to  be  reheard ;  but  if  the  court 
should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  decision 
of  the  said  justices  to  be  confirmed. 

Maniety,  Q.C.  (with  him  Spehe)  argued  for  the 
appellants. — ^The  local  Act,  in  The  BruUm  Turnpike 
Trustees  v.  The  Wincanion  Highway  Board,  pro- 
vided that  the  tolls  were  to  be  applied  in  the  first 
place  in  payment  of  the  costs  ot  the  Act ;  in  the 
next  place,  m  paying  and  discharging  all  interest 
now  due  and  owing,  and  which  shall  hereafter 
become  due  upon  any  mortgage  or  secnrities  of 
the  tolls  hereby  granted,  and  in  defraying  the 
expenses  of  erecting  toll  houses,  &c.,  and  of  widen- 
ing, repairing,  &c.,  the  roads;  and,  lastly,  in 
reducing,  paymg  off,  and  discharging  the  seinsral 
sums  of  money  due  on  any  mortgage  or  secnritieB, 
and  also  other  debts  now  due,  or  hereafter  to 
become  due.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  there 
held  that  statute  to  mean  that  the  creditors 
should  be  paid  their  interest  before  any  of  the 
money  was  applied  to  the  roads:  and  the  &ir 
meaning  of  the  words  in  this  case,  "  any  interest 
which  may  from  time  to  time  be  owing  in  respect 
of  any  money  which  may  have  been  borrowed  on 
the  credit  of  the  tolls,"  seems  also  to  include  the 
arrears  of  interest  as  well  as  that  which  aocraes 
during  the  actual  year.  The  words  of  the  statute 
in  Reg.  v.  Hutchinson  do  not  expressly  allude  to 
interest  owing,  being  merely  "  the  remainder  of 
such  moneys  shall  (after  payment  of  necessary 
expenses,  &c.)  from  time  to  time  be  applied  in 
keeping  down  the  interest  of  the  principi^  moneys 
advanced  or  borrowed  on  account  of  the  said 
bridge  and  road,  and  which  may  be  borrowed  on 
the  credit  of  this  Act,  and  in  amending,  making, 
altering,  turning,  widening,  improving,  and  keep- 
ing in  repair  the  said  roaS,  and  in  otherwise  pat- 
ting this  Act  into  execution."  The  oourt  there 
held  that  the  words  "  keeping  down  the  interest,** 
which  do  not  occur  in  tne  Market  Harbcnroo^ 
Act,  meant  paying  the  annual  interest  as  it 
accrued,  and  did  not  include  paying  arrears  of 
interest.  It  does  not  follow,  however,  tlat  the 
words  here  should  mean  the  same  thing. 

Oane  for  respondents : — ^The  oonstmotion  which 
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the  justices  have  pat  upon  this  Act  is  in  accord- 
ance with  justice  and  is  consistent  with  the  case  of 
Heg,  v.  Hutehineon,  Neither  that  case,  however, 
nor  that  relied  upon  by  the  other  side,  is  exactly 
on  all  fours  with  the  present,  and  there  is  no  other 
authority  at  all  near  the  point.  In  Beg.  v.  South 
Shields  Twmike  Trusts  (3  £.  &  B.  599),  similar  acts 
were  considered,  and  a  payment  of  arrears  by  the 
trustees  was  held  to  be  improper ;  but  the  Act  in 
that  case  put  the  repairs  even  before  the  payment 
of  interest  as  it  accrued. 

Manisty  in  reply. 

Blackburn,  «J  . — In  this  case  we  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  justices  were  right,  and 
that  their  decision  should  be  afiirmea.  The 
question  submitted  to  us  turns  entirelv  upon 
tne  construction  of  the  local  Act,  i^though 
there  have  been  cases  upon  somewhat  similar 
porovisions  in  other  Acts.  The  question  is 
whether  the  tolls  authorised  to  be  raised  may 
be  applied  to  arrears  of  interest  upon  money 
borrowed,  and  in  what  order  with  respect 
to  the  repairs  of  the  roads.  In  one  of  the  two 
oases  considered.  Beg.  v.  Hutchinson,  it  was  held 
upon  the  local  Act,  that  the  words,  "  keeping 
down  the  interest,'*  referred  only  to  interest 
as  it  accrued,  and  not  to  arrears ;  in  the  other 
case,  Bruton  v.  Wincanton,  the  construction  put 
upon  the  Act  was  the  other  way,  and  the  words, 
**  all  interest  now  due  and  owing,"  were  held  to 
include  arrears.  The  words  in  the  Act  applying 
to  the  present  case  are  "  any  interest  whicn  may 
from  time  to  time  be  owing,"  and  we  conclude 
upon  the  whole  scope  of  the  Act  that  they  do  not 
intend  any  other  than  the  interest  as  it  accrued  in 
each  year,  to  be  paid  before  the  repairs  of  the  road. 
The  preamble  of  4  &  5  Yict.  c.  xzxv,  recites  that, 
"  considerable  sums  of  money  have  been  advanced 
npon  the  credit  of  the  tolls  authorised  to  be  taken 
fay  the  said  Acts,  which  money  still  remains  owing, 
together  with  an  arrear  of  interest  thereon,  and 
Buch  monev  cannot  be  paid  off,  or  the  interest 
thereof  discharged,  nor  can  the  said  road  be  ef- 
fectually improved  and  kept  in  repair,  unless 
farther  powers  are  granted.  Section  18  proceeds 
to  the  application  oi  the  tolls  in  order  to  carry  out 
these  purposes.  It  says  all  moneys  shall  be  applied 
in  the  first  place  in  paying  and  dischar^^ing  any 
interest  which  may,  from  time  to  time,  be  owing 
in  respect  of  any  money  which  may  have 
been  borrowed ;  secondly,  in  repairing  the  road ; 
and,  thirdlv,  in  reducing,  paving  on,  and  dis- 
charging tne  several  principal  sums  which  have 
been  Dorrowed  on  the  credit  of  the  tolls  authorised 
to  be  taken.  Now,  this  section  does  not  in  terms 
say  what  is  to  be  done  with  the  arrears  of  interest, 
fanat  it  speaks  of  interest,  which  may,  from  time  to 
time,  be  owing,  as  if  the  Legislature  did  not  intend 
that  the  interest  should  to  left  in  arrear.  If  it 
were  allowed  that  the  tolls  should  pay  arrears  of 
interest  before  repairs  required  by  the  Act,  these 
repairs  might  be  thrown  upon  subsequent  rate- 
payers of  the  district,  and  tney  would  necessitate 
a  retrospective  rate.  Bve-gone  arrears  of  interest 
most  come  to  be  paid  like  any  debt  under  the 
Act,  and  when  there  is  a  surplus  not  required  for 
repairs  which  must  be  done.  In  Beg,  v.  Hutchinson 
the  words  were  "  keeping  down  the  interest,"  but 
thej  do  DOt»  I  think,  materially  differ  from  the 
woras  here.  The  words  in  the  present  Act  are, 
in  my  opinion,  nearer  to  those  in  Beg,  v.  HtUchinson 
tbaa  to  those  in  the  Bruton  case,  and  the  arrears 
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of  interest  must, '  therefore,  be   paid   after    the 
repairs  of  the  road. 
QuAiN  and  A&cuibald,  J  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  respondents. 

Attorneys  for  appellants,    Milne,    Biddle   and 
Mellor,  for  Archboula,  and  Hawkins,  Thrapston. 
Attorneys  for  respondents.  Ware  and  Havoes. 


Monday,  Aftril  28, 1873. 

Cook  (app.)  v.  Montague  (resp.) 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs — Costs  of  court  below — 

Velay  in  appli^iation — 20  ^  21  Vict,  c.  43,  s.  6. 
Three  terms    after  a  decision  of  justices  was  re- 
versed  mth  costs  upon  a  case  stated  under  20  ^ 
21  Vict,  c,  43,  the  appellant  applied  for  his  costs 
in  the  court  below. 
Held,  that-  although  the  court  had,  by  sect,  6,  a  dis- 
cretion over  such  costs  cU  tlie  disposal  of  an  appeal, 
it  should  be  exercised  only  in  a  strong  case  of 
vexaiion  or  oppression;  and  that  such  delay  with- 
out fraud  effectually  precluded  it. 
This  was  a  case  stated  by  three  justices  of  the 
peace,  acting  in  and  for  the  city  and  borough  of 
Bath,  in  the  coimty  of  Somerset,  imder  the  statute 
20  &  21  Vict,  c,  43. 

The  justices  had  made  an  order  against  the  ap- 
pellant under  the  Nuisances  Removal  Act,  1855, 
sect.  12,  as  the  owner  oi  premises  upon  which 
a  foul  and  offensive  privy  existed,  so  as  to  be  a 
nuisance.  The  appellant  was  receiver  of  the  rent 
of  the  house  as  agent  of  the  ground  landlord 
from  a  person  called  Hancock,  who  held  a  lease 
of  the  whole  house  for  twentv-one  years;  this 
lessee  had  underlet  a  part  of  tne  house  to  a  Mrs. 
Kingston  as  yearly  tenant.  The  privy  was 
within  the  part  of  the  house  let  to  Mrs.  Kingston, 
and  was  used  exclusively  by  her,  Hancock  having 
no  access  to  it. 

On  the  24th  April  1872  this  case  stated  came  on 
to  be  argued  by  way  of  appeal,  and  the  court 
(Blackburn,  Hannen,  and  Quain,  JJ.)  held  that 
the  appellant  was  not  the  owner  of  the  premises  on 
which  the  nuisance  arose,  within  the  definition  of 
the  word  in  sect.  2  of  the  said  Act  of  1855 :  (Re- 
ported L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  418 ;  26L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  471). 
The  court  made  an  order  that  the  judgment  or 
determination  of  John  Hulbert,  William  Hunt» 
and  William  Thompson,  esquires,  three  of  Her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  in  and  for  the  city 
and  borough  of  Bath,  in  the  county  of  Somerset, 
upon  the  hearing  of  an  information  and  complaint 
preferred  by  the  respondent  against  the  appclLint 
lor  allowing  the  following  nuisance  to  exist  on  his 
premises,  So.  13,  Union-street,  in  the  said  city  and 
Dorongh,  viz.,  a  foul  and  offensive  privy  for  want 
of  a  syphon-pan  and  supply  of  water,  in  respect  of 
which  this  case  has  been  stated — be  reversed  with 
costs,  to  be  paid  by  the  said  respondent  to  the 
said  appellant  or  his  attorney,  such  costs  if  neces- 
sary to  be  taxed  by  the  coroner  and  attorney  of 
this  court. 

Upon  taxation  the  appellant  was  allowed  his 
costs  of  the  appeal,  but  not  any  costs  of  the  sum- 
mons, no  question  as  to  costs  having  been  reserved 
by  the  justices. 

On  the  28th  Jan.  last  Bailey,  on  behalf  of 
the  appellant  obtained  a  rule  nisi  calling  upon  the 
respondent  to  show  cause  why  the  rule  made  the 
24tn  April  in  the  last  Easter  Term  should  not  be 
amended,  by  ordering  the  t«v^Qi*Dkd»^\t  \«^  \as^  V^ 
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the  appellant  the  costs  of  the  hearing  of  the  earn- 
mons  before  the  justices  on  which  the  special  case 
in  this  prosecution  was  stated,  or  nhj  a  mle 
should  not  be  granted  ordering  the  respondent  to 
pay  to  (he  said  appellant  such  costs, 

Murck  showed  cause— 20  4  21  Vict.  c.  43— which 
is  the  Act  under  which  the  appeal  was  brought  to 
this  court — provides  by  sect.  6,  that  "the court  to 
which  a  case  is  transmitted  under  this  Act  shall 
hear  and  determine  the  question  or  questions  of 
law  arising  thereon,  and  shall  thereupon  reverse, 
Hfiirm,  or  amend  the  determination  in  respect  of 
which  the  case  has  been  stated,  or  remit  the  mat- 
ter to  the  justice  or  justices  with  the  opinion  of 
the  court  thereon,  or  maj  make  such  other  order 
in  relation  to  the  matter,  and  may  make 
sach  orders  as  to  costs  as  to  the  court  may 
seem  fit;  and  all  such  orders  shall  he  final  and 
conclnsive  on  all  parties."  These  costs  can  onlj 
relate  to  the  appeal,  for  this  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  costs  of  the  court  below;  but  even 
if  the  jurisdiction  exists,  it  is  too  late  now  for  an 
amendment  of  the  order  of  the  court.  In  CtwroeH 
V.  Cook  (12  C.  B.,N.  S.,  242)  Byles  J.  said,  "  it  is  a 
most  inconvenient  thing  to  come  and  ask  for  costs 
in  theterm  after  the  case  was  disposed  of,  and  when 
the  application  is  necessarily  made  to  a  court  some- 
what differently  constitnted  from  that  which  pro- 
nounced the  judgment."  A  similar  application  was 
ref\isedonthesamogroand  in  Badenberg  v.  Boberlt. 
h.  Rep.  2  C.  P.  292.  A  fortiori  then  this  application, 
which  comes  on  to  be  argued  four  terms  after  the 
decision  of  the  appeal,  should  be  refiised  [Quain  J. 
— I  thought  when  the  rale  was  mored  that  it  was 
too  late,  but  it  was  suggested  that  there  was  some 
excuse  for  the  delay].     That  is  now  denied. 

Bailey  supported  the  rale:  —  I  should  have 
thought  that  the  order  of  this  court  would  neces- 
sarily give  the  appellant  the  cost  of  the  summons. 
[BLAt.'KBUH.N-,  J.  Then  yott  should  have  moved  to 
review  the  taxation.]  The  masters  however  state 
that  it  is  their  practice  to  limit  such  on  order  to 
the  costs  of  appeal  only  ;  and  there  aremauy  ana- 
logons  authorities  as  to  County  Court  cases,  that 
the  delay  which  has  taken  plnce  is  not  too  long  to 
preclude  an  amendment  in  the  order  now.  Morris 
V.  Bomoorfh  {2  E.  &  B.  213),  was  upon  an  award 
made  on  the  !Hh  June  18.52 ;  the  amount  being  less 
than  201.,  and  the  parties  living  more  than  twenty 
miles  apart,  a  summons  was  taken  out  in  Feb. 
ISKS,  under  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  61,  s.  13,  to  recover 
plaintiff's  costs;  it  was  h^ld  not  to  be  too  late: 
and  in  Beid  v.  Gardnp.r  (8  Ex.  661)  a  verdict  of  U. 


year  afterwards 
Vict.  c.  f>4,  s.  4,  was  held  to  be  in  time.  In  Ashbif 
T.  B-^wkh  (28  L.  T.  Rep.  185),  Malins,  V.C.  laiS 
down  "  That  the  court  had  the  power  to  and 
would,  eicept  under  special  circumstances,  allow 
to  a  successful  appellant  from  the  decision  of  a 
County  Court  judge  his  costs  of  the  appeal,  as 
well  as  his  costs  in  the  court  below;  that  in  these 
cases,  where  the  subject  matter  in  dispute  was 
small,  it  would  frequently  amount  to  a  deuial  of 
justice,  if  the  successful  appellant  were  saddled 
with  bis  costs  of  the  appeal;  and  directed  de- 
fendant to  pay  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
County  Court  and  the  costs  of  the  appeal."  This 
Judgment  was  founded  upon  the  common  law  au- 
eboritiee  of  which  Sekroder  v.  Ward  (13  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  ' 
^p;  7  L.  T.  Sep.  N.  8.  725),  was  cited  -.  there 
WiJleti,  J.  in  a  considered  jndgmeot  of  the  court 


said,  "  We  reverse  the  decision  with  costs.  And  we 
lay  it  down  as  a  general  rule  that  the  ooste  of  ftp- 
peal  will  a'ways  be  allowed,  unless  there  ore  specul 
circumstanoeB ;  and  those  special  oircnmstaiuss 
must  he  substantial."  The  words  of  the  Connty 
Court  Act  in  that  appeal  are  almost  identical  with 
those  here.  So  in  Oage  T.  CoUina  (L.  Bap.  2  C.  P. 
381),  the  court  upon  appeal  reversed  a  CoDnty 
Court  judgment,  and  ordered  a  new  trial ;  holding 
that  the  whole  judgment,  including  that  part  of  it 
which  related  to  the  oosts,  was  t£ereby  reversed- 
[Quuw,  J.  All  these  cases  merely  revsTBe  the 
Older  of  the  court  below ;  that  is,  they  direct  that 
the  appellants  shall  not,  as  ordered  by  the  oonrt 
below,  pay  the  respondents'  costs  in  that  ooorL 
Is  there  any  decision  of  an  appeal  court  ordenng 
the  respondent  to  pay  the  appellant's  costs  in  the 
court  below  P]  That  was  done  in  AlecKit  v.  Ddau, 
4  E.  £  fi.  660,  when  Lord  Campbell  concluded  his 
judgment,  "  There  most  be  a  new  trial;  and  tbe 
costs  of  the  first  trial  and  of  the  oppotl  must  be 
paid  by  the  respondents."  [Quaik,  I.Tb»  Qnera's 
Coroner  says  the  practice  ot  the  conrt  is  to  tlM 
contrary.] 

BiACKBTKy,  J. — I  do  not  think  them  can  be  any 
doubt  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged.  ^Hw 
6th  section  of  20  A  21  Vict,  c  43,  enables  the  conrt 
to  make  such  orders  as  te  coats  as  to  the  oooit 
may  seem  fit.  ta  the  present  case  the  order  npon 
this  appeal  was  in  favour  of  the  appellant  wiUi 
costs,  which  means,  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  coTtrt,  the  oosts  of  the  appsal  only.  Gener^^, 
the  costs  below  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  jus- 
tices, and  they.wonld  not  be  likely  to  give  the 
appellant  his  costs  before  them  ;  and  that  is  the 
only  case  in  which  upon  allowance  of  a  revorsol  of 
the  judgment  below  ought  not  also  to  reverse  the 
order  as  to  costs.  I  will  not  say  that  under  this  6th 
section  if  a  strong  case  of  vexation  or  oppresaioii 
were  brought  before  us,  we  might  not  oraar  that 
the  respondent  should  pay  the  appellant's  coots 
before  the  justices :  but  that  would  be  at  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal,  and  we  cert^nly  would  not 
interfere  with  the  ordinary  course  four  terms  after 
the  case  has  been  decided;  unless,  perhaps,  there 
were  grounds  of  fraud  for  the  delay,  which  are  not 
estabhshed  here. 

QcAra,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rale  should 
he  discharged.  It  is  a  rule  obtained  last  term  to 
amend  an  order  of  this  court  made  in  the  numth 
of  April  of  last  year.  The  two  cases  cited  Cram 
the  Common  Pleas,  Coiwell  v.  Cook,  and  Budm- 
hurg  V.  Bobertt,  are  clear  authorities  that  we  on^it 
not  to  amend  an  order  as  to  costs  after  so  lonA  a 
delay;  at  all  events  unless  ^nd  be  shown,  fia 
strong  case  for  doing  so  be  established  we  mi^it 
perhaps  deal  with  the  costs  below  as  now  requested, 
but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  this  is  sadi  a 

Akcqibali),  J. — I  am  of  the  samo  opinioiL 
Under  sect.  6  of  20  J^  21  Vict  o.  43, 1  think  it  is 
in  OQT  discretion  to  make  an  order  as  to  the  appel- 
lant's costs  below  upon  the  disposal  of  the  cose : 
but  there  seems  to  have  been  in  this  case  no  reason 
for  doing  so,  even  if  the  delay  did  not  entirely 
preclude  it' 

Btik  dUoluvrged  imth  ootU. 

Attorneys  for  appelant,  T.  WhiU  aod  Som.  for 
G.  H.  Cook,  Bath. 

AMnTQOTs  for  respondent,  Sobviuim  and  Gvm 
fot  TF.  "a.  Mnger.'atSii. 
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Wednesday,  AprU  30, 1873. 
Jones  v,  Coofeb. 

Licensing  Act,  1872  —  Conviction  during  current 

licence — Right  accrued. 
The    am>€Uant   wa^a    convicted   by  justices  under 
the  JAcensing  Act^  1872,   sect,  24,  for  unloAJO' 
JvUy  allowing  beer  to   be  consutned  on  his  pre- 
fnises  ai  the  hour  of  two  in  the  morning  of  the 
ISth  Sept,  1872.     The  Licensing  Act  1872  came 
into  operation  on  10th  Aug,  1872,  but  the  appellant 
held  a  licence  authorieing  him  to  sell  by  retail  ex- 
eiseable  liqitors,  wiihovi  Limitation  of  hours  except 
on  Sundays,  which  was  expressed  to  comtvnue  vn 
force  until  10th  Oct.  IS72. 
Held  {by  BUickbum  and  Archibald  J  J.,  dissentiente 
Quoin,  J.),  that  the  Licensing  Act,  1872,  applied 
to  current  licenses  from  the  passing  of  the  Act, 
as  well  as  to  future  licences. 
This  was  a  case  stated  by  justices  for  the  borough 
of  Kidderminster,  in  the  ooonty  of   Worcester, 
under  the  statute  20  &  21  Vict,  c  43,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  a 
question  of  law,  which  arose  as  hereinafter  stated. 
At  a  petty  session,  holden   at  the  Guildhall, 
Eiddennister,   in   and  for  the    said  borough  of 
Kidderminster,  on    27th   Sept.    1872,    an    infor- 
mation  was    heard  preferred  by  Paul    Stephen 
Cooper  (hereinafter  called  the  respondent)  against 
Joseph  Jones  (hereinafter  called  the  appeUant), 
under  the  24th  sect  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed 
in  the  year  1872,  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  94,  intituled,  "  An 
Act    for    Begulatine    the    Sale   of    Intoxicating 
Liquors,"  and  whicn  received  the  Boyal  assent 
on  10th  Aug.  1872,  and  is  called  the  Licensing  Act 
1872. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  sect.  24  of  the 
Act: — 

Subject  as  hereinafter  meationed,  all  premises  on  which 
intoxioating  liqnora  are  sold,  or  exposed  for  sale  by  retail, 
■hall  be  closed  as  follows,  that  is  to  eay : 

(1.)  [This  subsection  relates  to  the  City  of  London,  or 
the  liberties  thereof,  and  does  not  apply  in  any  way  to 
the  present  case.] 

(2).  If  sitnated  berond  the  city  of  London  and  the 
libisTtiee  thereof,  and  the  pi^ishes  or  places  subject  to 
the  jnrisdiotion  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  or 
beyond  the  four  mile  radius  from  Charing-cross,  on 
Sunday,  Christmas  Day,  and  Good  Friday,  daring  the 
whole  day,  betore  the  hoar  of  half -past  twelve  (or  u  the 
lioensing  jasticee  direct,  one)  in  the  afternoon,  and 
between  the  hoars  of  hali-past  two  (or  if  one  be  the  hoar 
of  opening,  then  three)  and  six  in  the  afternoon,  and 
after  the  hour  of  ten  (or  if  the  lioensing  justices  direct, 
any  boor  not  earlier  than  nine,  and  not  later  than  eleven) 
at  might,  and  on  all  other  days  before  the  hoar  of  six 
(or  if  the  lioensing  justices  direct,  ajiy  hour  not  earlier 
than  five,  and  not  later  than  seven)  in  the  morning,  and 
after  the  hour  of  eleven  (or  if  the  licensing  jastioes  direct, 
any  hour  not  earlier  than  ten  and  not  later  than  twelve) 
at  night. 

Any  person  who  sells  or  exposes  for  sale,  or  opens  or 
keeps  open,  any  premises  for  the  sale  of  intoxioating  iionors 
dnnng  the  time  that  such  premises  are  directed  to  be  closed 
by  or  in  pursuance  of  this  section,  or  daring  such  time 
as  aforocaid  allows  any  intoxicating  liquors  to  be  con- 
sumed on  such  premises,  shall,  for  the  first  offence  be 
liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  101.,  and  for  any  sub- 
•eqnent  offence  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  201.  Any 
conviction  for  an  offence  against  this  section  shall  be 
recorded  on  the  license  of  the  person  convicted,  unless 
tbe  oonvioting  magistrate  or  justioes  shall  otherwise 
dizeot. 

None  of  the  provisions  oontained  in  this  section  shall 
predlude  a  person  licensed  to  sell  any  intoxicating  liquor 
to  be  ooosumed  on  the  premises  from  selling  sucm  liquor 
to  honAJids  travellers,  or  to  penonalodgmgln  his  house. 
Jffc^hiag  in  thi«  section  oontimed  shall  preoJude  the  sale 
e#  MSfT  time,  mtrnxeilwej  etatUm,  oi  fntoztoatiag  liquort 


to  persons  arriving  at  or  departing  from  such  station  by 
raihroad. 
An  order  for  the  alteration  of  the  closing  hours  in 

Eursuance  of  subaection  two  of  this  section  may  be  made 
y  the  licensing  jastioes  at  any  General  Annual  Licensing 
Meeting,  or  any  adjournment  thereof,  held  in  pursuance 
of  the  Act  of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61  ;  and  also  in  Middlesex  or 
Surrey,  at  any  time,  before  the  next  General  Anilual 
Licensing  Meeting  at  any  special  sessions  summoned  for 
the  porpose,  provided  that  twenty-one  days  at  the  least 
before  any  such  meeting  or  adjournment,  notice  be  given, 
in  the  same  manner  as  is  prescribed  by  the  last^men- 
tioned  act  for  the  holding  of  such  meeting  or  adjournment, 
that  the  alteration  of  the  closing  hours  will  then  be  con- 
sidered :  Provided  that  no  order  allowing  licensed  pre- 
mises to  remain  opon  after  the  hours  of  ten  at  night,  on 
Sunday,  Christmas  day,  or  Good  Friday,  or  after  the  hour 
of  eleven  at  night  on  other  days,  shall,  as  to  such  allow- 
ance, apply  to  premises  in  respect  of  which  a  certificate 
is  in  force,  under  The  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Acts  1869 
and  1870. 

Provided  farther,  that  premises  in  respect  of  which 
such  certificate  is  in  force,  if  situated  in  a  town  contain- 
ing less  than  2500  inhabitants,  and  beyond  the  city  of 
London,  and  the  liberties  thereof,  and  the  parishes  or 
places  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  or  beyond  the  f  our-mile  radius  from 
Charing-cross,  shall  not  on  any  day  be  open  after  the 
hour  of  ten  at  night. 

Anv  order  made  by  the  licensing  justices  for  the  al- 
teration of  closing  hours,  shall  not  come  into  operation 
until  the  expiration  of  one  month  after  the  date  thereof, 
and  in  the  meantime  shall  be  advertised  in  such  manner 
as  the  Ucensiiig  justices  shall  direct. 

The  borough  of  Kidderminster  contains  a  popu- 
lation of  upwards  of  19,000,  and  is  situated  beyond 
all  the  places  mentioned  in  sub-section  2. 

No  alteration  has  been  made  by  the  licensing 
justices  for  extending  the  hours  for  keeping  open 
licensed  premises  beyond  the  times  fbced  by  the 
Act. 

The  information  against  the  appellant  was  dated 
23rd  Sept.  1872,  and  stated  that  on  the  18th 
September,  1872,  at  the  borough  of  Kidderminster, 
in  the  county  of  Worcester,  one  Joseph  Jones,  then 
being  a  duly  licensed  ale-house  keeper,  at  his  house 
and  premises  there  situate,  known  by  the  sign  of 
the  Land  Oak,  did  then  and  there  unlawfully 
allow  intoxicating  liquor  to  wit,  beer,  to  bo  con- 
sumed on  his  said  premises  before  the  hour  of  six 
in  the  morning  of  the  said  day,  to  wit,  at  the  hour 
of  two  in  the  morning  by  persons  not  being  bond 
fide  travellers,  or  persons  lodging*  in  his  said 
house,  contrary  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made 
and  provided. 

The  appellant  held  a  licence  from  the  Justices, 
granted  to  him  on  the  25th  Aug.  1871,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy,  and  which  was  renewed  by 
the  Justices  since  the  passing  of  the  Licensing 
Act,  1872,  namely  on  the  30th  Aug.  1872,  for  the 
ensuing  year. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  licence  granted  to 
appellant  in  1871 : 

[Boro'  of  Kidderminster,  county  of  Worcester.]  At 
the  general  annual  licensing  meeting  of  Her  Majesty's 
Jastioes  for  the  borough  of  Kidderminster,  in  the  coanty 
of  Worcester,  holden  at  the  Gaidhall,  in  the  borough  of 
Kidderminster,  on  the  25th  Aug.  1871,  for  the  purpose  of 
granting  licences  to  persons  keeping  inns,  alehouses,  and 
viotualling'houses,  to  sell  exciseable  liquors  by  retail  to  be 
drunk  or  consumed  on  their  premises.  We  being  three 
of  Uer  Majesty's  justices  of  tne  peace  acting  for  the  said 
borough,  and  being  Uie  majority  of  those  assembled  at 
the  said  meeting,  do  hereby  authorise  and  empower  Joseph 
Jones,  now  dwelling  at  Land  Oak  in  tho  said  borough,  and 
keeping  an  inn,  alehouse,  or  victuaUin^-houAA^  «.\»'\X^^ 
sign  of  the  "  LsJid  O^ik  "  *m  \jQft  «aJA  >oato\^^^X»  v^  Vj 
retail  therein,  and  m  tine  v^«n^*»^  >i\icwasiVi  \i«^^^«>:^> 
aU  such  ex<ABeab\fi  U<v5lot%  «a  \Ju^  wA  ^?*«^^^^;;^^^t 
be  lioeiioodaaidem^ifW5>d\«  i5»\i  ^w^^at  ^iw.  ^wJCoarvvs 
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n  of  aaj  eicdae  lioanoe,  and  to  permit  kU 
■Doh  liqnon  to  b«  drank  or  aoimmed  in  hii  liud  honia, 
ot  ID  the  premiwB  thereunto  belonging ;  pioTided  that 
he  do  Dot  trandnlentlr  dilate  or  sdoltente  the  vuns,  or 
•ell  the  eune  knowiDs  thsm  to  h»Te  been  frmndiilent]; 
dilated  or  >dalt«nit«a,  and  do  not  aae  in  the  uUinK 
tbenol  mj  weights  or  meaearaa  that  aie  not  of  the  legu 
■tandkrd,  uid  do  not  wilfolly  ot  knowinglr  permit 
drankeiuieaa  or  other  dieorderlf  oondnot  in  hia  nonee  or 
premiue,  and  do  not  knoiringl;  •nffer  anj  nnlawfnl  ganuw, 
01  kn^  guniag  whatooeTer, tWein,  and  do  not  kiiowingl; 
penmt  or  snlter  penoni  of  notorioaaly  bad  ohuBOtei  to 
UMmble  Kid  nuet  twather  therein ;  and  do  not  keep 
oi>en  hi«  honN  eioept  lor  the  leoeptioa  of  tmrelleri  ;  nor 
permit  or  mUeruijbMT,  or  other  etdHBbleliqnoT,  to  be 
ooDTejed  from  or  out  of  hia  premiaaa  daring  the  anul 
hoora  of  the  morning  and  aTtenioon  Dirina  Serrioe  in  the 
ohnrch  or  ohapel  of  the  paiieh,  or  place,  in  whioh  hia 
houH  i>  aitnated.  on  SnndxTB,  Cbriatmaa  D»r,  or  Qood 
(Vid^  :  bat  do  maintun  good  order  and  rue  therein  i 
and  this  licence  ahall  oontinae  in  force  from  the  IDth  Oat. 
next  until  the  en>iration  of  one  wbola  year  thenoe  nsit 
enming  aod  no  longer.  Provided  that  the  aaid  Joseph 
Jonea  ahaU  notin  themeantimabeoomea  aheriff's  offioei, 
or  officer  exeoalingr  the  [»«en  of  an;  ooort  of  joatioc  ;  in 
cither  of  whioh  oaaea  this  lioenoa  shall  be  roid. 

Giran  ander  oar  faaoda  and  seal  on  the  daj  and  at  the 
place  fint  abore  written— Samael  Loirey  (LS.),  William 
Cowen  (I,3.),C.E.  Jeffriee  (L.S.). 

Upon  the  hearing  ot  the  information,  erideoce 
was  fpven  in  support  of  it  'sufficient  to  satiahr  the 
magiatrates  that  the  appellant  waa  goiltj  of  the 
offence  nith  which  he  was  charged. 

Upon  the  hearing  the  appellant  was  present  with 
his  attorney,  who  did  not  diapnte  the  &^  as 
proved  hv  the  reapondent ;  but  he  contended  that 
the  appellant  was  entitled  nndertheiicenceof  1871 
to  keep  hia  honse  open  at  all  times  except  Sondays, 
Good  Fridays,  and  Ghriatmas  day,  as  mentioned 
in  the  licence,  notwithstanding  that  the  Act  of 
1872  came  into  operation  on  the  day  on  which  it 
received  the  Bo^  assent,  viz.,  the  10th  Ang.,  and 
notTvithstanding  the  24th  sect,  of  the  aaid.  Act 
before  mentioned  fixing  the  hours  of  closing;  and 
he  contended  that  the  appellant  had  acquired  soch 
right  under  snoh  licence,  and  nnder  subsect.  3  of 
sect.  75  (the  repealing  section)  of  the  Licensing  Act 
1872. 

The  following  is  the  repealing  section  (75)  of  the 
Licensing  Act  187'2  : 

The  aeTetal  Aota  set  forth  in  the  aeoond  achednle 
hereto  ahmll  be  repealed  to  the  extent  to  whioh  each  Aota 
ant  herein  eipreeaed  to  ba  repealed,  and  in  partieolar 
there  ahall  ba  repealed  ao  maoh  of  the  Wine  and  Beer- 
hoosea  Aota  aa  makes  anch  Aota  tamporar;  in  their  dnia- 
tioD,  and  the  said  Acts  shall  henceforth  be  perpetoaL 

ProTided  that  the  repeal  enacted  in  this  Act  ahaU  not 
albet: 

^nrt, — An;  aecoritr  given  beforel  thia  Aot  comet  into 
operation. 

SeooDdl^, — Anything  dnlj  done  before  thia  Act  oomee 
into  opera^n. 

Thirdly, — Any  right  Boqoired  or  liability  aooraed 
before  tUa  Aot  oomes  into  operation. 

Foarthly,— Any  remoral  of  a  licoaae  or  certificate  in 
poraoanoe  of  the  aeoond  aeotion  of  Intonoatang  liqaor 
Uoenaing  Soapenaioa  Aot  1871. 

Fif^Jy, — Any  penalty,  fotfeitare.  or  other  ponish- 
ment  incurred,  or  to  be  inonrred,  in  reapect  of  any  OBamn 
oommitted  before  thia  Act  comes  into  operation. 

Sixthly,— The  ioatitDtion  of  any  legal  proceeding,  or 

any  other  remedy  for  aaoertaining,  entoniing,  or  reoover- 

iog  any  aaoh  liabili^,  penalty,  fimeitare,  or  paniatunent 

aa  aforeaaid. 

•  Provided  alao  that  in  th«  oaae  of  peraona  intending 

to  apply  for  Billiard  Lioanaea  under  the  Act  of  6  A  V 

Viat  0,  108,  intitalKl  An  Aot  to  amend  the  law  oonoem- 

oy  fawea  mnd  mgara,  or    for  the  banifer  cf  anah 

Jmaan,  the  aama  noCiiMa  ahall  be  given  aa  an  In  thii 

*^™9iurBd  ia  the  OMB  Df  iioenoea  ae  defined  bj  thia  Act. 

*  **  iMar  thar^to  ^  mnmnutAiioM  admit ;  aad  anj 


lilliard  lioanoe,  or  of  any  offence  declared  by  tlw  laat 
mentionad  Aot  to  be  an  offence  against  the  tenor  at  a 
licence  aa  defined  by  this  Act,  aluul  be  poaiahed  nadn 
this  Act  in  the  Huae  OBSner  in  all  teapeoM  ••  a  lioMiaad 
person  within  tha  "">«"'"  g  of  thia  Act  ia  pnmahaU* 
under  thia  Aot  for  aaflarinp  any  gaming  or  any  onlawfnl 
game  to  be  carried  on  on  hu  premises ;  and  in  oonatraing 
the  laet  mentioned  Aot  any  reference  to  the  Intoiioatinf 
Liquor  lioensing  Aot  1828,  ahall  be  oonatroed  to  refer  to 
that  Act  as  amended  by  this  Act. 

The  repealed  sections  of  9  Gieo.  4.,  nnder 
whioh  the  licence  of  1871  was  granted,  are  6,  1(^ 
11,  so  ranch  of  sect.  13  as  relates  to  the  form  of 
licence,  sections  18,  19,  20,  21,22,23,25,26,27, 
28,  29,  except  so  fu  as  the  three  last-mentioned 
sections  relate  to  the  renewal  of  licences,  or  to  Ibe 
transfer  of  licences  nnder  sects.  4  and  14  of  the 
same  Act ;  also  sects.  31,  32,  33,  and  34. 

Notwithstanding  the  contention  on  the  part  ot 
the  appellant's  attorney,  the  justices,  being  of 
opinion  that  the  terms  of  the  licence  granted  to  tha 
appellant  at  the  general  annual  licensing  meet- 
ing, in  1871,  in  so  mr  as  it  vaa  repealed,  altered,  or 
varied  by  the  Licensing  Act  1872,  took  effect  from 
the  passmg  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872,  held  that 
tbo  sud  appellant  did  not  acqnire  any  right  within 
the  meamng  of  the  word,  aa  used  in  sub-sect.  3 
of  sect.  75  <n  the  said  Act  under  snch  lioenoe  to 
allow  intoxicating  Uquors  to  be  consumed  on  his 
premises  during  the  prohibited  hours  mentioned 
m  the  24th  section  of  Clie  Licensing  Act,  1872 ;  and 
they  accordingly  gave  their  dotennination  a4^nst 
the  said  appellant,  and  convicted  him  in  the 
penalty  of  ^t.  and  coats,  or,  in  default  ot  payment, 
to  be  imprisoned  in  the  House  of  Correction  at 
Worcester,  and  there  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the 
space  of  fourteen  days,  unless  the  said  several  soma 
snould  be  sooner  paid ;  and  thev  ordered  the  oon- 
viotion  of  the  said  appellant  to  be  indorsed  on  his 
lioence. 

The  qaestion  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  the  court 
was  as  follows : 

Whether  the  ^ipellant  nnder  the  licence  granted 
to  him  at  the  general  annual  licensing  meeting 
held  on  the  25th  Aog.  1871  (expiring  lOUi 
Oct.  1872),  oould  still  keep  hia  boose  open  a> 
bef(»«  the  passing  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872  (and 
nnder  the  circomstances  stated  in  this  case)  nntil 
the  10th  Oct.  1872,  as  a  right  acquired  under 
such  licence  coming  within  thet«misof  sub-sectim 
3  of  sect.  75  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
justices  were  right  in  convicting  the  appellant,  at 
before  stated,  then  the  conviction  was  to  stwid ; 
but  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  othenriee, 
then  the  conviction  agMnst  the  ^p.llant  was  to 
be  qnashed. 

And  the  court  is  humbly  solicited,  according  to 
the  power  vested  in  tbe  court  by  the  said  statute 
20  &  21  Vict  c.  43,  to  remit  the  case  to  them  the 
justices,  with  the  opinion  of  tbe  court  thereon,  or 
to  make  such  other  order  as  to  tbe  court  may 
seem  flu 

T.  S.  Prilehard  argued  for  the  appellant  accord- 
to  tbe  contention  before  the  justices;  he  also 
relied  upon  sect.  48,  by  which  "  every  licence  giantfld 
after  the  commencement  of  this  Act  shaU  be  in 
such  form  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  preacribed 
by  a  Secretary  of  State.  Provided,  that  Uoenoee 
granted  at  any  general  annual  licensing  meeting 
or  adjournment  thereof,  between  the  20th  Aw- 
and  tbe  ftn&  ol  ^^^  \%71,  ahall  be  in  t£i 
[  forma  \iOT«bAQT«  'uv  'asib,\ra,\i  aiq  «aai!^M«a«en> 
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tained  in  any  licence  so  granted,  which  are  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  shall  he  of  no 
effect." 

The  respondent  did  not  appear. 

BuLCKBURN,  J. — ^I  think  m  this  case  the  con- 
straction  of  the  Licensing  Act  is  not  very  clear. 
We  have  had  reason  before  to  know  that  the  Act 
was  not  carefnlly  drawn,  and  there  is  certainly  some 
difficulty  in  the  point  here  raised.  It  is  contended 
that  the  appellant  under  his  licence  of  1871,  took  a 
veated  interest  until  that  licence  expired,  which 
was  not  before  Oct.  1872.  The  23rd  section  of 
the  Licensing  Act  1872,  provides  power  to  justices 
to  cloee  licensed  houses  in  case  of  riot,  and  imposes 
a  penalty  not  exceeding  £50  on  any  person  keeping 
hi8  premises  open  during  any  time  at  which  the 
justices  have  ordered  them  to  be  closed.  Part  of 
this  is  a  mere  re-enactment  of  the  old  law,  and 
part  of  it  is  new  legislation.  It  seems  quite  plain 
that  the  latter  part,  which  is  new,  came  into  oper- 
ation with  the  former,  immediately  upon  the 
passing  of  the  Act.  The  24th  section  causes  the 
closing  of  these  houses  at  an  hour  earlier  than  that 
required  by  licence?  of  the  previous  year,  and  it 
interferes  with  the  vested  rights  of  licensed 
▼ictuallers.  The  Legislature  at  first  sight,  therefore, 
would  be  expected  to  say  that  they  should  have 
some  notice  of  the  change,  and  one  looks  naturally 
for  some  further  provision ;  but  nothing  of  the  kind 
is  expressly  stated.  The  2nd  sub-section  relates 
to  places  beyond  the  Metropolitan  district,  and 
fixes  definite  times  for  closing,  with  alternative 
hours  if  the  licensing  justices  direct.  Subse- 
quently, it  provides  that  any  order  by  justices  for 
alteration  of  closing  hours  shall  not  come  into 
operation  until  a  month  after  it  is  made ;  but  it 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  affect  the  time  at  which  the 
Act  generally  is  to  come  into  operation :  it  merely 
prevents  the  justices'  direction  as  to  different 
iionrs  from  coming  into  force  for  a  month.  The 
provisions  as  to  closing  premises,  are  without  con- 
dition of  any  kind,  ei^cept  as  to  the  alternative 
hours  which  justices  may  fix,  and  I  can  see  nothing 
to  limit  the  operation  of  the  Act  after  its  com- 
mencement in  places  where  the  licensing  justices 
have  not  adopted  anv  hours  for  closing,  different 
firom  those  fixed  by  the  Act.  There  is  no  condition 
in  the  old  licence  that  the  appellant  shall  be 
allowed  to  open  his  house  to  any  particular  time, 
and  no  hour  has  been  specially  adopted  by  the 
jostioes  in  his  district.  I  think,  therefore,  that  in 
nis  case,  the  Act  came  into  operation  at  once  upon 
its  passing.  I  cannot  see  tnat  the  48th  section 
affects  this  matter,  for  it  relates  only  to  licences 
Rranted  between  the  20th  Aug.  and  the  end  of 
Seipt,  in  the  year  1872.  I  think,  therefore,  the 
jnstioes  were  right,  although  I  cannot  say  that 
the  matter  is  free  from  doubt. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  sorry  I  cannot  agree  with  my 
brother  Blackburn.  I  do  not  think  the  Act  was 
intended  to  apply  to  the  then  current  Ucences. 
It  is  a  recognised  principle  of  legislation  that 
Tested  rights  should  oe  attended  to,  and  there  are 
no  express  words  applying  to  this  case.  By  his 
old  ho&ace  the  appellant  had  a  right  to  keep  open 
lua  house  during  all  hours  of  the  week,  except  at 
certain  times  on  Sundaj^s,  as  long  as  tibe  licence 
lasted.  In  the  24th  section,  the  legislature  deals 
with  Uoenoes  granted  by  justices  having  power  to 
alter  the  hours  for  opening  and  closing,  and  it 
strikes  me  that  the  section  relAtea  to  future 
hoeaom  osfy*    I  am  fortiAed  in  that  opinion  by 


the  48th  section  which  provides  that  licences 
granted  in  Aug.  after  the  20th,  and  in  Sept. 
1872  "  shall  be  in  the  forms  heretofore  in  use,  but 
any  conditions  contained  in  any  licence  so 
granted  which  are  contrary  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  shall  be  of  no  effect."  Now  if  the  statute 
itself  had  destroyed  such  conditions  in  all  licences, 
these  words  would  be  wholly  unnecessary,  and 
indeed  could  not  apply;  if  the  24th  section  was 
intended  to  come  into  operation  on  the  10th 
August,  a  licence  granted  between  the  20th  Aug. 
and  the  end  of  September,  although  in  the  old 
form,  would  have  no  effect  so  far  as  related  to 
any  conditions  it  contained  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act ;  and  the  proviso  in  this  48th 
section  would  be  superfluous.  Again,  it  is  argued 
that,  sect  75,  which  repeals  previous  licensing 
Acts,  but  saves,  amongst  other  things  "  (3)  Any 
right  acquired,  or  liability  accrued,  before  this  Act 
comes  into  operation,"  does  not  apply  to  licences 
then  current.  On  this  point  my  opinion  is  not 
strong ;  I  entertain  some  doubt  whether  this  case 
comes  within  either  of  the  exceptions  to  that 
section ;  the  statute  9  Oeo.  4,  c.  61,  which 
authorises  the  licence  at  that  time  enjoyed  by  the 
appellant,  and  which  empowered  him  to  keep  his 
house  open  at  all  hours  on  week  days,  is  expressly 
repealea  by  that  section,  and  it  seems  to  me, 
although  I  have  not  a  strong  opinion  about  it,  that 
this  is  a  right  which  the  appellant  acquired  under 
that  statute.  At  all  events  there  is  some  found- 
ation for  the  argument  that  this  right  is  saved  by 
the  proviso  to  this  repeal  clause.  When  I  consider 
the  importance  of  this  privilege  to  the  appellant, 
and  the  serious  penalty  imposed  upon  a  breach  of 
the  new  conditions  by  indorsement  of  a  conviction 
upon  the  licence,  and  because  there  are  no  words 
in  the  Act  expressly  curtailing  the  effect  of 
previous  licences,  I  conclude  that  this  is  a  case 
not  within  the  Act,  and  that  the  appellant  ought 
not  to  have  been  convicted. 

Archibald,  J. — I  agree  with  my  brother  Black- 
burn; I  think  the  24th  section  was  intended  to 
come  into  force  immediately  upon  the  passing  of 
the  Act,  and  without  any  order  of  justices.  A 
certain  time,  a  month's  notice,  is  prescribed  if  the 
licensing  justices  alter  the  hours.  There  is  nothing 
hat  I  can  see  in  the  preamble,  or  in  the  enacting 
part  of  the  statute,  to  confine  the  application  of 
this  legislation  to  future  licences.  It  might  have 
been  equitable  to  protect  licences  in  existence 
under  former  Acts,  but  I  think  as  it  is  drawn  we 
are  bound  to  give  effect  to  this  Act  in  relation  to 
all  licences.  The  strongest  argament  against  this 
view,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  that  deduced  from  the 
48th  section ;  but  it  is  not  sufficient  to  override 
the  express  provisions  of  the  24th.  As  to  the 
repealing  section,  I  think  the  24th  must  take  effect 
without  reference  to  any  repeal  of  former  Acts, 
and  moreover  I  do  not  think  this  was  a  right 
acquired  within  the  meaning  of  the  saving  clause 
rehed  upon.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  conviction 
was  rignt. 

Judgment  for  respondent. 

Attorneys  for  appellant,  JET.  /.  and  1\  Child,  for 
Saunders,  Jun.,  Kidderminster. 
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Monday,  May  6, 1873. 

Beg.  v.  The  Mayor,  <fec.,  of  Liverpool. 

Municipal  corporation  —  Application    of  borough 
fwfida — Public  benefit  of  t^ihabiiants — Surplus — 
5^6  Will  4,  c.  76,  ».  92. 
During  the  progress  of  the  Liverpool  Tramways 
Act  1871    through    Farlinment,    tlie     Liverpool 
Touni  Council  authorised  the  Town  Clerk  to  make 
terms  for  the  purchase  of  tramways  vnth  the  com' 
pany  protnoting  the  Bill.    Amongst  other  terms  of 
arrangement    he    agreed    that    the    coiporation 
shoula  pay  tlie  expenses  of  the  Bill  if  they  resolved 
to  take  the  tramways  according  to  their  powers  in 
the  Bill,    TJie  council  consented  to  these  terms, 
and  after  the  Act  was  passed  resolved  to  take  tlie 
tramways ;   they  aftenoards  resolved  to  pay  the 
expenses  agreed  to.     Tlie  surplus  of  the  oorough 
funds  in  the  year  of  these  resolutions  was  less 
tha/n  the  amount  of  the  €J:penses,  but  in  the  subse- 
quent years  the  surplus  was  greaier  than  thai 
anwtmt. 
Held  upon,  moflfidamus  to  tlie  Town  Gowncil  to  pay 
these  expenses  that    there    was  nothing   in  the 
Municipal  Corporations  Ad  1835  to  prevent  the 
payment  of  this  claim. 
On  the  30th  Jan.  H.  Lloyd,  Q.O.  on  behalf  of  the 
Liverpool  Tramways  Company  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
calling  apon  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  councillors  of 
the  borough  of  Liverpool  to  show  cause  why  a  writ 
of  mand^amiis  should  not  issue  directed  to  them, 
commanding  them  to  make  and  deUver  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  said  borough  an  order  in  writing, 
duly  signed  and  countersigned,  as  directed  by  the 
Act  of  5  A  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  59,  for  payment  by 
him  to  the  Liverpool  Tramways  Company  of  the 
sum  of  34-212.  6s.  lOd.  in  respect  of  the  expenses 
incurred  in  passing  The  Liverpool  Tramways  Act 
1871,  and  of  the  said  company  s  application  for  a 
provisional  order. 

The  Liverpool  Tramways  Company  was  incor- 
porated by  an  Act  passed  in  1868,  by  which  the 
said  company  was  authorised  to  construct  certain 
tramways  in  the  borpugh  of  Liverpool,  and  by  the 
70th  section  the  company  was  required  to  assent 
to  any  application  that  might  be  made  to  Parlia- 
ment by  the  corfxiration  of  Liverpool  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  company's  tramways  within  eleven 
years  of  the  passing  of  the  Act. 

In  the  year  1870  the  company  obtained  another 
Act  authorising  an  extension  of  one  of  their 
lines,  power  being  given  to  the  corporation,  as 
in  the  former  Act  of  1868,  to  purchase  the  exten- 
sion. 

In  1871  a  Bill  was  promoted  by  the  said  com- 
pany for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  company  to 
construct  several  other  tramways  in  Liverpool  and 
the  neighbourhood.  The  company  had  also  duly 
taken  the  necessary  steps  preliminary  to  an  appli- 
cation to  the  Board  of  Trade  for  a  provisional 
order  under  the  Tramways  Act  1870  authorising 
the  construction  of  the  same  tramways. 

During  the  progress  of  the  said  Bill  through 
Parliament  sundry  negotiations  took  place  between 
the  directors  of  the  said  company,  and  the  general 
and  parliamentary  committee  of  the  council  of  the 
borough  of  Liverpool,  and  in  February  1871  an 
interview  took  place  between  a  deputation  ap- 
pointed for  the  purpose  by  the  said  parliamentary 
committee  on  behalf  of  the  said  council,  and  the 
chairman  and  solicitor  of  the  said  company.  At 
this  interview  terms  oi  arrangement   were  dis- 


cussed, and  eventually  agreed  upon,  by  which  a 
clause  was  to  be  inserted  in  the  Act  entitling  the 
corporation  to  a  transfer  of  the  company's  powers 
with  respect  to  all  the  lines,  except  that  along 
Whitechapel,  ''upon  notice  within  six  months 
after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  upon  payment  of  the 
company  s  parliamentary  expenses  incurred  in 
obtaining  the  Act  of  1871,  and  in  connection  with 
the  application  for  the  provisional  order." 

On  the  8th  March  1871,  a  resolution  was  duly 
passed  by  the  council  of  the  borough,  "  That  the 
recommendation  to  withdraw  further  opposition  to 
the  Liverpool  Tramways  Bill  on  the  tramways 
company  acceding  to  the  terms  of  arrangement 
recommended  by  the  committee,  and  securing 
their  insertion  in  the  Bill,  be  approved." 

Subsequently  an  agreement  was  finally  settled 
and  agreed  to,  and  one  part  was  signed  for  the 
corporation  of  Liverpool  by  the  town  clerk.  In 
this  agreement  the  terms  of  arrangement  pre- 
viously mentioned  were  embodied,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  the  agreement  sections  7  and  27  were 
inserted  in  the  BUI  which  was  afterwards  passed 
on  the  24th  July,  1871,  34  &  35  Vict.  c.  dvii, 
(The  Liverpool  liamways  Act  1871). 

Although  no  mention  is  made  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament  as  to  the  agreement  by  the  corpora- 
tion to  pay  the  expenses  of  promoting  the  Act, 
it  formed  part  of  the  agreement  signed  by  the 
town  clerk,  and  it  was  stated  in  two  reports 
drawn  by  the  town  clerk  upon  direction  of  the 
council. 

On  the  4th  Oct.  1871,  the  council  duly  resolved, 
"That  the  council  do  hereby  elect  to  assume  the 
the  powers  to  construct  and  maintain  the  tram* 
ways  within  the  borough  (except  the  Whitechapel 
route)  authorised  by  the  Liverpool  Tramways  Act 
1871,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  for  that  porpose 
contained  in  the  7th  section  of  that  Act.'  Upon 
notice  of  this  resolution  to  the  said  company,  the 
expenses  payable  by  the  corporation  under  the 
aforesaid  agreement,  were  referred  to  an  arbitrator, 
Mr.  Hall,  who  settled  them  at  3421i.  6s.  lOd. 

In  1872  the  Corporation  of  Liverpool  obtained 
the  passing  of  the  Liverpool  Tramways  (Purchase) 
Act,  enabling  them  to  carry  out  the  above  resoln* 
tion  of  the  council. 

On  the  14th  Aug.  1872,  the  council  duly  passed 
a  resolution  "  That  the  account  of  expenses  of 
obtaining  the  Act  (of  1871)  as  allowed,  amounting 
to  a^2U.  6s.  lOd.,  and  Mr.  HalFs  charges  ^U.  5«.  2d^ 
be  paid." 

Objection  to  the  payment  of  this  sum  to  the  said 
company  was  afterwards  made  by  sotne  ratepayers, 
and  no  order  or  writing  for  payment  of  the  said 
sum  had  been  signed  by  three  members  of  the 
council,  and  countersigned  by  the  town  clerk,  as 
required  by  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  59,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  borough  funds.  The  corporation  noir 
refused  payment. 

It  was  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  chairman  of 
the  said  company,  that  he  believed  that  from  the 
14th  Aug.  1872  hitherto,  there  had  always  been  a 
surplus  of  the  Liverpool  Borough  Fund  more  than 
sufficient  for  the  amount  claimed;  it  appeared, 
however,  by  the  affidavit  of  the  borough  treasurer, 
that  on  the  said  14th  Aug.  1872,  the  surplus  of  the 
borough  fund,  which  had  not  been  applied  under 
the  direction  or  by  resolution  of  the  council,  for  the 
public  benefit  of  the  inhabitants,  and  improvemaii 
of  the  said  borough,  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
8U.  140. 6(i.,and  no  more ;  and  that  the  amount  of  the 
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18  not  applied  as  aforesaid,  on  the  18th  April 
the  date  of  the  affidavit,  was  3876Z.  Ss.  lid. 
»  town  clerk  of  the  boroap^h  of  Liverpool 
.  b^  affidavit,  that  the  question  of  paying  the 
claimed  by  the  Tramway  Company  out  of  the 
18  income  of  the  borough  fond,  was  not 
.  or  considered  at  the  meetmg  of  the  council 
)  said  14th  Aug.  1872,  and  that  all  grants 
kyments  from  time  to  time  made  out  of 
ud  surplus  income,  are  always  expressed  to 
made  in  the  respective  resolutions  autho- 
Buch  payments. 

sect.  33  of  the  Li verpool  Tramways  Act  1871, 
[XMts,  charges,  and  expenses  of  and  incident 
e  preparing  for,  obtaining,  and  passing  of 
.ct,  or  otherwise  in  relation  thereto,  shaU  be 
►y  the  company." 

ward,  Q.  C.,  Herschell,  Q.  C,  and  OuMy 
d  cause  on  behalf  of  the  Liverpool  Town 
jiL — ^Tho  arrangement  by  the  town  clork, 
be  resolution  of  the  council  both  required  a 
ion  in  the  local  Act  for  the  payment  of  those 
and  whatever  was  the  object  of  omitting  to 
such  a  clause,  it  clearly  was  never  intended 
dge  the  surplus  of  the  borough  fund,  the 
Dce  of  which  at  that  time  could  not  have  been 
1.  Moreover  the  surplus  of  the  year  in 
the  resolution  to  pay  tnese  costs  was  passed, 
ited  to  about  80Z.,  and  the  case  therefore 
within  the  authority  of  Beg.  v.  The  Mayor  of 
Id  (L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  652).  T?here  some  orders 
iwn  council  for  the  payment  of  the  expenses 
)  opposition  before  Parliament  of  a  water 
rere  moved  for  on  certiorari^  and  it  was  hold 
ussuming  the  objects  for  which  the  expenses 
ncurred  to  be  for  the  public  benefit  of  the  in- 
nts  of  the  borough,  yet  they  could  not  come 
L  the  clause  which  enabled  the  town  council 
»ly  the  fundi  for  the  public  benefit  of  the 
tants  of  the  borough,  as  there  was  no  sur- 
That  clause  in  sect.  92  of  the  Municipal 
ration  Act  1835  (5  &  6  WiU  4,  c.  76),  which 
les  for  the  application  of  a  borough  fund  in 
mt  of  salaries  of  the  officers,  expenses  of 
B8  lists,  prosecutions,  &c.,  **  and  of  all  other 
ses  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for,  which 
>e  necessarily  incurred  in  carrying  into  effect 
^visions  of  this  Act;  and  in  case  the  bo- 
fund  shall  be  more  than  sufficient  for  the 
»e8  afosesaid,  the  surplus  thereof  shall  be 
1,  under  the  direction  of  the  council,  for  the 
benefit  of  tbe  inhabitants  and  improve- 
of  the  borough."  It  may  also  bo  contended 
his  was  not  an  expenditure  for  the  public 
b  of  the  inhabitants  or  the  improvement  of 
rough ;  the  opposition,  indeed,  on  the  part 
ratepayers  is  on  this  ground.  Further,  this 
oes  not  apply  for  the  remedy  provided  by 
.4^1  Yict.  c.  78,  s.  44,  for  such  a  matter 


t. 


!jloyd,  Q.C,  Pope,  Q.O.,  and  B.  G.  Williams, 
red  to  support  the  rule,  but  were  not  heard. 
CKBURN,  J. — The  question  whether  this  is 
ght  remedy  to  adopt  under  the  circum- 
8  is  for  the  prosecutors  to  decide  at  their 
all  that  we  are  required  to  do  now  is  to 
iudgment  on  the  merits  of  the  case.  It 
that  a  resolution  by  the  town  council  was 
i  approving  of  the  terms  of  arrangement 
d  into  by  the  town  clerk  with  the  tramwavs 
ny,  by  which,  amongst  other  things,  the 
mm  was  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  com- 


pany's Act  of  Parliament,  if  the  corporation  should 
resolve  to  take  the  tramways.  The  corporation 
knowing  the  terms  of  the  agreement  resolved  to 
take  the  tramways,  obtained  an  Act  for  the  purpose, 
and  afterwards  resolved  to  pay  the  expenses  of 
the  company's  Act  as  fixed  by  arbitration.  The 
question  now  raised  is,  whether  the  town  council 
has  power  to  pay  this  sum.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  bodies  corporate  must  fulfil  their  contracts 
unless  forbidden  distinctly  by  some  statute.  Here 
this  municipal  corporation  is  subject  to  4  &  5 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  and  tne  amount  claimed  cannot  be 
paid  out  of  the  borough  fund  as  an  expense  neces- 
sarily incurred  in  carrj'ing  into  effect  the  pro- 
visions of  that  Act ;  but  the  92nd  section  proceeds 
to  provide  for  a  surplus  which  is  to  be  applied 
under  the  direction  of  the  council  for  the  public 
benefit  of  the  inhabitants  and  improvement  of  the 
borough.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  Sheffield  cose 
goes  no  further  than  this ;  if  there  is  no  surplus, 
an  expense  which  is  not  within  the  terms,  "  carry- 
ing into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Act,"  cannot 
be  paid  by  order  of  the  council  out  of  the  borough 
funds.  Here,  however,  there  is  annually  a  large 
surplus,  and  although  in  one  psj'ticular  year  it 
might  be  insufficient  for  this  claim,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  great  borough  of  Liverpool  can 
pay  OS  much  without  a  special  borough  rate.  It 
IS  said  that  it  ought  to  oe  expressly  resolved  to 
pay  this  particular  sum  out  of  the  surplus,  but 
although  that  may  be  the  usual  practice,  it  is  no- 
where rendered  necessary.  I  construe  the  Act  to 
mean  that  when  a  town  council  has  contracted  a 
debt  for  the  benefit  or  improvement  of  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  borough,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
its  beinjB^  paid  whenever  there  is  a  surplus  after 
satisfaction  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  No  sub- 
sequent town  council  can  repudiate  their  pre- 
decessors* debts.  Then  is  this  a  contract  for  the 
public  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  and  improvement 
of  the  borough  P  The  council  have  admitted  it  to 
be  so  by  agreeing  to  take  the  tramways ;  and  the 
Legislature  has  so  hold  by  passing  these  Acts. 
I  see  no  reason  why  the  corporation  should  not 
pay  the  money  claimed.  The  rule  for  a  ma/ndamua 
therefore  must  be  absolute. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
I  see  nothing  to  prevent  the  corporation  from 
paying :  the  council  resolved  that  tne  town  clerk 
should  be  authorized  to  enter  into  this  agreement, 
and  subsequently  confirmed  the  terms  of  it.  I 
assume  from  the  affidavits  that  at  some  time,  since 
the  liabilitv  was  incurred,  there  has  been  a  suffi- 
cient surplus  to  pay  it  off.  The  question  of  the 
policy  of  the  expenditure  is  one  for  the  corpora- 
tion, subject  to  the  sanction  of  the  Legislature; 
we  must  now  take  it  to  have  l>een  for  the  public 
benefit  of  the  inhabitants,  and,  if  so,  why  should 
not  the  corporation  pay  costs  which  they  would 
have  themselves  incurred  if  they  had  promoted 
the  Bill  P  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  is 
nothing  illegal  in  the  council's  now  paying  the 
claim  (3  the  tramway  company. 

Akchibald,  J. — I  am  or  the  same  opinion.  I 
cannot  agree  that  a  contract  of  this  kind  is  to  be 
fulfilled  only  if  the  money  be  expressly  agreed  to 
be  paid  out  of  sur])lus.  To  contend  that  there 
can  be  no  surplus  until  the  accounts  are  audited  is 
the  same  thing  as  to  say  that  a  man  has  no  balance 
at  his  banker*s  until  his  book  is  made  up.  If  it 
can  be  shown  that  this  expenditure  was  not  for  the 
public  benefit,  the  corporation  will  have  wx  o^'^^t- 
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tonity  of  doing  so  upon  the  return  to  the  man' 
damns. 

Rule  (ibsoliUe. 

Attorneys  for  the  prosecutors,  0,  L.  P.    Eyre 
and  Co.  for  Oameti  and  Tarbet,  Liverpool. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  F,  Venn  and  Son, 
for  /.  Rayner,  Town  Clerk,  LiverpooL 


COTTBT  OF    COMXOir    PLEAS. 

Beported  bj  H.  F.  Poolst  and  Johv  Boas,  Esqn., 

Barriaten-at-Law. 


Nov.  16,  1872,  and  Feb.  24, 1873. 

Habvey  v.  Waltebs. 

Easement — Eavesdrop — Change  in  the  mode  of 
enjoyment — Trespass, 
The  plaintiff  had  by  vser  acquired  a  right  to  have 
his  eaves  and  gutter  project  over  the  defendants 
land,  and  to  enjoy  an  eavesdrop  therefrom  upon 
the  defendcmfs  land.     He  stAsequently  altered 
the  position  of  his  eaves  and  gutter  by  raising  his 
tcoU  three  or  four  courses  of  bricks,  and  replacing 
the  eaves  ana  gutter  ai  this  higher  elevation : 
Held,  that  there  being  no  evidence  to  show  that  cmy 
greater  burden  was  cast  upon  the  servient  tens- 
ment  by  the  alteration,  theplaintif  had  not  thereby 
lost  his  easement, 
Thomas  v,  Thomas  (2  C,  M,  ^  B,  M),  followed. 
The  declaration  stated:   First  count. — ^That  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  messua^,  to  wit,  a 
Drewhouse,  and  was  entitled  to  have  the  light  and 
air  enter  therein  through  a  certain  window  in  the 
said  brewhouse,  and  the  defendant  prevented  and 
obstructed  the  li^ht  and  air  from  entering  through 
the  said  window  mto  the  said  brewhouse,  by  erect- 
ing a  wall  near  to  and  against  the  said  window, 
whereby  the  said  brewhouse  had  been  rendered 
dark,  unwholesome,  and  of  less  value,  and  the 
plaintiff  would  have  to  incur  expense  in  opening 
other  windows  to  obtain  light  and  air  in  the  said 
brewhouse. 

Second  count. — That  the  plaintiff  was  possessed 
of  a  messuage,  to  wit,  a  brewery,  and  also  of  a 
messua^,  to  wit,  a  stable,  and  that  before  and 
at  the  tune  of  the  grievance  thereinafter  alle^d, 
there  had  been  for  the  necessary  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  said  brewery  and  stable  a  certain  drain, 
channel,  or  watercourse,  whereby  all  or  a  part  of  the 
surplus  or  refuse  water  arising  in  the  said  brewery 
ana  stable  was  used  to  flow  and  be  carried  off,  and 
still  of  right  ought  to  flow  and  be  carried  off  there- 
from ;  yet  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  to  the  said  use  of  the  drain,  channel,  or 
watercourse  as  aforesaid,  wrongfully  and  injuriously 
stopped  up  and  destroyed  the  same,  whereby  the 
said  surplus  and  refuse  water  was  prevented  from 
flowing  and  being  carried  away,  as  it  was  used  and 
of  right  ought  to  be,  and  was  thrown  back  in  the 
said  brewery  and  stable,  reudering  the  same  un- 
wholesome and  unfit  to  be  used  for  the  accustomed 
purpose. 

Tnird  count. — That  the  plaintiff  was  possessed 
of  a  messuaffo,  to  wit,  a  brewery,  and  a  messuage, 
to  wit,  a  staole,  and  was  entitled  to  have  the  rain 
water  that  did  and  mi^ht  from  time  to  time  natu- 
rally fall  upon  certam  roofs,  part  of  the  said 
brewery  and  stable,  drop  from  the  eaves  of  the  said 
roofs  upon  the  land  adjoining  the  said  brewery  and 
stable,  and  to  have  the  said  eaves  project  over  the 
Baid  land,  and  the  defendant  wrongfully  removed 


the  said  eaves,  and  by  building  on  the  said  land 
close  to  and  higher  than  the  said  roofs,  prevented 
the  said  roofs  from  having  such  eaves  as  aforesaid 
projecting  over  the  said  land,  and  prevented  audi 
rain  water  as  aforesaid  from  dropping  from  the 
said  eaves  upon  the  said  land,  and  penned  back  the 
same  upon  the  said  roofs,  whereby  the  plaintiff's 
said  brewery  was  rendered  wet  and  unhealthy,  and 
was  permanently  injured  and  lessened  in  value. 

Fourth  count. — ^That  the  plaintiff  was  possessed 
of  a  brewery,  and  the  defendant  so  negliffentily 
conducted  herself  in  and  about  the  erection  id 
buildings  in  close  proximity  to  the  said  breweiy, 
that  the  walls  and  roofs  of  the  said  brewery  were 
injured  by  the  said  negligence  of  the  defendant* 
and  the  tiles  of  the  said  roof,  and  the  spouts  for 
carrying  off  the  rain  from  the  said  roof,  were 
damaged,  and  divers  bricks,  tiles,  mortar,  sad 
rubbish  fell  from  the  said  buildings  into  and  upon 
the  said  brewery  of  the  plaintiff,  and  injured  the 
same,  and  damaged  the  ^oods  of  the  plaintiff 
therein,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  expense 
in  repairing  the  said  damage,  and  lost  his  said 
goods  and  the  use  of  his  said  brewery  for  a  long 
time. 

Fifth  count. — That  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of 
a  brewery,  and  the  defendant  wrongfully  ii\jinred 
the  roof  of  the  same  by  casting  and  throwing,  and 
causing  and  procuring  to  be  cast  and  thrown 
thereon  large  c[uantities  of  rubbish,  whereby  the 
said  roof  was  injured,  and  certain  beer  which  the 
plaintiff  was  lawfully  brewing  in  the  said  brewery 
was  deteriorated  and  rendered  of  no  value. 

The  pleas  were :  First,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  not 
possessed ;  third  plea  to  second  and  third  oonnta, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  as  alleged; 
fourth  plea  to  fifth  count,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  alleged  grievance  she  was  possessed  of  lands 
adjoining  the  said  brewery,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
wrongfully  placed  certain  tiles  and  spouting,  and 
a  certain  part  of  the  roof  in  the  said  count  men- 
tioned, so  that  the  said  tiles  and  spouting  and 
the  said  part  of  the  said  roof  overhung  and  en* 
cumbered  the  said  land  of  the  defendant,  where- 
fore the  defendant,  as  she  lawfully  might,  for  the 
cause  aforesaid,  removed  the  said  tiles  and  spout- 
ing, and  the  said  part  of  the  said  roof,  from  and 
off  her  said  land  to  a  small  and  convenient  dis- 
tance into  and  upon  the  said  premises  of  tbi 
plaintiff,  which  was  then  a  convenient  place  for 
putting  the  same,  and  there  left  them  for  the 
plaintiff*s  use,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  in 
that  behalf,  and  in  removing  the  said  tiles  and 
spouting,  and  the  said  part  of  the  said  roof,  neoes- 
sariljr  and  unavoidably  suffered  and  permitted 
certain  small  portions  of  the  said  tiles  and  spout- 
ing, and  of  the  said  part  of  the  said  roof  to  fall 
upon  the  other  pjarts  of  the  said  roof  not  so  removed 
as  aforesaid,  which  were  the  alleged  grievances  in 
he  said  count  complained  of. 

The  action  was  tried  at  the  Nottingham  Spring 
Assizes  1872,  before  Quain,  J.,  when  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff  for  4^s,  upon  the  issues 
joined  as  to  the  eaves  and  gutter,  subject. to  leave 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  the 
verdict  for  her  upon  those  issues,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff,  b^  raising  his  roof,  has  lost  the 
right  to  project  his  eaves  and  gutter  OTer  the 
defendant  s  land.  It  appeared  from  the  evidence 
at  the  trial  that  the  plamtiff  and  defendant  were 
adjoining  owners,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  ao- 
quired  by  user  the  right  to  have  the  eaves  d  his 
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bnildiiig  project  over  the  defendant's  land,  but 
that  some  time  before  the  action  he  had  taken 
down  his  old  eaves  and  rebuilt  his  wall  to  a  greater 
heii^ht  by  three  or  four  courses  of  bricks  than  its 
former  neight,  and  replaced  eaves  of  the  same 
description  and  dimensions  on  the  top  of  the  new 
walL  Upon  this  the  defendant  removed  some  of 
the  plaintiff's  spouting,  and  put  back  the  eaves. 

A  rule  nin  having  been  ootained,  in  pursuance 
of  the  leave  reservea, 

Field,  Q.O.  (with  him  /.  C  Lawrance  and  Ken- 
nedy), for  the  plaintiff,  showed  cause. — There  is  no 
dispute  that  tne  plaintiff  had  for  a  long  time  en- 
joyed the  right  of  eavesdrop  from  his  roof 
on  the  defendant's  land  and  had  thereby  ac- 
quired an  easement.  The  only  question  is 
whether  by  raising  the  roof  he  had  lost  this 
easement.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  raising 
of  the  wall  was  to  the  extent  of  three  or  four 
ooorses  of  bricks  only,  and  that  the  eaves  after 
the  alteration  occupied  exactly  the  same  position 
with  respect  to  the  wall  as  before.  The  jury  were 
not  asked  whether  the  alteration  increased  or 
Taried  the  charge  upon  the  servient  tenement.  I 
contend  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  proof  that 
the  alteration  injuriously  affected  the  defendant's 

groperty,  the  easement  was  not  lost.  So  &r  from 
is  property  bein^  injuriously  affectedi  it  seems 
likely  that  the  additional  height  of  the  wall  (sup- 
posing it  produced  any  appreciable  effect)  would 
cause  the  water  to  become  more  dispersed  in  fal- 
ling, and  therefore  less  likely  to  cause  damage. 
The  mere  fact  of  an  alteration  having  been  made 
does  not  throw  upon  the  plaintiff  the  onus  of  proving 
that  the  alteration  was  harmless  or  inappreciable. 
Jl^omcu  V.  Thomas  (2  Cr.  M.  &  E.  34)  was  a  case 
Tery  similar  to  the  present,  and  indeed  is  not  dis- 
tinguishable from  it.  There  the  plaintiff's  wall 
had  been  covered  with  pantiles,  which  projected 
several  inches,  and  upon  the  building  bemg  acci- 
dentally burnt,  the  wall  was  raised  about  three 
feet  and  thatched,  the  thatch  projecting  some 
inches  further  than  the  pantiles  had  done.  It  was 
insisted,  with  regard  to  the  eavesdropping,  that  by 
the  alteration  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  height 
of  the  wall,  and  the  substitution  of  the  thatched 
for  the  tiled  roof,  the  right  to  the  easement  had 
ceased  Bat  the  court  held  that  the  right  was  not 
destroyed.  According  to  the  civil  law,  the  ease- 
ment of  "  stillicidium  was  not  lost  by  raising  the 
h^ffht  of  the  eaves,  on  the  ground  that  the  servi- 
ta£  thereby  became  lighter.  "  Stillicidium,  quo- 
quo  roodo  acquisitum  sit,  altius  tolli  potest; 
levior  enim  fit  eo  facto  servitus — cum  quod  ex 
alto  cadet  lenius  et  interdum  direptum,  nee  per- 
Teniet  ad  locum  servientem — inferius  dimitti  non 
potest,  quia  fit  gravior  servitus,  id  est  pro  stilli- 
eidio  flumen.  Eadem  caus4  retro  duci  potest 
stillicidium ;  quia  in  nostro  magis  incipiet  cadero ; 
prodaci  non  potest,  ne  in  alio  loco  cadat  stillicidium 
qnam  in  quo  posita  servitus  est;  lenius  facere 
poterimus,  acrius  non.  Et  omnino  sciendum  est 
meliorem  vicini  conditionem  fieri  posse,  dctcriorem 
non  posse :  nisi  aliquid  nominatim,  servituto  im- 
ponenda,  immutatum  fuerit:"  (L.  20,  §  5  ff,  de 
serv.  prsed.  urb.,  cited  in  Grale  on  Easements,  4th 
edit,  p.  559.) 

HaU  V.  Oldroyd,  14  M.  A  W.  789 ; 
Ball  V.  SiM,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  881, 
were  also  cited 

Ccuve,  for  the  defendant. — ^The  alteration  made 
bj  the  plaintiff  in  the  position  of  the  eaves  changed 

Mao.  OiyLr-yoL.  Vm. 


the  mode  of  enjoyment  of  the  easement,  and 
thereby  destroyed  it.  In  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  the 
point  for  which  that  case  has  been  cited  appears  to 
nave  been  very  slightly  urged,  and  consequently 
but  little  considered  by  the  court :  (Gale  on  Ease- 
ments, 4th  edit.  p.  654.)  By  putting  out  new  eaves 
in  a  fresh  place  the  plaintiff  committed  an  actual 
trespass,  for  "  cujus  est  solum,  ejus  est  usque  ad 
coelura."  In  Fay  v.  Prenti^  (1  C.  B.  835),  where 
the  plaintiff  had  erected  a  cornice  on  his  messuage, 
which  projected  over  the  defendant's  garden, 
Maule,  J.,  said :  "  I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that 
trespass  would  lie  here."  The  principles  of  law 
with  regard  to  loss  of  an  casement  by  encroach- 
ment are  thus  stated  bv  Mr.  Grale :  "  It  is  directly 
admitted  in  many  of  those  cases,  and  in  none  is  it 
denied — that  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  domi- 
nant tenement  to  make  alterations  in  the  mode  of 
his  enjoyment  is  in  all  cases  subject  to  the  condi- 
tion, that  no  additional  restriction  or  burden  be 
thereby  imposed  on  the  servient  heritage — and 
although  when  the  amount  of  excess  can  be  ascer- 
tained and  separated,  as  in  the  case  of  estovers, 
such  excess  alone  is  bad,  and  the  original  right 
will  nevertheless  remain ;  yet  in  those  cases,  where 
the  original  and  excessive  uses  are  so  blended 
together  that  it  would  be  impossible,  or  even  difii- 
cult  to  ^separate  them,  and  to  impede  the  one  with- 
out at  the  same  time  affecting  the  enjoyment  of 
the  other,  the  right  to  enjoy  the  easement  at  all 
appears  to  be  lost  so  long  as  the  dominant  tcne- 
.  ment  remains  in  its  altered  form.  It  is  admitted 
by  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench,  in  the  case  o£Oarritt 
V.  Sharp  (3  Ad.  &  Ell.  325 ;  4  Nev.  &  M.  834),  that 
'  the  mode  of  enjoying  an  easement  might  be  so 
changed  as  to  defeat  tne  right  alto^ther ;'  and  it 
would  seem  on  principle  that  this  consequence 
should  ensue,  at  all  events  to  the  above  extent, 
wherever  a  material  injury  is  caused  to  the  owner 
of  the  servient  tenement  by  the  alteration,  and  the 
original  and  usurped  enioyments  are  so  mixed 
together  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  separately 
opposed :"  (Gale  on  Easements,  p.  555.)  The  onus 
is  always  thrown  on  the  person  who  chooses  to 
make  such  a  change  to  show  that  he  is  not  exceed- 
ing the  grounds  of  the  original  grant.  By  the 
civil  law,  if  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement 
changed  his  roof  from  one  of  tile  to  one  of  plank- 
ing, ne  lost  his  easement.  **  Si  antea  ex  tegula 
cassitaverit  stillicidium,  postea  ex  tabulate  vel 
ex  alia  materie  cassitare  non  potost :"  (L.  20,  §•!•  ff,  de 
serv.  pra3d.  urb.  cited  in  Gale  on  Easements,  p.  559.) 

Field,  Q.  C,  in  reply,  cited  Pickerina  v.  Rudd 
(4  Campb.  219).  There  the  defendant  had  nailed 
upon  his  house  a  board,  which  projected  several 
inches  from  the  wall,  and  so  far  overhung  the 
defendant's  garden.  Lord  Ellenborough  thought 
that  it  was  not  a  trespass  to  interfere  with  the 
column  of  air  superincumbent  on  the  close.  His 
Lordship  thought  that  if  it  were  so,  an  aeronaut 
would  be  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  qnare 
clausum /regit  at  the  suit  of  the  occupier  of  every 
field  over  which  his  balloon  passed;  and  that  if 
any  damage  arose,  the  remedv  was  by  action  on 
the  case.  [Bovill,  C.J. — At  that  time  it  was  not 
so  clearly  understood  that  it  was  a  trespass  to  in- 
terfere with  air.] 

Feb.  24,  1873.— The  iudgment  of  the  Court 
(Bovill,  C.J.,  Grove  and  Denman,  JJ.),  was  de- 
livered by  Grove,  J.  —  This  action  was  tried 
before  Quain,  J.,  at  the  Nottingham  Spring 
Assizes   for   1872,  when  a  vet^cX»  ^^a  ^w«Al  Vest 
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the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  point  reserred  upon 
the  third  connt  of  the  declaration,  which  was 
for  an  interference  with  a  right  of  eavesdrop- 
ping from  a  roof  of  the  plaintiff's  upon  the 
defendant's  premises.  A  rule  was  subsequently 
obtained  by  Mr.  Cave,  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dant, to  enter  the  verdict  for  her  upon  the  issues 
on  this  point,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff,  by 
raising  nis  roof,  had  lost  his  right  to  project  his 
eaves  and  gutters  over  the  defendant's  land,  and 
that  is  the  only  point  which  is  open  to  the  defen- 
dant upon  the  present  rule.  The  question  was 
reserved  at  the  trial,  in  order  to  enable  the  defen- 
dant to  take  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the 
point  raised  in  Thomas  v.  TltonKxe  (2  Cr.  M.  &  B. 
34).  But  for  the  alteration,  the  right  to  the 
easement  was  established  by  the  evidence  and  the 
verdict  of  the  jury.  In  1867  the  plaintiff  made 
some  alteration  in  his  building,  by  which  the 
eaves  were  raised  higher  by  three  or  four  courses 
of  bricks ;  but  the  extent  of  projection  of  the  eaves 
remained  as  before  the  alteration.  Things  being 
in  this  state,  the  defendant,  shortly  before  the 
time  of  the  action,  removed  some  spoutinff,  and 
put  back  the  eaves  to  make  room  for  some  onild- 
mgs  which  she  erected,  and  thereby  damaged  the 
plaintiff  by  causing  the  water  which  had  flowed  off 
to  percolate  into  crevices,  and  obliging  him  to 
construct  a  new  gutter  along  the  roof.  It  was 
contended  by  Mr.  Cave,  on  behalf  of  the  defen- 
dant, that  by  the  change  in  the  position  of  the 
eaves  in  1867,  the  mode  of  enjoyment  was  changed, 
and  the  easement  destroyed.  Mr.  Field,  on  the 
other  hand,  contended,  on  the  authority  of  Tliomas 
V.  ThonMs,  that,  there  being  no  substantial  variance 
in  the  enjoyment,  the  right  to  the  easement  was 
not  affected.  In  that  case,  which  was  very  similar 
to  the  presents  and  not  distinguishable  in  principle 
from  it,  it  was  held  that  the  raising  a  wall  about 
three  feet,  from  which  water  dropped  on  the  ser- 
vient tenement,  and  also  slightly  increasing  the 
projections  by  substituting  thatch  for  pantiles,  did 
not  destroy  the  easement.  It  was,  however,  urged 
by  Mr.  Cave,  that  on  the  principle  of  ctijus  est 
Holnm  ejus  est  tisq^ie  ad  ccduni,  there  was  no  tres- 
pass in  this  case  which  the  person  trespassed  on 
had  a  right  to  abate.  Mr.  Field,  cantra,  contended 
that  the  point  did  not  arise  upon  the  rule,  and 
that  in  the  case  ofPickerhufY.Rndd(4  Campb.219), 
Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  for  nailing  a  board 
so  as  to  overhang  the  plaintiff's  close,  the  proper 
remedy  was  case  and  not  trespass,  and  assummg 
the  pomt  as  to  trespass  to  be  open  to  the  defen- 
dant upon  this  rule,  which  was  granted  only  on 
the  point  reserved  at  the  trial,  the  original  projec- 
tion would  seem  to  be  the  real  trespass,  and  the 
projection  above  it  a  mere  user  of  the  space  taken 
possession  of  by  such  trespass.  The  real,  and 
indeed  the  only  point  reserved  however,  is,  whether 
the  easAnent  was  destroyed  by  the  alteration.  It 
is  difficult  to  see  how  the  mere  raising  of  the  eaves, 
which  would  if  anything  cause  the  water  falling 
from  them  to  become  more  disp)ersed,  could  affect 
injuriously  the  defendant's  property.  No  real 
difference  was  pointed  out  to  us  in  the  effect  of  the 
slight  raising  of  the  height  of  the  eaves,  and  it  did 
not  appear  that  any  gi-eatcr  burden  was  thereby 
cast  upon  the  servient  tenement,  and  in  the  civil 
law  it  was  considered  that  the  raising  of  the  eaves 
diminished  instead  of  increasing  the  burthen  of 
tiie  servittts  in  the  passage  cited  oy  Mr.  Field.  It 
appears  to  na  that  to  nold  that  any,  even  the 


slightest,  variation  in  the  enjoyment  of  an 
ment,  would  destroy  the  easement,  would  yirtnaUy 
do  away  with  all  easements,  as  by  the  effect  of 
natural  causes  some  chan^  must  take  place ;  thoB 
water  percolating  or  flowing  would  produce  some 
wear  and  tear,  and  alter  the  height  or  width  of  the 
conduit,  so  would  weather,  alternations  of  heat  and 
cold,  &o.  In  the  case  of  ancient  lights,  changes  in 
the  transparency  of  glass,  wear  and  tear  of  frames, 
growths  of  shrubs,  &c.,  would  produce  effects 
which  would  vary  the  character  of  the  ez^joyment. 
In  the  user  of  a  footpath,  the  footsteps  would  never 
be  in  the  same  line  or  confined  accurately  to  the 
same  width  of  road.  We  are  of  opinion  that  ths 
question  here,  as  in  Hall  v.  Sunft  (4  Bing.  N.  C. 
381),  and  other  cases,  is,  whether  there  has  been  a 
substantial  variance  in  the  mode  or  extent  of  nser 
or  enjoyment  of  the  easement,  so  as  to  Uurow  a 
greater  burthen  on  the  servient  tenement.  In  the 
language  of  Sir  Bichard  Kindersley,  and  whidi 
was  adopted  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  the  late 
case  of  Meaih  v.  BucknaU  (20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  550; 
8  L.  Bep.  Eq.  5),  there  must  be  an  addiUcmal  or 
different  servitude,  and  the  change  most  be  ma- 
terial either  in  the  nature  or  in  the  quantum  of  the 
servitude  imposed.  It  was  not  suggested,  nor  was 
there  any  evidence,  that  any  such  additional 
burthen  had  been  cast  upon  the  defendant's  pre- 
mises by  the  alteration  in  this  case,  and  therefore 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  have  that  verdict  entered  in  her  favoor  npon 
the  issues  in  question,  and  that  the  present  rule 
must  be  discharged. 

Bide  discharged. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff.  Field,  Boecoe,  and  Uo. 

Attorneys  for  defendant,  Purkie  and  Perry,  for 
W.  WiUianis,  Nottingham. 


Wednesday,  April  7, 1873. 
Habdwicke  (app.)  v.  Brown  (resp.). 

Tovon  councillor  —  Composition  toOh  creditors  — 
DisqiMlification — Resignation  of  office — P^ihlicor 
tion  thereof — Re-election — EligxbilUy  for — 5  i[  6 
TFOZ.  4,  c.  76,  s.  52 ;  32  ^  33  Vid.  c  62,  •.  21; 
32  ^  33  VicL  c.  71,  s.  126. 

Respondent,  a  town  councillor  of  a  mumcifMil 
borough,  agreed  with  his  creditors  under  secL  i26 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869,  that  they  shoM 
accept  a  cotnposition  of  Ss.  6d,  in  the  pound,  pay* 
ahle  in  instabnents  secured  by  the  promissory 
notes  of  sureties.  He  then  sent  in  his  resignaHot^ 
to  the  tmon  council;  they  passed  a  resoluHom 
accepting  tJie  same,  and,  witliout  dedarina  iks 
office  void,  held  another  election,  at  whick  ike  re- 
spondent  was  again  elected  by  a  majority  of  votes. 
5^6  WiU.  4,  c.  76  (The  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions  Act  1846,  s,  52),  ena^^s  tliat  %f  any  person 
holding  the  office  of  councillor  for  any  borough  he 
declared  bankrupt,  or  shall  compound  by  deed 
with  his  creditors,  he  shaU  tliereupon  imrnediaJt/dy 
becoms  disqualified,  and  shall  cease  to  held  (ke 
office,  a7id  the  council  tliereupon  shall  forthwith 
declare  the  said  office  to  be  void,  and  SMiU,  signify 
the  same  by  notice  in  writing  affixed  in  some 
public  pUice  ;  and  tlie  said  office  sfidU  thereupon 
become  void ;  but  every  person  so  becoming  oit- 
qualified,  and  ceasing  toiicld  such  office,  sihaXi,  on 
obtaining  his  certificate,  or  on  payment  of  his 
debts  in  full,  be  capable  of  being  re^eUctsd.  By 
sect.  62  of  the  Debtors*  Ad  1869,  tlie  abowprovision 
as  to  disqualification  of  town  counciOors  is  stf- 
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tended  to  every  compoeUion  under  the  Bankruptcy 
Act  1869,  whether  by  deed  or  otherwise.      On  peti- 
turn  aaainst  the  election  and  a  case  stcUed, 
HMj  that  the  reenondent  was,  by  the  composition, 
disquaiified,  ana  therefore  coutd  not  resign  the 
cfice  he  had  ceased  to  hold;  thai  cu  the  council 
had  not  declared  the  office  to  be  void  OAXordvng  to 
ike  provisions  ofhSf^  Will,  4,  c.  76,  s.  52,  rM 
valid  election  could  take  place ;  and  thai  the  respon* 
dent  had  not  become  capable  of  being  re-elected 
within  the  terms  of  that  section  as  extended  by  the 
Debtors*  and  Bankruptcy  Acts  1869. 
A  PETITION  under  the  Gormpt  Practices  Manicipal 
Election  Act  1872,  was   duly  presented    by  the 
petitioners  against  the  return  of  the  respondent  as 
ooiincillor  for  the  ward  of  East  All  Saints,  in  the 
boroogh  of  Newcastle-npon-Tyne,  at  an  election 
holden  on  the  18th  Nov.  1872,  on  the  ground  that 
the  respondent  was  disqualified  under  the  circum- 
•tanoes  hereinafter  stated.    And   in   accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Muni- 
cipal Election  Acts  1872,  sect.  15,  sub-sect.  6,  and 
parsoant  to  an  order  of  Byles,  J.,  dated  the  2nd 
Jan.  1873,  the  following  special  case  was  stated  for 
ihe  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas : — 

1.  The  respondent,  Mr.  Peter  Brown,  of  New- 
Cftsile-upon-l^e,  merchant,  was  duly  elected 
ocmncLllor  for  the  ward  of  East  All  Saints,  in  the 
borough  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  at  an  election 
holden  the  1st  Nov.  1870,  and  continued  in  the 
said  office  until  his  resignation,  which  took  place 
nnder  the  circumstances  hereinafter  stated. 

2.  On  the  30th  July  1872,  the  respondent  and 
Mr.  John  Henry  Brown,  with  whom  he  was 
at  that  time  in  partnership,  filed  a  joint  petition 
nnder  sects.  125  and  126  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act 
1869,  in  the  County  Court  of  Northumberland, 
holden  at  Newcastle,  for  the  liquidation  of  their 
a&irs  by  arrangement  or  composition  with  their 
creditors. 

Proceedings  were  accordingly  taken  under  sect. 
126  for  a  composition  of  their  debts,  and  at  an 
adjourned  meeting  of  their  creditors  held  on  the 
ISith  Sept.  1872,  resolutions  were  passed  in  the 
manner  provided  by  the  aforesaid  126th  section  of 
the  said  Act  of  1869,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that 
a  composition  should  be  accepted  by  the  said 
creditors  'of  Ss,  6d,  in  the  pound,  payable  and 
■ecored  as  appearing  in  the  resolution  to  that 
ejffect.  A  oopy  of  this  resolution  was  in 
the  appendix  to  this  case.  The  confirming  reso- 
hition  was  duly  registered  on  the  23rd  Sept.  1872. 

3.  Copies  of  the  petition  and  resolution  and 
oUier  proceedings  in  the  said  composition,  omit- 
ting  the  names  of  the  assenting  creditors,  were 
imiended  to,  and  to  be  taken  as  part  of  this  case. 

4.  The  respondent  and  the  several  persons 
mentioned  in  the  said  resolution,  had  at  the 
date  of  the  presentpg  of  the  petition,  the  sub- 
ject of  this  case,  duly  performed  the  several 
requirements  and  conditions  contained  therein,  so 
far  as  the  same  had  to  be  performed  at  the  said 
date,  but  the  respondent  had  not  paid  his  debts 
in  fiill. 

5.  On  or  about  the  4th  Nov.  1872,  the  re- 
spondent placed  his  resignation  of  his  said  office 
in  ihe  bands  of  the  town  clerk,  and  announced  his 
aaid  resignation  by  advertisement  on  the  6th  Nov. 
following,  and  by  the  same  advertisement  offered 
himself  for  re-el€K!tion  in  pursuance  of  a  requisition 
signed  bj  a  large  number  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
siSd  fiasft  All  Siints  ward. 


6.  On  the  9th  Nov.  1872,  the  annual  meeting 
of  the  town  council  was  held,  and  a  letter 
from  the  respondent  resigning  his  said  office 
was  read ;  thereupon  it  was  moved  and 
seconded  that  the  resignation  be  accepted.  A 
member  of  the  council  thereupon  called  attention 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  proceedings  by  com- 
position above-mentioned,  and  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Debtors*  Act  1869,  s.  21,  and  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  ss.  52,  53,  and  moved  as  an  amend- 
ment :  That  the  respondent,  one  of  the  members 
of  this  council  for  the  ward  of  East  All  Saints,  in 
the  borough,  having  compounded  with  his  cre- 
ditors under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869,  this 
council  doth  hereby  declare  his  said  office  of 
councillor  to  be  void ;  that  the  mayor,  and  the 
mover,  and  the  seconder  of  this  resolution  be,  and 
they  are  hereby  requested  to  sign,  and  that 
the  town  clerk  be,  and  he  is  hereby  instructed  to 
countersign,  a  notice  declaring  the  said  office  to  be 
void,  and  that  such  notice  be  affixed  in  some 
public  place  within  the  borough.  This  amendment 
was  not  seconded,  and  the  motion  that  the  resig- 
nation of  the  respondent  be  accepted  was  carried, 
and  the  council  aid  not  declare  the  said  office  void. 

On  the  18th  Nov.  1872,  an  election  was  held  ' 
for  the  office  of  town  councillor  for  the  said 
ward  of  East  All  Saints,  to  fill  the  vacancy  caused 
as  was  alleged,  by  the  respondent's  resignation. 
The  respondent  and  other  candidates  were  duly 
nominated  for  the  said  office,  and  the  respondent 
obtained  a  majority  of  176  votes,  682  votes  being 
given  for  the  respondent,  and  546  for  the  candi- 
date next  in  order,  and  the  respondent  was  there- 
upon declared  duly  elected  by  the  returning  officer. 

8.  The  petitioners  contended  that  the  respondent, 
under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  stated,  was 
disqualified  at  the  time  of  the  said  election,  by 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
poration Act  (5  &  6  Will,  i,  c.  76)  ss.  52  and  53, 
and  of  the  Debtors*  Act  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62) 
s.  21. 

They  also  contended  that  the  election  was  irre- 
gular and  void,  in  consequence  of  the  council  having 
omitted  to  declare  the  said  office  void  in  accordance 
with  the  52nd  section  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76  (a), 

(a)  5  &  6  Will.  4,  o.  76  (The  Manicipal  Corporationfl 
Act  1&16),  8.  52:  "  Proyidod  always  and  be  it  enacted 
that  if  any  person  holding  the  office  of  mavor,  alderman, 
or  councillor  for  any  boroogh,  shall  be  declared  bank- 
rupt, or  shall  apply  to  take  the  benefit  of  any  Act  for 
the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  or  shall  com poand  bv 
deed  with  his  creditors,  .  .  .  then  and  in  every  such 
case  sach  person  shall  thereupon  immediately  become 
disqualified,  and  shall  cease  to  hold  the  office  of  such 
mayor,  alderman,  or  councillor  as  aforesaid,  .  .  .  and 
the  council  thereupon  shall  forthwith  declare  the  said 
office  to  be  void,  and  Bhall  signify  the  same  by  notice  in 
writing  under  the  hands  of  three  or  more  of  them, 
countersigned  bv  the  town  clerk,  to  be  affixed  in  some 
public  place  within  the  borough,  and  the  said  office  shall 
thereupon  become  void ;  but  every  person  so  becoming 
disqualified  and  ceasing  to  hold  such  office  on  account  of 
his  having  been  declared  bankrupt  or  of  his  apply- 
ing to  take  the  benefit  of  any  Act  for  the  relief  of 
insolvent  debtors,  or  having  compounded  with  his 
creditors  as  aforesaid,  shall,  on  obtaining  his  certificate, 
or  on  payment  of  his  debts  in  full,  be  capable  (if  other- 
wise quaUfied)  of  being  re-elected  to  such  office.' 

6  A  7  Will.  4,  c.  104,  s.  8,  after  reciting  that  no  provi- 
sion is  made  in  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1846,  for 
resigning  any  corporate  office  on  payment  of  a  fine  or 
otherwise,  enacts,  **  that  every  person  elected  into  any 
oorporate  office  in  any  of  the  said  boroughs"  (in  the 
schedule  to  5  A  6  Will  4,  c.  76  mentioned)  *^  may  at  ani 
time  resign  such  office  on  '^^ymnnXi  ol  >iDk!^  %cDA^«i£kS^'^ 
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The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were, 
first,  whether  at  the  time  of  the  said  election  the 
respondent  was  or  was  not  disqualified  for  election 
to  the  said  ofiice  of  town  councillor;  secondly, 
whether  the  election  was  or  was  not  irre^lar  and 
Toid,  in  consequence  of  the  town  council  having 
omitted  to  declare  the  said  office  void  as  mentioned 
in  the  rase. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirma- 
tive of  either  or  both  of  these  questions,  then  the 
respondent  should  be  declared  not  to  have  been 
duly  elected,  and  the  said  election  should  be  de- 
clared void. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative 
upon  both  the  said  questions,  the  said  election 
should  stand  and  be  confirmed. 

And  it  was  agreed  that  the  court  should  make 
such  order  as  to  costs  as  in  their  discretion  should 
seem  meet. 

In  the  appendix  were  set  out  the  proceedings 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  18(39,  and,  among  them, 
a  resolution  by  a  statutory  majority  of  creditors  at 
a  meeting  of  22nd  Aug.  1872,  and  by  ac^^urnment 
on  the  12th  Sept.  1872,  whereby  they  resolved  as 
follows :  first,  that  a  composition  of  3a.  6d,  in  the 
pound  shall  be  accepted  in  satisfaction  of  the  debts 
Que  to  the  creditors  from  the  said  John  Henry 
Brown  and  Peter  Brown.  Secondly,  that  such 
composition  be  payable  as  follows  :  The  sum  of  Is. 
payable  at  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  regis- 
tration of  the  resolution  confirming  this  resolu- 
tion ;  the  sum  of  1«.  at  twelve  months  from  the 
said  date ;  the  sum  of  6d.  at  eighteen  months  from 
the  said  date ;  the  further  sum  of  6d.  at  twenty- 
four  months  from  the  said  date ;  and  the  sum  of  6d. 
at  thirty  months  after  the  said  date.  Thirdly,  that 
the  said  composition  and  the  several  instalments 
thereof  be  secured  by  the  joint  and  several  pro- 
missory notes  of  the  debtors,  and  certain  persons 
named,  and  otherwise.  Fourthly,  fifthly,  and 
sixthly,  appointing  a  trustee,  <&c. 

21st  Sept.  confirmation  by  the  creditors  of  the 
above  resolution. 

Henry  Janiea,  Q.C.  (with  him  F.  M.  White)  for 
the  petitioner. — First,  the  respondent  was  not 
qualified  for  election.  He  has  compounded  with 
his  creditors.  5  &  (>  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  52,  disqualifies  a 
town  councillor  who  shall  "  compound  by  deed 
with  his  creditors,"  and  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  (52  (The 
Debtors  Act  186l>),  s.  21,  extends  the  above  sect.  52 
"to  every  arrangement  by  a  town  councillor  with 
his  creditors  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869, 
whether  the  same  is  made  by  deed  or  otherwise." 


would  have  been  liable  to  pay  for  non.acoeptanoe  of  the 
same  oflSoe."  .  .  . 

32  A  33  Viot.  o.  62  (The  Debtors*  Aot  1869)  8.  21, 
enacts  that  '*  The  Dro\'l8ionB  of  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76,  rb. 
52  and  o3,  as  to  the  aisqaalifioation  of  mayors,  aldermen, 
uid  town  coQucillors  having  been  declared  bankrupt,  or 
having  compounded  by  deed  with  their  creditors,  shall 
ertend  to  every  arrangement  or  composition  by  a  mayor, 
alderman,  or  town  councillor,  with  his  creditors,  under 
the  Bankruptcy  Aot  1869,  whetuer  the  same  is  made  by 
deed  or  otherwise. 

32  &  33  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  125,  provides  for  liquidation  by 
arrangement  of  the  affiairs  of  a  debtor,  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  trustee,  the  management  of  the  debtor's  affairs 
and  his  discharge.  Sub-seot.  10  enacts,  that  the  trustee 
shall  report  to  the  registrar  the  discharge  of  the  debtor, 
and  a  certificate  of  such  discharge  given  by  the  registrar 
shall  have  the  same  effect  as  an  order  of  ouscharge  given 
to  a  bankrupt  under  this  Act.  Sect.  126,  provides  for 
composition  with  creditors  |to  be  ejected  by  resolution 
pmaaed  by  tfa«m,  Ao. 


Nor  was  the  respondent  capable  of  being  re-elected 
under  the  proviso  of  sect.  52  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
porations Act,  for  there  has  been  "  no  pa^onent  q£ 
nis  debts  in  fVill."  If  the  Legislature  intended  to 
make  payment  of  a  composition  equivalent  to  pay* 
ment  m  full  they  would  have  expressly  declared  it 
The  intention  of  the  enactment  was  that  muni- 
cipal offices  should  be  held  by  solvent  persons. 
Moreover,  these  proceedings  bemg  by  way  of  com- 
position under  sect.  126  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869, 
and  not  by  way  of  bankruptcy  or  liquidation  by  ar- 
rangement, the  debtor  was  unable  to  obtain  any  dis- 
charge vrhich  might  be  treated  as  a  certificate  onda 
the  earlier  Bankruptcy  Statutes,  and  so  requalify 
him  within  the  proviso  of  sect.  52.  Seoondlyt  this 
was  a  void  election,  for  the  office  was  not  vacant,  as 
the  respondent,  bein^  disqualified,  was  not  in  apori- 
tion  to  resign ;  yet  he  assumed  to  do  so,  and  the 
council  accepted  such  attempted  resignation.  Bat 
they  did  not  publish  the  statutory  notice  according 
to  sect  52  ot  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  necessary  to 
render  the  office  void:  (i2<»^.  v.  Mayor,  ^c,  of 
Leeds,  7  A.  &  E.  963).  He  might  have  leffally 
resigned  on  payment  of  a  fine  by  force  of  b  A  7 
Will.  4,  c.  104,  s.  8,  but  he  has  paid  no  such  fine. 

Herschelly  Q.C.  (with  him  Oranthani)  for  the 
respondent. — The  election  was  good,  and  the 
respondent  duly  elected.  The  whole  provisions 
respecting,  not  only  compositions  with  creditors 
but,  bankruptcy,  referred  to  in  sect.  52  of  the 
Municipal  (Corporations  Act  1846,  have  been  ex- 
tended oy  the  recent  legislation.  All  proceedings 
by  way  of  composition,  liquidation  by  arranse- 
ment,  and  bankruptcy  have  been  intentionidly 
put  on  the  same  footing,  and  rendered  equivalent 
to  the  former  certificates  of  discharge,  so  as  to 
remove  the  anomaly  arising  from  that  Act.  If  the 
respondent  has  either  in  effect  got  his  discharge  in 
bankruptcy  or  has  paid  his  debts  in  full,  he  is  re- 
eligible.  Sect  28  of  the  Debtors  Aot  1869,  shows 
that  there  may  be  a  composition  under  a  bank- 
ruptcy proper,  by  the  trustee  accepting  a  composi- 
tion. It  would  be  strange  if  such  an  arrangement 
by  the  trustee  made  the  debtor  re-eligible,  when 
a  composition  without  bankruptcy  did  not.  Under 
the  composition  section  it  is  the  acceptance  by  the 
creditors  of  the  accord  and  satisfaction  which  is  a 
bar  to  the  debts,  not  payment  in  full.  Suppose  an 
agreement  for  a  composition  by  creditors  not  by 
deed  and  not  within  sect.  126  of  the  Bankmptqr 
Act.  That  clearly  would  not  disqualify  the  debtor 
under  sect.  52  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act 
1846.  The  creditors  having  accepted  the  promis- 
sory notes,  is  a  satisfaction  like  payment  of 
the  composition.  Moreover,  it  is  "  payment  of  the 
debts  in  full,"  for  such  payments  need  not  neces- 
sarily be  in  cash.  (He  also  contended  that  the 
office  became  void  by  the  resignation.) 

No  reply. 

BoviLL,  C.  «f  — By  sect.  21  of  the  Debtors'  Act 
1869  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act,  in  sects.  52  and  53,  as  to  the  disqualificaticHi 
of  mayors,  aldermen,  and  town  councillors  having 
been  declared  bankrupt,  or  having  compounded  by 
deed  with  their  creditors,  are  extended  to  every 
arrangement  or  composition  with  their  creditors* 
whether  the  same  is  made  by  deed  or  otherwise. 
That  extension  of  the  provisions  d  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  76.  must  be  taken  to  apply,  as  far  as 
applicable,  to  the  new  state  of  things  under  the 
Bankruptcy  Act  1869.  In  that  Act  there  are 
three  kinds  of  proceedings,  viz.,  an  ordinary  bank* 
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7,  liqaidat^on  by  arrangemont  (which  is  a 
i-bankraptcj),  aod,  thirdly,  a  composition, 
ordinaiy  bankraptcy^,  and  liquidation  b^  ar- 
unent  are  immeaiatelj  under  the  supervision 
le  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  are  followed  by 
der  of  discharge  or  oy  something  equivalent 
to.    But  with  respect  to  a  composition,  no 

order  is  provided.  By  the  Debtors'  Act 
a  distinction  is  also  made  between  an  ordi- 
bankruptcy  and  a  liquidation  by  arrange- 
and  a  composition ;  for  instance,  by  sect.  12, 
at  Act  certain  punishment  is  provided  for 
388  committed  by  absconding  with  property 
168  where  a  person  is  adjudged  a  bankrupt, 
s  affairs  are  liquidated  by  arrangement ;  but  no 
provision  is  made  with  respect  to  a  person 
ounding   with  creditors:      How  are  we    to 

the  72nd  section  of  the  Act  of  Will.  4  P  [His 
ship  read  the  section.]     Now,  the  first  ques- 

8,  what  is  the  effect  of  bankruptcy  or  com- 
on  by  deed  under  that  statute,  there  being 
)f  the  enactment  per  quod  the  officer  disquali- 
hall  cease  to  hold  office,  and  another  part 
i  provides  that  the  office  shall  "  thereupon  " 
ae  void  ?  It  is  difficult  to  see  what  was  the 
se  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  making 
mactment.  Does  it  mean  to  say  the  office 
be  void  absolutely  on  the  happening  of  the 
alification,  or  upon  the  happening  of  the  dis- 
ication  and  notice  given  thereof?  It  is  impos- 
bo  reconcile  all  the  provisions  of  that  section ; 

think  the  reasonable  construction  is  to  say 
m  the  bankruptcy  or  composition  by  deed  the 

is  to  become  disqualified,  and  to  cease  to 
L  his  office.  This  is  quite  consistent  with 
ffice  not  being  void  for  the  purposes  of 
)w  election.  Under  these  circumstances 
office  would  not  become  void  unless  no- 
^ere  given,  and  as  no  notice  was  given 
is  case,  perhapti  the  office  would  not  be 
within  the  operation  of  the  section.  It  is 
nded,  however,  that  there  was,  in  reality,  a 
cy  created  without  respect  to  any  such 
i  being  given,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a 
lation  of  thp  office  before  notice  given,  and 
was  accepted  by  the  corporate  body  of  the 
gh.  Now  assuming  (what  I  believe  to  be 
orrect  view  of  the  law)  that  there  might  be 
ignation  of  a  corporate  officer  provided  the 
oation  was  accepted  by  the  body,  the  ques- 
urises  whether  the  respondent  was  in  a  posi- 
o  send  in  a  resignation  ?  The  view  I  take  of 
ise  answers  this,  for  if  he  has  ceased  to  hold 

and  has  no  power  to  exercise  its  functions, 
luld  have  no  power  to  assume  that  he  held 
)ffice,  and  therefore  no  power  to  resign. 
fore  I  think  the  respondent  had  no  power  to 
1,  and  the  corporate  body  no  power  to  accept 
isignation  The  only  mode  of  creating  the 
cy  for  a  new  election  would  be  by  notice 
'  sect.  52  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act. 
t  come  to  the  question  whether  the  disquali- 
m  is  removed,  and  whether  at  the  time  of 
ase  the  respondent  was  entitled  to  be  elected, 
must  depend  on  the  latter  part  of  sect.  52, 
i  enacts  that  the  bankrupt  or  compounding 
sipal  officer  "  shall,  on  obtaining  his  certifi- 
3r  on  payment  of  his  debts  in  f  uU,  be  capable 
berwise  qualified)  of  being  re-elected  to  such 
'*  Here  the  respondent  has  not  been  declared 
rapt  within  the  meanins  of  this  section,  or 
a  sect.  21  of  the  Debtors^'Act  1869.    He  has 


not  taken  the  benefit  of  any  Insolvent  Act  for  the 
relief  of  insolvent  debtors ;  but  is  a  person  who 
has  compounded  with  his  creditors.  Under  the 
Municipal  Corporations  Act  such  composition 
must  be  by  deed,  but  by  the  later  statute  the  pro- 
visions are  expressly  extended  to  every  composi- 
tion "  whether  by  deed  or  otherwise."  It  must 
be  an  arrangement  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act. 
It  was  under  that  Act.  The  creditors  did  assent, 
but  not  by  deed.  Therefore  I  think  the  case  is 
within  the  effect  and  operation  of  sect.  52  of  the 
Municipal  Corporations  Act.  Then  this  being  a 
composition,  has  he  *' obtained  his  certificate  or  paid 
his  debts  in  full  P  "  It  was  argued  that  "  obtaining 
a  certificate  "  is  a  term  applicable  to  bankruptcy, 
and  that  there  being  no  such  certificate  now,  any- 
thing equivalent  wiU  do.  Assume  that  is  so,  either 
that  an  order  of  discharge  or  resolution  of  creditors 
would  be  equivalent  to  a  certificate,  where  is  there 
anything  to  show  that  in  case  of  settlement  of  the 
composition  it  is  equivalent  to  a  certificate  P  Here 
is  a  mere  resolution  for  a  composition  and  no  dis- 
charge, and  I  think  that  resolution  is  placed  on  the 
same  footing  as  a  composition  by  deed.  Then,  can 
it  be  said  the  respondent  has  paid  his  debts  in  full  P 
It  seems  to  me  that  sect.  52  expressly  draws  the 
distinction  between  composition  and  payment  of 
debts  in  full.  It  is  said  that  what  is  equivalent  to  a 
discharge  will  suffice.  I  do*  not  think  so,  for  a 
composition  by  deed  was  binding  on  the  parties  as  a 
resolution  is  now,  but  yet  the  former  Act  said  there 
must  be  payment  in  full.  Payment  in  full  means 
payment  of  the  whole  amount  as  opposed  to  pay- 
ment of  part.  Consequently,  in  my  opinion,  our 
judgment  should  be  in  favour  of  the  appellant. 

I^ATING,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
It  appears  to  me  this  is  a  very  clear  case.  Sect. 
52  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  provides 
that  in  case  a  town  councillor  shall  be  declared 
bankrupt,  *'  or  shall  compound  by  deed  with  his 
creditors,"  he  shall  thereupon  immediately  become 
disqualified,  and  shall  cease  to  hold  the  office, 
and  the  council  thereupon  shall  forthwith  declare 
the  said  office  to  bo  void,  and  shall  signify  the 
same  by  notice  in  writing  under  the  hand  of  three 
or  more  of  them,  countersigned  by  the  town  clerk, 
to  be  affixed  in  some  public  place  within  the 
borough,  and  the  said  office  shall  thereupon 
become  void."  A  subsequent  Act  extended  the 
provisions  of  this  section,  which  applied  only  to 
such  a  composition  with  creditors  as  was  made  by 
deed,  to  persons  compounding  without  deed.  Now 
this  later  Act  must  have  had  in  contemplation  a 
compounding  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869,  and 
therefore  the  present  respondent  who  entered  into 
a  composition  under  sect.  126,  clearly  is  brought 
within  the  provisions  of  sect.  52  of  the  Municipal 
Corporations  Act.  If  so,  then  he  ceases  to  hold 
the  office  of  town  councillor.  Well,  having  ceased 
to  hold  that  office,  it  became  the  duty  of  the  mayor 
and  council  of  the  borough  to  declare  the  office  to 
be  void,  and  to  signify  that  by  notice  in  writing, 
and  the  said  office  would  thereupon  have  become 
void.  They  take,  however,  a  different  course,  and 
the  respondent  having  written  a  letter  of  resigna- 
tion, they  accept  that  resignation  under  the  im- 
pression that  thereby  they  had  got  rid  of  the  pro- 
visions of  sect.  52  with  respect  to  the  composition 
by  the  respondent  with  his  creditors.  I  entirely 
agree  with  my  Lord  in  the  construction  he  hi^ 
put  upon  this  section,  which  at  first  sight  seems 
a  little  ambiguous,  for  it  w^^^^m^  \Xa.\»  %»  c:^\sc^<^\« 
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tion  being  entered  into  it  would,  in  fact,  avoid 
the  office ;  bat  it  may  well  be  read,  as  it  has  been 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  to  mean  only  that  the 
respondent  should  cease  to  exercise  the  duties  of 
his  municipal  office,  and  that  the  vacating  of  the 
office  woula  only  be  consequent  on  the  declaration 
by  the  council  and  publication  thereof.  If  that 
\}e  so,  the  office  was  not  pt^imd  facie  void.  The 
present  election  cannot  be  good  unless  it  was 
competent  to  the  town  council  to  make  a  good 
election.  Now  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  argued 
that  a  town  councillor  who  has  been  declared  by 
statute  to  be  disqualified  can  resign  his  office. 
It  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  the 
present  election  must  be  void,  for  it  only  pro- 
ceeded on  the  supposition  that  there  nad 
been  a  resignation,  and  an  acceptance  of  such 
resignation.  Therefore  the  real  question  as  to 
whether  he  became  restored  or  requalified,  as 
it  were,  scarcely  arises.  But  if  it  aid  arise,  I 
quite  agree  with  my  Lord  that  the  respondent  has 
not  freed  himself  from  the  provisions  in  the  earlier 
part  of  sect.  52  of  the  Municipal  Corporations' 
Act,  by  anything  done  under  his  composition,  so 
as  to  have  the  efiect  of  requalification.  The  statute 
says  he  shall  be  requalified  if,  being  a  bankrupt, 
he  obtains  a  certificate,  or,  if  compounding,  on 
payment  of  his  debts  in  full.  Clearly  he  has  not 
obtained  a  certificate.  If  he  had  compounded 
or  proceeded  to  liquidation  under  sect.  125  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act  1869,  then  undoubtedly  it  would 
have  been  the  argument  that  his  discharge  under 
the  provisions  of  that  section  might  fairly  have 
been  considered  equivalent  to  a  certificate  in  bank- 
ruptcy. But  that  point  does  not  arise,  because 
his  composition  was  under  sect.  126.  Now,  as  my 
Lord  has  pointed  out,  the  provisions  with  respect 
to  such  a  composition,  are  materially  different  irom 
those  of  sect.  52  in  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  efiect  of 
payment  of  the  composition  in  full,  because  the 
respondent  did  not  pay  it,  or  any  part  of  it,  at  the 
time  of  the  election.  Therefore,  we  are  not  called 
upon  to  say  that  payment  of  debts  in  full  would 
be  satisfied  by  an  arrangement  under  which  he 
agreed  to  pay  certain  instalments  amounting  to  a 
very  small  part  of  the  whole  debts,  even  although 
some  or  all  of  the  instalments  had  been  discharged. 
Consequently,  I  think  this  election  could  not  be 
good  and  was  void,  and  that  the  petitioner  is 
entitled  to  our  judgment  in  hia  favour. 

HoNYMAN.  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr. 
James  contended  that  the  election  was  void  on  two 
grounds  :  first,  that  the  respondent  was  disquali- 
fied ;  secondly,  that  the  office  was  not  vacant  at  the 
time  the  election  took  place.  Now,  it  will  be  ob- 
served that  sect.  28  of  the  Municipal  Corpoi'ations 
Act,  which  states  malt;"^s  disqualifying  person* 
from  being  elected  mayor,  or  coancillor,  is  not  at  all 
like  sect.  52.  Tet  still  I  take  it  that  when  a  sec- 
tion s  lys  persons  shall  be  re-eligible,  it  is  tan- 
tamount to  saying  they  shall  be  disqualified  if  they 
do  not  comply  with  the  conditions  of  requalifica- 
tion. That  being  so,  sect.  52  is  ext-endcd  by  the 
later  Act  to  any  kind  of  composition  with  creaitors 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869,  and  the  respon- 
dent has  therefore  made  a  composition  within  the 
terms  of  sect.  52  of  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act .  It  is  at  all  times  difficult  to  say  that  one 
has  ceased  to  hold  an  office  and  yet  the  office  is  not 
void.  But,  as  it  has  been  well  pointed  out,  an  office 
njajr  be  filled  by  a  person  who  is  nevertheless  dis- 


qualified from  acting  therein.  I  think  a  man  can* 
not  resi^  that  office  which  he  is  incapable  of  law- 
fully filling,  and  therefore  it  was  inoompetent  to 
the  town  council  to  accept  the  attempted  reeigna- 
tion.  Therefore,  the  respondent  falls  within  the 
provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  ai 
being  a  person  who  has  become  disqualified. 
Then  it  is  said  hj  the  Act  of  Parliament  that 
every  person  so  disqualified  shall  be  re-eleotod 
if  he  complies  with  certain  conditions.  But  thii 
composition  was  not  tantamount  to  a  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  or  payment  in  fnU. 

Judgment  for  the  appelkmts. 

Attorneys  for  the  appellant,  HiUyer,  Fenwick, 
and  Co. 

Attorney  for  the  respondent,  Biee. 


Thursday  April  22, 1873. 

NicnoLLs  V.  Hall. 

Contagious  Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1869  (32  ^  33 
VicL  c.  70,  s.  75) — Animals  order —  Negled  to 
give  notice  of  disease  among  animals — Knowledge 
is  essential. 
The  Animals  Order,  sect.  19,  of  the  Privy  Council, 
made    under    the    auihoriiy  of  the    Uontagious 
Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1869  (32  ^  33  Vi^i.  c  70) 
provides  thai  any  person  in  charge  or  possession 
of  a  diseased  animal  shaU  give  notice  to  a  police 
constable  of   the  fact  of    the  animal  being  so 
affected. 
Before  a  person  can  he  convicted  before  a  magittrate 
for  a  breach  of  the  above  enadment,  U  is  neeenatry 
to  prove  thai  the  accused  was  aware   Hhat  ihs 
anim^al   was  suffering  from    a    contcigious  dif* 
order. 
Case  stated  bv  the  justices  of  the  county  of  Badc- 
ingham  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 

At  the  petty  sessions  holden  at  Newport 
Pagnell,  in  the  county  of  Buckingham,  on  the 
2na  Oct.  last,  a  certain  information  or  complaint 
preferred  by  John  Hall,  of  Newport  Pagnell  afore- 
said ins]:>ector  of  police,  hereinafter  called  the  respon- 
dent, against  William  Nicholls,  of  Moulse-bnild- 
ings,  in  the  said  county,  cattle  dealer,  hereinafter 
called  the  appellant,  came  on  for  hearing  befbre 
the  justices. 

2.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  sa'd  information 
and  complaint  it  was  proved  to  ns  by  the 
evidence  of  the  said  respondent  that  on  the  %d 
August  he  (the  said  respondent)  saw  in  a  field 
in  the  occupation  of  the  appellant,  five  animate, 
apparently  suffering  from  the  foot  and  mouth  com- 
plaint, and  that  the  appellant  had  not  given  any 
notice  to  the  respondent,  that  the  said  animals 
were  so  suffering.  Upon  cross-examination  by  the 
appellant*s  advocate,  toe  respondent  admitted  that 
he  did  not  call  the  attention  of  the  appellant,  nor 
any  of  his  servants,  to  the  animals. 

3.  It  was  also  proved  to  us  by  a  veterinary 
surgeon  that  on  the  7th  August  he,  at  the 
request  of  the  respondent,  inspected  the  five 
animals,  and  that  they  were  then  in  the  same  field, 
in  the  occupation  of  the  appellant,  and  suffering 
from  the  foot  and  mouth  complaint. 

4.  It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  ap- 
pellant, first,  that  before  he  could  be  convicted 
of  the  offence  alleged,  it  must  be  proved  that  the 
said  animals  were  so  affected  with  the  foot  and 

I  mouth  disease  to  his  knowledge,  and  that  thera 
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lo  evidence  addnced  to  prove  that ;  secondly, 
it  was  consistent  with  the  evidence  that  the 
lAnt  might  have  given  the  required  notice  to 
police  constable,  other  than  the  respondent ; 
thirdly,  that  as  it  was  proved  that  the  inspec- 
i}  police  knew  on  the  17th  Aug.  that  the 
nimals  belonging  to  the  appellant  were  suf- 
^  firom  the  said  complaint  the  appellant  was 
;ailty  of  any  offence  m  neglecting  himself  to 
notice;  the  object  of  the  order  in  council 
I  that  the  police  should  be  furnished  with 
nation  to  enable  them  to  supply  statistics  to 
Wvy  Council. 

We  overruled  the  said  objection  and  con- 
1  the  said  appellant  of  the  said  offence  ad- 
ng  him  to  pay  the  sum  of  lOl.  by  way  of 
ty,  and  the  sum  of  31.  ISs.  by  way  of  costs, 
he  appellant  being  dissatisfied  with  our  de- 
L,  as  Deing  erroneous  in  point  of  law,  made 
cation  in  writing  to  us  to  state  and  sign  a 
pursuant  to  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  setting  forth 
3rms  of  our  determination  in  order  that  he 
t  take  the  opinion  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  of 
non  Pleas  at  Westminster;  therefore,  we 
nted  to  this  application,  and  have  stated  the 
»  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  said  court. 
Upon  the  evidence  before  us  we  find  as  a  fact 
)he  animals  in  quention  were  on  the  7th  August 
le  possession  of  the  appellant,  and  tnat 
were  then  suffering  with  a  contagious  or 
ious  disease,  called  the  foot  and  mouth 
se;  and  that  the  appellant  did  not  then,  or 
f  time  afterwards,  himself  give  notice  to  the 
ndent  of  the  facts  of  the  said  animals  being 
ected,  and  we  held  that  it  was  unnecessary 
>ve  that  the  appellant  knew  that  the  animafs 
so  affected,  or  to  give  afiirmative  evidence 
iie  had  not  given  notice  *to  other  police  con- 
is,  but  there  was  no  evidence  before  us  to 
that  the  appellant  knew  that  the  said  animals 
80  affected  until  he  was  served  with  a  sum- 
for  the  said  alleged  offence. 
We  also  find  as  a  fact  on  the  7th  August  one 
B  police  constables  of  the  county  of  Buckmg- 
namely  the  respondent,  did  know  that  the  said 
lis  were  so  affected.  The  questions  therefore 
he  opinion  of  the'  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
18  follows :  First,  Whether  in  order  to 
ct  the  appellants  of  the  said  offence  it 
sufficient  to  prove  that  the  said  animals 
affected  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  appellant 
[>t  give  notice,  without  giving  evidence  that 
)pellant  knew  they  were  so  affected ;  secondly, 
her  in  order  to  prove  that  the  appellant 
ot  give  notice  as  required  by  the  said  order 
uncil,  it  was  sufficient  to  prove  that  he  did 
ive  notice  to  the  inspector  of  the  district ; 
ly,  whether  as  the  inspector  of  police  was 
I  that  the  said  animals  were  so  affected,  it 
leoessary  for  the  appellant  to  give  him  notice 
i  fact.  If  the  court  shall  answer  the  said 
ions  in  the  affirmative  the  said  conviction  is 
affirmed.  If  the  court  shall  answer  either  of 
dd  questions  in  the  negative  the  said  convic- 
B  to  be  quashed. 

By  the  103rd  section  of  the  Contagious 
968  (Animals)  Act  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  70),  it  is 
3d  that  if  any  person  acts  in  contravention  of, 
^Uty  of,  any  offence  under  this  Act,  or  any 
or  regulation  made  by  the  Privy  Council  or  a 
Mitlioritv  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  he  shall 
mry  sack  offence  (except  as  otherwise  pro- 


vided in  this  Act,  and  except  where  a  less  penalty 
is  provided  in  any  such  order  or  regulation)  be 
liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  202.,  and  then 
the  IDth  paragraph  of  the  order  in  council  orders 
that  every  person  having  in  his  possession  or 
under  his  charge  an  animal  (including  a  horse) 
affected  with  a  contagious  or  infectious  disease, 
shall  observe  the  following  rules :  —  First,  he 
shall  as  far  as  practicable  keep  such  animals 
separate  from  animals  not  so  affected.  Secondly, 
he  shall  with  all  practicable  speed  give  notice  to 
a  police  constable  of  the  fact  of  the  animal  being 
so  affected.  Such  police  constable  shall  forthwith 
give  notice  thereof  to  the  inspector  of  the  local 
authority,  who  shall  forthwith  report  the  same  to 
the  local  authority,  and,  except  in  the  case  of  the 
foot  and  mouth  disease,  to  the  Pri^  Council. 

Graham  {Baymand  with  him). — The  question  is 
whether  the  appellant  knew  that  the  animals 
were  afflicted  with  a  contagious  disease.  Foot  and 
mouth  disease  is  included  within  the  term  con- 
tagious or  infectious  disease  by  the  6th  section  of  32  & 
33  Vict.  c.  70 ;  but  I  contend  that  before  the  ap- 
pellant's case  can  be  brought  within  the  19th  para- 
graph of  the  order  in  council  it  must  be  proved 
that  he  had  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  a  con- 
tagious and  infectious  disease  among  his  animals, 
and  this  the  order  in  council  contemplates.  If 
it  were  otherwise,  if  he  leaves  home  he  mav  be 
fined  in  his  absence.  So  a  salesman  who  sells  in 
a  public  market  meat  which  is  afterwards  found  to 
be  unfit  for  food^  but  which  he  had  no  means  of 
knowing  or  reason  to  suspect  was  otherwise  than 
good,  is  not  liable  to  an  action  upon  an  implied 
warranty :  (Emerton  v.  Matthetos,  7  H.  &  N.  586 ; 
5  L.  T.  feep.  N.S.  681.  See  also  Core  v.  James,  L. 
Eep.  7  Q.  B.  135). 

Merewether  for  the  respondent.  —  The  offence 
here  charged  is  not  communicating  with  a 
constable.  The  magistrate  called  on  the 
prosecutor  to  show  that  no  notice  had  been 
given  to  the  rural  policeman.  It  would  be 
absurd  to  have  to  give  any  other  policeman  notice. 
The  order  in  council  was  passed  to  attempt  to 
put  a  stop  to  cattle  diseases,  and  if  the  onus  is  put 
on  the  prosecution  in  every  case  of  proving  that  a 
farmer  knew  that  his  animals  were  diseased,  it 
would  render  nugatory  all  legislation  on  the  sub- 
ject. He  need  only  get  out  of  the  way,  and  the 
police  could  not  prove  the  case.  The  court  wiU 
look  at  the  circumstances  under  which  this  statute 
and  the  orders  in  council  were  passed,  for  if  this 
were  construed  strictly  as  a  penal  statute  no  effect 
could  be  given  to  the  orders. 

Keating,  J. — In  this  case  three  questions  are 
referred  to  us  for  our  opinion  by  the  magistrate 
who  convicted  the  appellant  under  the  Contagious 
Diseases  Act.  The  questions  say  that  if  the  court 
answer  all  the  questions  in  the  affirmative  the  con- 
viction is  to  stand,  but  if  we  answer  any  one  ques- 
tion in  the  negative,  the  conviction  to  be  quashed. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  it  should  be  quashed. 
The  first  and  most  important  question  is,  whether 
in  order  to  convict  the  appellant  it  was  sufficient 
to  prove  that  the  animals  were  affected  with  a  con- 
tagious and  infectious  disorder,  and  that  the 
appellant  did  not  give  notice ;  without  giving 
evidence  that  the  appellant  knew  they  were  so 
affected.  Now,  by  Act  of  Parliament,  the  Privy 
Council  may  make  any  order  which  has  a  binding 
effect,  and  any  contravention  of  which  may  be 
punished  by  a  fine  of  20L    The  Act  \&  m  \K^ 
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nature  of  a  penal  statute,  and  is  penal  in  the  con- 
sequences, and  by  it  an  obligation  is  cast  upon 
him  to  give  notice  with  all  practicable  speed  to  a 
police  constable  of  any  animal  belonging  to  him 
which  is  affected  with  a  contagious  disease.  The 
question  for  us  is  founded  on  the  information  laid 
before  the  magistrate,  that  he  did  not  give  notice, 
contrary  to  the  order  of  the  Privy  Council ;  and  it 
must  be  taken  by  us  that  he  had  no  knowledge 
that  the  animals  were  affected.  Does  that  bring 
the  case  within  the  statute  P  the  animals  being  in 
a  field  in  his  occupation,  and  he  having  no  know- 
ledge of  disease  in  the  animals,  I  am  of  opinion 
he  cannot  be  convicted,  for  I  think  knowledge 
is  essential.  The  words  of  the  order  in  council 
are  that  he  shall  with  all  practicable  speed  give 
notice  to  the  policeman,  but  I  find  it  difficult  to  con- 
ceive that  a  man  is  to  give  notice  of  a  fact  of  which 
he  may  be  ignorant.  A  number  of  cases  have 
been  suggested  by  which  the  statute  may  be  evaded; 
but  that  we  cannot  help.  We  must  construe  the 
statutes  according  to  their  intent,  and,  looking  at 
the  wording  of  the  present  statute,  coupled  with 
the  order  in  council  which  forms  part  of  it,  the 
objects  in  view  when  it  was  passed,  and  the  sur- 
rounding enactments,  and  also  that  it  is  a  penal 
statute,  there  is  no  doubt  that  knowledge  is 
essential,  and  some  evidence  must  be  given  of  it 
to  justify  a  magistrate  in  convicting  under  it. 
Although  we  regret  the  facility  our  decision  may 
give  to  persons  to  evade  the  statute,  we 
cannot  help  that;  and  the  Lords  of  the  Privy 
Council  can  in  their  discretion  alter  their  regu- 
lations. This,  however,  is  a  matter  beyond  our 
jurisdiction,  all  we  have  to  do  is  to  say  that  this 
information  must  be  quashed. 

HoNYMAN  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  only 
wish  to  add  one  word  with  respect  to  a  remark 
which  Mr.  Merewether  made,  which  is  that  we 
express  no  opinion  at  all  on  the  question  that  if 
the  appellant  went  away  and  left  nis  animals  in 
charge  of  another  who  railed  to  give  notice  that 
he  would  not  be  answerable. 

Convution  quashed^  wUh  costs. 

Attorney  for  appellant,  Rogers  for  Sthnson, 
Bedford. 

Attorney  for  respondent,  King  and  WMiUan  for 
ThiUng. 


Reported  by  T.  W.  Saitndsbs,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


Monday,  May  12, 1873. 

EREOE  from  the  EXCUEQbZR. 

(Before  Blackburn,  Brett,  Grove,  Quain, 
Archibald,  and  Hontman,  JJ.) 

The  Sueepield  Water  Coiipant  v.  Bennett. 

Water  company — Power  to  charge  water  rates  ac* 
cording  to  amount  of  rent — Bates  paid  hy  owner 
— Meaning  of  tlie  word  **  rent.'* 

By  sect.  79  of  the  Sheffield  Watertoorks  Act 
1853  (16  ^17  Vict.  c.  xxii.,  local  and  personal), 
the  company  are  empowered  to  charge  for  the 
supply  of  water  to  the  inliahitants  at  a  rate  per 
annum  a/^cording  to  the  rent  per  annum  of  the 
dwelling-house  supplied,  as  foUows,viz. : — "  Where 
the  rent  shaU  not  amount  to  71.  per  annum,  at  a 
rate  not  exceeding  61.  per  cent,  per  annum  upon 
such  rent;  where  such  rent  shaU  amount  to  71., 
hut  not  to  SI,  per  annum,  at  a  raie  not  exceeding 


Ss.  per  a/nwum  ;  where  such  rent  shaU  amowU  io 
SI.,  hut  not  to  101.  per  annum,  aJt  a  rate  not  ex- 
ceeding  10«.  per  annum;  where  such  rent  shaiU 
amount  to  10l.,hut  not  to  121.  per  annum,  at  arate 
not  exceeding  12s.  per  annum,"  and  so  on  in  a 
graduating  ascending  scale  up  to  a  rent  of  lOOL 
and  upwards  per  annum.  The  Waterworks 
Clauses  Act  1847  (10  ^  11  Vict,  c,  17),  whick  u 
incorporated  with  the  above  Act,  enacts,  hy  secL 
72,  that  the  owners  of  all  dwelling-houses  oecuviei 
as  separate  tenements,  the  annual  value  of  wkiek 
slioU  not  exceed  the  sum  of  101,,  shall  he  liahle  to 
the  payment  of  the  rates  instead  of  the  occupier. 

The  defendant,  heing  the  owner  of  several  dwdlr 
ing-houses  in  Sheffield,  let  to  tenants^  at 
weekly  or  montMy  rents,  the  yearly  aggrmate 
amount  of  such  rents  respectively  not  exceeaina 
the  sum  of  101.  hy  the  year,  the  tenants  of  which 
dwelling-houses  were  supplied  hy  the  eompamy 
with  water  at  the  defendants  request.  The  coin- 
pany  claimed  to  charge  the  water  rates  in  resped 
of  the  houses  so  supplied  upon  the  rents  or  sums 
at  which  the  same  respectively  were  let,  wOhovd 
making  any  deduction  therefrom.  The  defenda/iU, 
on  the  other  hand,  contended  that  the  charge 
should  he  upon  the  annual  value  of  the  dwefUng- 
houses,  free  of  all  tenants*  rates  and  taxes,  aid 
that  in  ascertaining  sucJh  valne  a  deduction  should 
he  made  from  the  rents  or  sums  at  which  the  earns 
houses  were  respectively  let,  in  respect  of  (he 
amounts  allowed  or  paid  hy  him  for  poor's  rates, 
district  rates,  and  water  rates,  in  respect  of  ike 
said  dwelling-houses  respectively. 

The  court  hehw  having  held  that  the  word  "  rent," 
in  sect.  79  of  the  local  Act,  meant  the  proper  rent 
of  a  tenant  paying  the  rates  and  charges  regularUf 
paid  hy  tlie  tenant,  of  which  the  actual  rent^  when 
the  tenant  does  pay  those  rates  and  charges,  is  in 
general  the  proper  criterion,  and  that  therefore  the 
contention  of  the  defendant  was  right,  and  that  hs 
was  entitled,  hefore  heing  charged  with  the  water 
rates  on  the  rent,  to  dedtict  from  the  actual  amount 
of  rent  paid  to  him  the  stims  allowed  or  paid  (y 
him  for  poor*s  rates,  district  rates,  and  water 
rates : 

Held,  that  the  decision  of  the  court  helow  was 
correct. 

This  was  an   appeal   from  the  decision   of  the 

Court  of  Exchequer,  in  which  judgment  was  g^ven 

for  the  defendant.    The  facts  were  stated  in  the 

following  s]:>ecial  case : — 

1.  The  plaintiffs  (hereinafter  called  the  company) 
were  incorporated  b^  an  Act  of  Parliament  plassed 
in  the  year  1830,  intituled,  "  An  Act  for  supplyinff 
with  Water  the  Town  and  Parish  of  Sheffield,"  and 
thereby  powers  were  civen  to  the  company  fijr 
supplying  the  town  and  parish  of  Sheffield  with 
water. 

2.  In  the  year  1845  another  Act  was  passed, 
intituled,  "An  Act  for  better  supplying  with 
Water  the  Town  and  Parish  of  Sheffield,  in  the 
County  of  York,  and  for  amending  the  Act  relating 
thereto."  And  thereby  powers  were  mven  to  the 
company  to  raise  further  capital  and  oonstmct 
addifciOTiDil  ^^rorks 

3.  In  1853,  the  Sheffield  Waterworks  Act  1853 
Was  passed,  whereby,  afler  recitiug  the  said  Acta 
of  1»30  and  1845,  such  last-mentioned  Acts  were 
repealed,  subject  to  the  provisions  contained  in 
the  said  Act  of  1853. 

4.  By  the  6th  section  of  the  said  Act  of  18^  the 
oompany  was  incorporated  as  from  the  passtng  of 
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the  taxi  Act  of  1830,  uid  the  said  Act  of  1853  con- 
tftined  the  foUowiug  prarisions : — 

Swit  3.  Thkt  Uw  CompuiM  Cl«ue«  Contolidktion  Aot 
IMS,  and  the  lAnda  Cluaaa  OomadidatioD  Aot  IMS,  uid 

lfc*W*tnw(rtaClsiu«Aotl'-  ' 

miA  iMt-mMitiMMd  Aot,  and 

dMMM  In  HIT  <<  the  Wkid  Aot*  IDU  bs  eiprmelj  TBiied  or 
ezoepted  by  this  Aot,  ehkll  be,  end  the  Mine  era,  heiebj 
inoorpoiatad  with  thu  Aot. 

Seat.  9.  Thet  notwithitendins  tie  Tepeel  of  tha  re- 
■peotlvendted  Aota,  thSMTenloleiiaee  end  proTuioni 
meteoerer  In  fevou  of  the  oompeny  raapeotivGly  oon- 
teined  in  eny  Aot  or  Aote  (other  thu  the  wud  redted 
Aote  leepeotiTGly},  end  wWh  immedietely  before  the 
paetinf  of  this  Aot  are  in  forea,  ehell  oontinne  end  ba 
m  fnlT  foroe  aooordingly,  and  the  oompeny  end  theit 
Aireetw,  oOoen,  and  aervanta,  may  and  ahell  aooord- 
incly,  and  for  the  porpoeea  of  this  Aot,  be  entitled  to 
and  liaTe,  eieraae,  uid  enjoy  nnder  or  by  Tirtne  of  thoae 
nlanana  ud  pioriaiona  raepeotirely,  ell  anoh  Tighte,  in. 
taMsta,  powera,  anUioritiea,  and  prinlegea  whateoerer, 
•a  it  thie  Aot  had  not  pneBad. 

Seot.  79.  That  the  oompany  shall,  and  they  era  hereby 
reqnired,  to  fnmiih  a  inffldsnt  mpplr  of  water  to  every 
inhabitant  ooenpyliig  a  piiTete  dw elluis-hoQse  or  part  <rt 
a  dweDing-honsa  in  any  aqnere,  street,  oloae,  or  lana  of 
the  town  and  borongh  <s  Staeffleld  sfnrnaiirl,  end  in  any 
other  place  or  plaoea  within  the  limita  of  this  Aot,  where 
the  pipes  of  the  aoin;paiiy  are  now  or  hereafter  shall  be 
kid  for  the  nee  of  bu  or  her  family,  at  the  followinf  rate 
par  ^irnnm  (that  is  to  say) : — 

Where  the  r«nt  of  sntdi  dwelling-bonee  or  part  of  a 
dwelliiiB'banie  shall  not  amount  to  71.  per  annum,  at  a 
rate  not  eioeeding  61.  per  oentnm  per  annnm  on  snob 
rent,  but  not  in  any  sooh  oaae  to  eioeed  the  snm  of  7i.  2d. 
per  annmn. 

Wbats  anoh  rent  shall  amonnt  to  71.  bat  not  to  St  pet 
aanom,  at  a  rate  not  exoaeding  8t.  per  anniun. 

Where  snoh  rent  shall  amonnt  Ui  BI.  per  annnm  but 
not  to  lOt.  per  annum,  at  a  rate  not  exeeedingf  10*.  per 

Where  caoh  rent  shell  amount  to  101.  bnt  not  to  131. 
per  annnm,  at  a  rate  not  eioeeding  12>.  per  anniun. 

Whan  snoh  tent  shall  amonnt  to  121.  bat  not  to  151. 
par  aanmn,  at  a  rata  not  eioeeding  14i.  per  annnm. 

Where  snoh  rent  shall  amonnt  to  ISI.  bat  not  to  IBt. 
per  annnm,  at  a  rate  not  eioeeding  16s.  per  annum. 

Whan  anoh  rent  shall  amonnt  to  181.  bnt  not  to  201. 
par  aaanm,  at  a  rate  not  eioeeding  I8<.  per  annum. 

Wham  snoh  rant  shall  amount  to  201.  bnt  not  to  251. 
per  annnm,  at  a  rate  not  eioeeding  II.  pet  annnm. 

when  snoh  rent  shall  amount  to  251.  bnt  not  to  SOI. 
p^  umnm,  at  a  r«te  not  eioeeding  11,  5>.  per  annnm. 

When  aaeh  tent  shall  amonnt  to  SOI.  but  not  to  351. 
pw  aonwn,  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  11.  lOi.  per  annnm. 

Whan  sooh  r«ait  shall  amount  to  351.  bnt  not  U>  401. 
per  annnm,  at  a  rate  not  eioeeding  11. 15a.  per  annnm. 

When  snoh  rent  shall  amount  to  401.  bnt  not  to  501. 
par  annum,  at  a  rate  not  eioeeding  21.  per  annnm. 

Where  euoh  rent  ahall  amonnt  to  SOi.  bat  not  to  601. 
peranBiua,atarateDot  eiaeeding2I.  Si.  pet  annnm. 

Wh«a  snoh  rmt  shall  amonnt  to  601.  bat  not  to  701. 
par  Hunm,  at  a  rate  not  eioeedinir  21.  lOi.  per  annnm. 

when  snoh  rent  shall  amonnt  to  701.  bnt  not  to  601. 
pv  """"",  at  a  rate  not  eioeeding  21.  ISi.  pet  annnm. 

When  anoh  rent  shall  amonnt  to  801.  bnt  not  to  lOOt. 
per  annnm,  at  a  rate  not  exoeeding  31.  pet  ennara. 

Whwe  snafa  rent  shall  amonnt  to  1001.  or  upwards  per 
annnin,  at  a  rate  not  sioeeding  31.  per  oentnm  per  annum 

Mtitliedto 

■B<rf6Lini_^ ..-,,- 

ipany  be  obliged  to  furnish  snoh  supply 

__n  for  laaa  than  7i.  id,  in  any  one  year,  nnlesa 

Act  ahaU  thinh  fit  ao  to  do. 

Ssot.  BO.  "niat  in  reins  where  the  landlord  or  owner  of 
a  MUBbeg  ot  bensea  let  at  tents  not  exceeding  71.  a  yeaz 
\j,  shall  enee  with  the  said  oompany  to  pay 
-  rent  for  ue  same,  the  oompany  shall  not  in 
M  oharge  mora  than  6l.  U.  a  year  for  gaoh  honse 
supply,  anything  to  the  aanttary  in  this  Aet 

d  BoCwithataDdiag. 

t.  &  In  1860  the  Sheffiafd  WatorworkB  Act  1860  wu 
puaed,  wbenby  tia  limits  of  the  Aot  of  1853  were 
Km.  (kk— Vol.  YIIL 
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extended  to  inolnde  the  parish  of  Eooleefleld  h 
veil  as  the  town  and  borongh  of  Sheffield. 

6.  In  1864,  the  Sheffield  Waterworks  Act  1864 
was  passed,  the  lOSth  seotion  of  which  waa  aa 
follows : — 


and  aft«r  the  time  tor  the  first  halt.yi  .  _, 
oollection  of  the  company's  water  rents,  after  the  paaaing 
of  this  Aot,  aodthanoeforth  for  a,  period  of  twenty-Sre 
years,  hare  etFeot  as  it  the  seTstal  maiiman)  water  rente 
or  rates  in  those  provisions  speoifled  ware  inoreaaed  In 
eaoh  instance  by  25  per  oentnm.  Provided  always,  that 
all  water  rente,  or  rates  aathoriecd  lo  be  taken  by  this 
Act,  or  the  Company's  Aot  of  1853,  for  any  purposes 
whatever,  ahsJl  be  oharged  to  all  persona  impartially, 
and  wichoat  faronr,  aooording  to  the  soale  al  rents  or 
speoified  as  aforesaid,  for  the  ssreral  putpoeea  re- 


7.  In  1867,  the  Sheffield  Waterworks  (Amend- 
ment)  Aot  1867  was  fassed,  whereby  the  limits  of 
the  oompanv'H  former  Acts  were  further  eitended 
to  include  the  township  of  Tinsl^,  in  the  parish  of 
Bothorham,  and  the  parish  of  i^ndeworth,  all  in 
the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  and  the 
pariah  of  Norton,  the  townshipB  of  Dore  and  Totley, 
in  the  pariBh  of  Dronfield,  and  the  liberty  or  extra 
parochial  place  of  Beauchief,  all  in  the  county  of 

8.  Copies  of  the  said  Acta  of  1830, 1845, 1853, 
1860, 1864,  and  1867,  accompany  and  are  to  form 
part  of  this  case. 

9.  Under  the  powers  conferred  by  the  sevor^ 
special  Acts  before  mentioned,  the  coropaay  is 
aathoriscd  to  supply  water  within  the  followiog 
thirteen  townships  and  places,  namely:  the  town- 
ahips  of  Upper  Hallam.  Nether  Hallam,  Be- 
clesall  Bierlow,  ShefGeld,  Brightaide  Bierlow,  and 
Attercliffe,  all  in  the  parish  of  Sheffield,  the  parish 
of  Ecclesfield,  the  township  of  Tinsley,  in  the  parish 
of  Botherham,  and  the  parish  of  i^ndaworth,  all 
in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  and 
the  parish  of  Norton,  the  townships  oE  Dore  and 


Totley.  in  the  parish  of  Dronfield,  and  the  liberty 

itra-parochial  r'-*'    -'  " "-"'    ""  -  ''" 

ity  of  Derby. 


or  eitra-parochial  place  of  Beauchief,  all  in  the 


10.  The  company  are  now  supplying  water  in  all 
the  said  townships  and  places,  except  in  the  town. 
ships  of  Dore  and  Totley,  and  the  liberty  or  extra' 
parochial  place  of  Beauchief. 

11.  The  dwelling-houses  or  tenements  at  present 
supplied  by  the  company  with  water  within  the 
limits  of  their  district  are  about  48,400  in  number, 
of  which  about  30;000  are  of  an  annnal  value  not 
exceeding  101.  Of  these  houses  some  are  occupied 
by  the  owners  thereof. 

12.  The  water  rates  ^yable  to  the  company  are 
due  qnartorly,  on  the  2oth  March,  the  24th  Jime, 
the  29th  Sept.,  and  the  25th  Dec,  in  each  year. 

13.  A  separate  poor's  rate  is  levied  in  each  of 
the  townsnips,  parishee,  and  places  mentioned 
within  the  limits  of  the  company's  district.  The 
poor  rates  in  the  said  several  townships,  parishes, 
and  places  respectively,  vary  in  amount  from  time 
time,  and  at  the  same  periods  of  time  are  larger  in 
some  of  the  said  townships,  parishes,  and  places, 
than  in  others. 

14.  The  mode  of  ascertuning  the  rateable  vulna 
of  premises  rateable  to  the  poor's  rate  is  not  the 
same  in  the  said  several  townships,  parishes,  and 
plaoes,  the  consequence  of  which  is,  toot  the  aams 
at  which  similar  premiBoa  estt  itt^jtA  «x%  Y<^aiH«i3q 
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lower  in  some  of  snoh  townships,  parishes,  and 
plaoes,  than  in  others. 

15.  The  horongh  of  Sheffield  is  oo-extensive  with 
the  parish  of  Sheffield,  and  comprises  the  several 
townships  of  Upper  Hallam,  Nether  Hallam, 
EcclesaU  Bierlow,  Sheffield,  Brightside  Bierlow, 
and  Attercliffe. 

16.  The  Local  Grovemraent  Acts  have  been  ap- 
plied to  and  are  in  force  within  the  said  borough 
of  Sheffield,  but  not  to  or  within  any  other  of  the 
townships,  parishes,  or  places  included  within  the 
limits  of  the  company's  district.  General  district 
rates,  which  may  vary  in  amount  from  time  to 
time,  are  levied  under  these  Acts  in  the  borough 
of  Sheffield. 

17.  On  the  20th  Sept.  1865,  after  the  Local 
Government  Acts  had  been  applied  to  the  borough 
of  Sheffield,  the  town  coimcil  of  Sheffield,  which  is 
the  local  board  for  the  said  borough,  passed  a  reso- 
lution in  the  following  words  : — 

It  was  ordered  that  we  g^eneral  district  rate  be  laid 
and  levied  upon  the  owners  instead  of  the  occnpiers,  in 
oases  where  the  rateable  value  of  any  premises,  liable  to 
assessment  nnder  the  Looal  Government  Act  1858,  does 
not  exceed  the  snm  of  ?{.,  and  that  the  same  be  assessed  at 
the  reduced  estimate  of  three-fourths  of  the  net  annual 
Talue  of  such  premises. 

18.  The  defendant  was,  at  Christmas-day  1870, 
and  during  the  two  quarters  of  a  year  then  next 
follo?ring,  the  owner  m  the  ninety-two  dwelling- 
houses  or  tenements  specified  and  described  in  the 
schedule  marked  A,  which  accompanies  and  is  to 
form  part  of  this  case,  and  the  same  were  let  by 
him  during  such  period,  at  the  rents  or  sums  and 
in  the  manner  specified  in  the  said  schedule. 

19.  The  occupiers  of  the  said  respective  dwelling- 
houses  or  tenements  were,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  supplied  with  water  by  the  company 
during  the  said  two  quarters  of  a  year. 

20.  Sixteen  of  the  said  dwelling-houses  or  tene- 
ments are  situate  in  the  township  of  Sheffield,  and 
the  remainder  of  them  are  situate  in  the  adjoining 
township  of  Brightside  Bierlow. 

21.  During  the  two  quarters  of  a  year  for  which 
the  water  rates  in  question  are  claimed,  the  poor's 
rate  levied  in  the  township  of  Sheffield  was  after 
the  rate  of  2«.  lOd,  in  the  pound ;  and  in  the  town- 
ship of  Brightside  Bierlow,  after  the  rate  of  2«.  6d, 
in  the  pound. 

22.  During  the  bame  period  the  general  district 
rate  in  the  borough  of  Sheffield,  under  the  Local 
Grovemment  Acts,  was  after  the  rate  of  2«.  in  the 
pound,  subject  to  the  deduction  mentioned  in  the 
aforesaid  resolution  of  20th  Sept.  1865. 

23.  The  companv  claim  to  charge  the  water 
rates  in  respect  of  the  dwelling-houses  or  tene- 
ments in  question  upon  the  rents  or  sums  at  which 
the  said  dwelling-houses  or  tenements  respectively 
were  let,  without  making  any  deduction  there- 
from. 

24.  The  defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  contends 
that  the  water  rates  ou^ht  to  be  charged  upon  the 
annual  value  of  the  said  dwelling-houses  or  tene- 
ments, free  of  all  tenants'  rates  and  taxes,  and  that 
in  ascertaining  such  annual  value,  a  deduction 
should  be  made  from  the  rents  or  sums  at  which 
the  said  dwelling-houses  or  tenements  are  re- 
spectively let  as  aforesaid,  in  respect  of  the  amounts 
allowed  or  paid  by  him  for  poor's  rates,  district 
rates,  and  water  rates,  in  respect  of  the  said 
dwelHnff-houses  ortenements  respectiyely(whether 
such  aUowance  or  payment  is  made  by  him  by 
rirtue  of  Btatutory  ohligBkiAons  imposed  upon  him 


in  that  behalf,  or  by  reason  of  agreement  vdiui^ 
tarily  entered  into  between  himself  and  hit 
tenants). 

25.  The  schedule  hereinbefore  referred  to  specifies 
and  describes  the  dwelling-houses  or  tenements  ill 
question,  and  in  addition  to  the  matters  before 
referred  to,  the  gross  estimated  rental  of  the  said 
dwelling-houses  or  tenements  for  the  purposes  dt 
the  poor  rate,  the  sums  at  which  the  said  dwelling- 
houses  or  tenements  were  respectively  rated  fbr 
poor's  rate,  the  rates  claimed  to  be  deducted  by 
the  defendant  from  the  rents  or  sums  at  which  the 
said  dwelHng-houses  or  tenements  respectively 
were  let  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  other  pu^ 
ticulars  relative  to  the  question  in  dispute.  The 
matters  stated  in  or  appearing  from  the  said 
schedule  are  to  be  taken  as  correct.  And  it  is 
admitted,  that  if  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  maks 
the  deductions  he  claims,  the  amounts  mentioned 
in  the  said  schedule,  under  the  respective  heads 
of  poor's  rate,  district  rate,  and  water  rate,  are  the 
amounts  proper  to  be  deducted  from  the  said  rents 
or  sums  at  which  the  said  dwelling-houses  or 
tenements  are  respectively  let  as  aforesaid. 

26.  The  sums  in  respect  of  which  the  above^ 
mentioned  deductions  are  claimed  by  the  defendant 
were  allowed  or  paid  by  the  defendant,  as  specified 
in  the  said  schedule,  for  poor's  rates,  district  rates, 
and  water  rates  respectively,  either  by  virtue  of 
statutory  obligations  imposed  upon  him  in  that 
behalf,  or  by  reason  of  the  terms  (voluntarily 
agreed  to  between  himself  and  his  tenants)  on 
which  the  said  respective  dwelling-houses  or  tene- 
ments were,  let  by  mm.  The  statutory  obligations 
above  referred  to  are,  as  regards  poors  rates: 
Sect.  1  of  the  Poor  Bate  Assessment  and  Ck>lleo- 
tion  Act  1869 ;  as  regards  district  rates,  sect.  55 
of  the  Local  Grovemment  Act  1858 ;  and  as  regards 
water  rates,  sect.  72  of  the  Waterworks  Claiues 
Act  1847. 

27.  All  the  said  dwelling-houses  or  tenements, 
in  respect  of  which  the  water  rates  in  question  are 
claimed,  were,  during  the  period  for  which  they  aze 
claimed,  respectively  let  for  terms  not  exoeeding 
three  months,  within  the  meaning  of  the  1st  sec- 
tion of  the  Poor  Kate  Assessment  and  Collection 
Act  1869.  The  4th  section  of  the  last-mentioned 
Act  has  not  been  adopted  in  either  of  the  town- 
ships of  Sheffield  and  Brightside  Bierlow. 

28.  The  tenants  of  several  of  the  said  dweOinj^ 
houses  or  tenements,  for  which  the  water  rates  m 
question  are  claimed  (namely,  those  numbered  in  the 
said  schedule  11, 17,  18, 19,  20,  and  21),  held  their 
respective  dwelling-houses  or  tenements  of  the 
defendant  on  the  terms,  that  they  should  not 
take  advantage  of  the  first  section  of  the  last- 
mentiohed  Act,  but  should  pay  their  respective 
rents  for  the  same,  without  deducting  the  sums 
paid  by  them  for  poor's  rate. 

29.  The  water  rates  in  respect  of  all  the  said  ninety- 
two  dwelling-houses  or  tenements,  for  the  quarter 
of  a  year  next  following  Christmas  day  1870, 
became  due  on  the  25th  March  1871,  and  the  water 
rates  for  the  same  dwelling-houses  or  tenements 
for  the  next  quarter  of  a  year  became  due  on  the 
24th  June  1871. 

30.  The  water  rates  in  respect  of  the  saiddwdHng^ 
houses  or  tenements  for  the  said  two  quarters  ofa 
year,  amounted,  according  to  the  mode  oi  oompii- 
tation  adopted  by  the  company,  to  311.;  and 
according  to  the  mode  of  computatum  oontended 
for  by  ^e  defendant,  to  242.  7«.  6i. 
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31.  Tfas rents  oraamsatwhich  theaoiddnellinK- 
honses  or  tenemeote  respectivelj  let  as  aforesaia, 
ftra  to  be  taken  to  be  the  full  rents  or  Bums 
obtkinable  for  the  Mid  dwelling- houses  or  teoe- 
tnenta  regpeotiTelj,  upon  the  terms  upon  which 
the  aaina  are  rsspoctivel j  let  as  aforesaia. 

The  qaeation  for  the  court  is :  Whether,  in 
calcnUtine  the  water  rates,  anj  deductions  should 
be  made  from  the  rents  or  sums  at  which  the  said 
dwelling- bonsea  or  tenementa  are  respeotively  let 
aa  aforesaid,  in  reapect  of  the  payments  made  or 
allowed  by  the  defendant  for  poors'  rates,  district 
istea,  and  water  rates,  or  any  and  which  of  them, 
in  either  and  which  of  the  following  cases,  namely : 
(A)  In  cases  where  the  poor's  rates,  district  rates, 
and  water  ratea  respectively,  wera  allowed  or  paid 
bj  the  defendant  by  virtue  of  statutory  obligatioua 
in  that  behalf.  (B)  In  casoa  where  the  poor's 
ratea,  diatriot  latee,  and  water  rates  respeotively, 
were  allowed  or  paid  by  the  defendant  by  reason 
of  the  terms  (voluntarily  agreed  to  between  him- 
•elf  and  his  tenants)  on  which  the  respeotive 
dwelling-honaea  or  tenementa  were  let  by  him. 

If  the  court  sh^l  be  of  opinion  that  none  of  the 
aforesaid  dednctions  ought  to  be  made,  the  judg- 
ment is  to  be  entered  for  the  pkintiSa,  with  costs 
of  anit,  for  the  sum  of  61.  lOs.  over  and  above  the 
84J.  10>.  pud  into  oonrt. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  all  the 
dednotions  diumed  by  the  defendant,  as  appe^ng 
in  the  said  sohedule,  ought  to  be  made,  then  judg- 
ment is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  with  costs 
of  snit. 

If  the  court  ahall  be  of  opinion  that  some,  but 
not  all,  of  the  dednotions  claimed  by  the  defendant, 
■a  last  aforeaaid,  onght  to  be  made,  then  judgment 
u  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  costs  ^  suit, 
fbr  Bnoh  anm  over  and  above  the  241.  lOi.  paid  into 
Mmrt,  as  aooording  to  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
in  that  cue  remain  due  to^eplaintiffs,  such  sum, 
in  eaae  of  difference,  to  be  settled  by  one  of  the 
masters  of  the  conrt. 

In  deciding  the  above  questions,  the  court  is  to 
Iw  at  liber^  to  draw  inferenceB  of  tact. 

FMd,  Q.C.  [Kemplay,  Q.C.,  and  Barker  with 
him),  appeared  for  the  pMntifis,  and  oont^nded 
that  npon  a  proper  construction  of  the  Acts,  no 
dednotiona  ahotdd  be  made  fh)m  the  amount  of 
rant  paid  in  calculating  the  water  rates,  and  he 
dted. 

Rem  V.  8t.  Paul'i,  Dapiford,  13  East,  320 1 

£a>v.  Tke  ItOiahitantM  of  ThurmoMton,  1  Bar.  &  Ad. 

7S1  (Lord  Tenterdea'B  jadgineDt) ; 
EUUhu  r.  Sole,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  9.  280;  38  L.  J. 

8,Q.B.;  L.B«p.«Q.B.4i 
BtQ.  T.  Th«  Overiear*  of  Biltton,  L.  Bep.  1  Q.  B.  18  i 

85  L.  J.  78,  H.  C. ; 
Book  T.  Xauor  qflAverjiool,  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  240. 

3£a»iMty,  Q.C.  (WilU,  Q.C.,  and  Cave  with  him), 
was  not  culed  upon. 

Blackbubm,  J. — In  this  case  there  are  difSculties 
in  the  way  of  either  construction,  bnt  we  are  all  of 
opinion  that  the  coaatruction  contended  for  bv  the 
plaintiffs  is  tbernore  difficult  one  of  the  two,  and  that 
the  jnd^ment  of  the  court  below  ia  most  in  accord- 
ant with  reason  and  the  probable  meaning  of  the 
Iiwislatare.  (o)  Judgment  tor  the  d^endant. 

Attomcj  for  the    plaintiff,    BUMoek    Smilh, 


(«)  SMttejadgmut  of  tha  oonrffS?  L.  T.  Bap.  N.  8. 


Saturday,  AprS  26, 1873. 

(Before  BoviLL,  O.J.,  Bkuewbll,  B.,  Bl&cksukn, 

Abchibald,  and  Honihah,  JJ.) 

Reg.  v.  a.  H.  Mohton. 

Forgery — Deed — Clergy-^Letleri  qfordert — 

24  ^  25  Ful.  e.  m.  i.  20. 

TheforgmgofletUrtofordereittued  byabitkop.eer- 

Mying  ihai  on  a  day  and  at  a  ytaee  mentioned 

therein,  A.  B.  tmu  admitted  into  the  holy  order  of 

deatong,  acordAng  to  the  nianner  pretenbed  by  llie 

Church  of  England,  and  rightly  and  catwnieaUy 

ordained  deacon,  in  testimony  whereof  tite  biehop 

had  caueed  hit  episcopal  teal  lo  be  affixed  iltere- 

unto,  it   not   the  feloniously  forging   of  a  deed 

mUhin  the  24  f  25  Vict.  c.  98,  i.  20,  tMhough  meh 

forgery  it  a  mitdemeanor  at  eotnmon  law. 

Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  by 

Bramwell,  B.,  at  the  "Worcester  Winter  Assiies 

1872. 

The  prisoner  was  tried  and  found  guilty  upon 
the  following  indictment : — 

The  jnrora  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  upon  their 
oath  present  that  Thomas  Kcatinge,  otherwise 
Arthur  Henry  Morton,  on  the  14th  Aug.  1865, 
feloniouslv  did  forge  a  certain  deed,  purporting  to 
beundertnehandand  seal  of  Lord  Auckland,  Bishop 
of  Bath  snd  Wells,  which  said  forged  deed  was  and 
is  as  follows  [it  was  then  aet  out  verbatim},  with  in- 
t«nt  thereby  to  defraud,  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  . 
against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity. 

Second  count. — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that 
the  said  Thomas  Keatinge,  otherwise  Arthur 
Henry  Morton,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  feloniously  did  forge  a  certun  other 
deed,  purporting  to  be  letters  of  orders  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  Lord  Auckland,  Bishop  of  Bath 
and  Wells,  with  intent  thereby  then  to  defraud 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  mode 
and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Third  count. — And  thejurors  aforesaid,  npon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said 
Thomas  Keatinge,  otherwise  called  Arthur  Henry 
Morton,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  feloniously  did  offer,  utter,   dispose  of. 


Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  which  said  forged  deed 
was  and  ia  as  followa  [it  was  then  set  out  verbatim'], 
with  the  intent  thereby  then  to  defraud,  he  the 
aaid  Thomas  Keatinge,  otherwiae  called  Arthur 
Henry  Morton,  at  the  time  he  so  offered,  uttered, 
disposed  of,  and  put  off  the  said  last-mentioned 
forged  deed  as  aloresaid,  well  knowing  the  same 
to  be  forged,  M^nat  the  form  oF  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the 
peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity. 

Fourth  count.— And  the  jurors  aforesiud,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the 
said  Thomas  Keatinge,  otherwise  oaUed  Arthur 
Henry  Morton,  atterwarda,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforeaaid,  feloniously  did  offer,  ntter,  dispose 
of,  and  put  off,aoBdaui<A]hfiitw^;e&&Kie&,'\rax^j<s^ 


172 


MAGISTRATES'  OASES. 


G.  Oas.  B.] 


Bso.  V.  A  H.  Morton. 


[G.  Cab.  K 


ing  to  be  letters  of  orders  under  the  hand  and  seal 
of  Lord  Auckland,  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells, 
with  intent  thereby  then  to  defraud,  he  the  said 
Thomas  Keatinge,  otherwise  called  Arthur  Henry 
Morton,  at  the  time  he  so  offered,  uttered,  disposed 
of,  and  put  off  the  said  last-mentioned  forged  deed 
as  aforesaid,  well  knowing  the  same  to  be  forged, 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

The  document  which  the  prisoner  had  forged, 
when  produced,  was  as  follows : — 

B^  the  tenor  of  these  presents,  we  Anokland,  by 
ST   Divine  permission  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  do 
^   make  it  Known  nnto  all  men,  that  on  Snndaj,  the 
•    twenty-third  day  of  Deoemb^,  in  the  year  of  onr 
J    Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-iHrec, 
&d    we,  the  bishop  before  mentioned,  solemnly  admi- 
I^J.   nistering  holy  orders  under  the  protection  of  the 
'^^   Almigh^  in  oar  cathedral  ohnroh  of  St.  Andrew,  in 
2   Wells,  did  admit  onr  beloved  in  Christ,  Arthur 
Henry  Morton,  a  Master  of  Arts  (of  whose  virtnons 
g*   and  pious  life  and  oonversatioa,  and  competent 
2^   leammg  and  knowledge  in  the  Holy  Scriptures  we 
^   were  well  assured),  into  the  holy  oiuer  of  deacons. 
B*   according  to  the  manner  and  form  prescribed  ana 
g*   used  by  the  Church  of  England,  ana  him  the  said 
^    Arthiwr  Henry  Morton  did  then  and  there  lightly 
and  canonically  ordain  deacon;  he  having  first  in  our 
presence  freely  and  volontarily  subscribed  to  the  Thirty- 
nine  Articles  of  Beli^on,  and  to  the  three  articles  con- 
tained in  the  thirty>sizth  canon,  and  he  likewise  having 
taken  the  oaths  appointed  by  law  to  be  taken  for  and 
instead  of  the  oath  of  snpremaoy.    In  testimony  whereof 
we  have  caused  our  episcopal  seal  to  be  hereunto  affixed, 
the  day  and  year  above  written,  and  in  the  seventh  year 
of  our  translation. 

Seal  of 

The  Bishop  of 

Bath  and  Wells. 


Auckland, 


The  8»al  of  Baron 

AaoUand, 

D.D. 


Bath  and  Wills. 


The  signature  and  the  seal  were  the  genuine 
si^ature  and  episcopal  seal  of  Lord  Aucklemd, 
Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  and  the  document  was 
duly  signed,  sealed,  and  given  out  by  him. 

But  when  so  given  out,  the  name  in  it  of  the 
person  ordained  was  Joseph  Leycester  Lyne,  the 
year  was  1860,  and  not  1863 ;  and  in  the  margin 
the  letters  dimissory  were  stated  to  be  from  the 
Bishop  of  Exeter,  not  Melbourne. 

The  forgery  consisted  in  altering  the  name, 
addine  a  "  Master  of  Arts,"  altering  the  year,  and 
changing  "Exeter"  to  "Melbourne."  The  alter- 
ations are  underlined.  It  was  proved  that  Lyne 
was  ordained  bv  imposition  of  hands,  according  to 
the  service  in  the  Prayer  Book,  and  that  this  docu- 
ment had  been  delivered  to  him  and  siterwards 
stolen  or  taken  from  him  without  his  consent.  It 
was  also  proved  that  no  other  deed  or  document 
ordaining,  or  certifying  the  ordination,  ia  ever 
made  or  given,  though  the  fact  of  ordination  is 
recorded  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose.  Doubting 
whether  the  document  was  a  deed  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  I  now  ask  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  for  the  consideration  of  Grown  Cases 
Beserved  thereon.  The  prisoner  is  in  gaol  under 
sentence  on  two  other  inaictments. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  document  is  correctly 
set  forth  in  the  first  and  third  counts.  It  is,  how- 
ever, there  called  a  deed.  (See  1  Lev.  138;  3 
Bussell  C.  &  M.,  767 ;  and  stat.  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  98, 
8.  20.) 

(Signed)  G.  Braiiwsll. 

fT,  Goodman,  ior  the  prisoner.—The  prisoner  has 


been  convicted  on  an  indictment  which  charged 
him  with  feloniously  forcing  and  uttering  a  drnd, 
knowing  the  same  to  be  forged,  against  the  form  of 
the  statute  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  98,  s.  20,  which  enacts 
that  "  Wliosoever,  with  intent  to  defraud,  sbaD 
forge  or  alter,  or  shall  offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  or  pat 
off,  knowing  the  same  to  be  foreed  or  altered,  any 
deed  or  any  bond  or  writing  obligatory,  or  ahdl 
forge  any  name,  handwriting,  or  signature  pur- 
porting to  be  the  name,  handwriting,  or  signaliire 
of  a  witness  attestinff  the  execution  of  any  deed» 
bond,  or  writing  obligatory,  or  shall  offer,  uttw, 
dispose  of,  or  put  off  any  deed,  bond,  or  writing 
obhgatory,  having  thereon  any  such  forged  name, 
handwriting,  or  signature,  knowing  the  same  to  be 
forged,  shidl  be  ^ilty  of  felony."  No  doubt  the 
prisoner  was  guilty  of  the  offence  of  forgery  at 
common  law,  which  is  a  misdemeanor,  but  the 
question  here  is  whether  the  forging  of  these 
"  letters  of  orders,"  as  the  document  is  technically 
termed,  is  a  felonious  forging  of  a  deed  within 
the  above  enactment.  In  2  Bussell  on  Crimes  (4th 
edit.,  p.  767),  it  is  said :  "  It  is  clearly  agreed  that 
at  common  law  the  counterfeiting  of  a  matter  of 
record  is  forgery,  for  since  the  law  gives  the  highest 
credit  to  all  records,  it  cannot  but  he  of  the  atniost 
ill  consequence  to  the  public  to  have  them  either 
forged  or  falsified.  Also  it  is  agreed  to  be  forgorf 
to  counterfeit  any  authentic  matter  of  a  pubhc 
nature,  as  a  privy  seal,  or  a  licence  from  the  Barons 
of  the  Exchequer  to  compound  a  debt,  or  a  certifi* 
cate  of  holy  orders,  or  a  protection  from  a  parlia- 
ment man.  It  is  also  unquestionable  that  a  man 
may  be  in  like  manner  guilty  of  forgery  at  oomnum 
law  by  forging  a  deed,  and  therefore  it  seems  Uiat 
one  mav  be  equally  guilty  by  forging  a  will,  whidi 
cannot  be  thought  to  be  of  less  consequenoe  than  a 
deed."  It  is  submitted  that  the  forging  of  these 
letters  of  orders  was  not  a  felony  under  the  above 
statute,  as  they  were  not  a  deed  properly  so  called. 
The  statute  is  penal,  and  to  be  construed  strictly. 
The  mere  fact  that  the  document  was  given  out 
with  a  seed  attached  does  not  make  it  a  deed.  In 
Brown  v.  Vawser  (4  East,  584)  it  was  held  that  an 
award  under  seal  was  not  a  deed  within  the  Stamp 
Act,  not  having  been  delivered  as  a  deed.  So  in 
Chanter  v.  Johnson  (14  M.  &  W.  408)  it  was  held 
that  a  licence  under  seal  to  use  a  patented  inven- 
tion did  not  require  to  be  stamped  as  a  "  deed  not 
otherwise  charged,"  under  the  55  (Jeo.  3,  c  189, 
sched.,  part  1,  tit.  "  Deed:"  Parke,  B.  there  said: 
''The  defendants  say  the  instrument  is  a  deed 
and  ought  to  be  stamped  as  such,  but  that  ia  not 
so — it  does  not  purport  to  be  sealed  and  delivered 
as  a  deed ;  it  rather  resembles  an  award  or  a  war^ 
rant  of  a  magistrate,  which,  though  under  seal,  are 
not  deeds."  In  1  Co.  Inst.,  35b,  it  is  said :  "A  deed 
factum.  This  word  (deed),  in  the  understanding  of 
the  common  law,  is  an  instrument  written  on 
parchment  or  paper,  whereunto  ten  things  are 
necessarily  incident,  viz. ;  1,  writing;  2,  on  pardi- 
ment  or  paper ;  3,  a  person  able  to  oontract ;  4%  by  a 
sufficient  name ;  5,  a  person  able  to  be  oontnctod 
with ;  6,  by  a  sufficient  name ;  7,  a  thing  to  be 
contracted  for;  8,  apt  words  required  by  law;  9, 
sealing ;  10,  deliveiy."  A^^ain,  at  171  b,  Lord  Coke 
says :  "  Fait'/actunif  Anglioe  a  deed,  signifieth  in 
the  common  law  an  instrument  consisting  of  three 
things,  viz.,  writing,  sealing,  and  delivery,  compre- 
hending a  bargaine  or  contract  between  party  and 
party."  So  t£at  at  common  law  it  woald  aeom 
that  an  instrument  to  be  a  deed  must  pass  aometih 
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ierest,  and  be  in  the  nature  of  a  contract.  These 
letters  of  orders  are  only  in  the  nature  of  a  certifi- 
cate that  the  person  to  whom  they  are  given  out 
has  been  ordained.  Ordination  is  performed  by 
the  haying  on  of  the  hands  of  the  bishop  upon  the 
head  of  the  person  to  be  made  a  deacon,  and  the 
letters  of  orders  are  only  in  the  nature  of  a  cer- 
tificate that  he  has  been  ordained ;  and  when  the 
deacon  becomes  a  curate,  a  licence  is  given  to  him 
by  the  bishop,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  grant, 
and  contains  a  contract  binding  both  on  the  curate 
and  the  incumbent  of  the  benefice  to  whom  he 
becomes  curate.  So  in  Gom.  Dig.,  Fait.  A.  1,  it  is 
said,  "  A  deed  is  a  writing  containing  a  contract, 
and  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  by  the  party 
(Go.  Inst.  d5b).'*  [Blackburn,  J.— By  the  33  &  34 
Vict.  c.  91,  a  cler^ynoan  may  execute  a  deed  of 
relinquishment  of  his  rights,  privileges,  advantages, 
and  exemptions  belongmg  to  his  office.  That  is 
not  a  matter  of  contract.  It  seems  difficult  to  say 
that  an  instrument  is  not  a  deed  unless  it  contains 
a  contract.]  By  a  deed  of  relinquishment  the 
clergyman  passes  away  his  interest.  Spelman  in 
his  Glossary  defines  a  deed  thus: — "Factum 
a  forensibus  nostris  dicitur  scriptum  solenne,  quo 
firmatur  donum,  concessio,  pactum,  contractus. 
In  Shep.  Touch.,  cap.  4,  it  is  said :  "  A  deed  is  a 
writing  or  instrument,  written  on  paper  or  parch- 
ment, sealed  and  delivered,  to  prove  and  testify 
the  agreement  of  the  parties,  whose  deed  it  is,  co 
the  tmnffs  contained  in  the  deed.  The  definitions 
of  a  deed,  as  given  in  Gruise's  Dig.,  Tomlins'  Law 
Dioty.,  2  Black.  Gom.  497,  by  Stephens,  were  also 
cited.  In  Eex  v.  Fauntleroy  (2  Bino;.  413)  it 
was  held  that  the  fgrging  of  a  power  of  attorney 
for  the  transfer  of  Government  Stock  was  the 
foi^g^g  of  a  deed,  but  the  power  contained  a  cove- 
nant that  the  executors  and  administrators  of  the 
donor  would  confirm  the  transfer ;  so  that  there 
was  a  contract  contained  in  it.  A  deed  of  feoff- 
ment, though  not  necessary  to  the  transfer  of  the 
land,  ordinarily  contained  the  words,  "  dedi,  con- 
oeasi,  confirmavi"  This  deed  does  not  contain 
anything  upon  which  an  action  could  be  main- 
tained. [Blackbubn,  J. — Does  it  record  or  affirm 
the  grant  of  anything  P]  The  delivery  of  it  is  not 
essential.  It  is  equivalent  to  a  document  which 
certifies  that  a  person  has  passed  some  public  exa- 
mination. [Blackbubn,  J. — ^The  4  Hen.  7,  c.  13, 
enacts,  "that  a  person  in  orders,  at  the  second 
time  of  askinff  his  clergy,  shall  lose  the  benefit  of 
bis  clergy  if  he  do  not  show  his  letters  of  orders." 
This  seems  to  show  that  they  are  evidence  of  title 
in  some  way.] 

Jelf  (AmpideU  with  him)  for  the  prosecution. — 
The  words  of  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  98,  s.  28,  "  deed, 
bond,  or  writing  obligatory,"  are  token  from  11 
Geo.  4A1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  s.  10 ;  but  in  the  5  Eliz. 
c.  14  (An  Act  against  forgers  of  false  deeds  and 
writings),  the  preamble  uses  the  words  "  charters, 
eridences,  deeds,  and  writings,"  and  sect.  2  the 
wards,  "deed,  charter,  or  writing,  sealed  court 
roll,  or  the  will  of  any  person  in  writing."  This 
seems  to  show  the  nature  of  the  deeds  intended, 
and  that  the  forging  of  almost  any  kind  of 
deed  was  contemplated.  The  case  of  Bex  v. 
FaumtUroy  deddea  that  a  power  of  attorney 
was  a  deed.  Secondly,  as  to  the  nature  of 
letters  of  orders ;  they  are  said  to  be  the  le^  evi- 
dence of  admission  to  the  office  of  a  deacon  (Blunt's 
Law  of  the  Ghnieh).  FBovill,  G.  J.— No  doubt  one 
aptdtm  of  andenoa.]    The  bi^op's  derks  or  secre- 


taries are  not  to  receive  above  6d.  for  any  letters 
of  orders;  and  for  the  sealing  of  such  letters  nothing 
shall  be  paid  (3  Bum's  Eccies.  Law,  tit.  "  Ordina- 
tion," sect.  b).  And  by  Canon  137 ;  "  Every  par- 
son, vicar,  and  curate  shall,  at  the  bishop's  nrst 
visitotion,  or  at  the  next  visitation  after  his  admis- 
sion, show  and  exhibit  unto  him  his  letters  of  orders, 
to  be  b^  him  either  allowed  or  (if  there  be  just 
cause)  disallowed  and  rejected ;  and  being  by  him 
so  approved,  be  signed  by  the  registrar."  [Bovill, 
G.J. — That  is  simply  directory.]  And,  further,  by 
Canon  39 :  "  No  bishop  shall  institute  any  to  a 
benefice  who  hath  been  ordained  by  any  other 
bishop,  except  he  first  show  unto  him  his  letters 
of  orders."  [Blackbubn,  J. — In  Maa-ehaU  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Exeter  (31  L.  J.  262,  G.  P.),  the  court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  the  bishop  was 
acting  vUra  vires  in  refusing  to  institute  a  clerk 
presented  to  a  benefice  because  he  did  not  produce 
letters  of  good  behaviour  from  the  bishop  of  the 
diocese  in  which  he  previously  had  a  benefice.] 
Thirdly,  as  to  the  definition  of  a  "  deed."  The 
definition  of  Lord  Coke,  which  has  been  repeated 
in  so  many  books,  is  too  narrow.  In  Shep.  Touch, 
cap.  4,  after  specifying  several  kinds  of  deeds,  it  is 
said  :  "  There  may  be  and  are  divers  other  kinds 
of  deeds  besides  those  which  are  named  before ; 
for  everv  agreement  put  in  writing,  sealed  and 
delivered,  becomoth  a  deed.  And  attornments, 
exchanges,  surrenders,  partitions,  authorities,  com- 
missions, licences,  revocations,  and  the  like,  are 
usuallv  made,  given,  done,  and  granted  bv  deed." 
Viner  s  Abr.,  Fait  I.,  sub-sect.  4;  Burrelrs  Law 
Diet.  (American),  tit.  "Deed,"  were  then  cited. 
As  to  a  deed  of  feoffment,  which  is  like  the  present 
ca>:e,  a  feoffment  was  good  without  deea;  and 
before  the  art  of  writing  came  into  use,  the  delivery 
of  seisin,  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  was  the  only 
evidence  of  the  grant.  And  when  it  afterwards 
became  usmd  to  put  it  into  writing,  the  written 
instrument,  which  was  called  the  charter  or  deed 
of  feoff*ment,  was  not  considered  as  conveying  anv 
estate  or  interest  in  the  land,  but  merely  as  Word- 
ing additional  testimonv  of  the  transfer.  In  Rex  v. 
Lyon  (Buss.  &  By.  255),  a  power  of  attorney  to 
receive  prize  monev  was  helct  to  be  a  deed. 

Goodman,  in  reply. — The  ancient  deed  of  feoff- 
ment contained  a  warranty,  and  an  action  for 
breach  of  the  warranty  might  have  been  main- 
tained upon  it.  A  deed  of  relinquishment  by  a 
clergyman  under  the  33  &  34  Yict.  c.  91  is  analo- 
gous to  letters  of  orders,  for  it  is  only  a  deed  by 
statute,  not  at  common  law.  The  statute  5  Eliz. 
c.  14,  makes  a  distinction  between  a  deed  and  a 
writing  sealed.  The  words,  "  writing  sealed  "  are 
omitted  from  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  98,  s.  20.  The 
Probate  Act  (20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77,  s.  28)  makes  it  a 
felony  to  forge  the  signature  of  any  registrar,  or 
any  seal  of  the  Court  of  Probate.  The  case  of 
Slater  v.  SmaUbrook  was  cited. 

BoviLL,  G.J. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
forging  a  cei*tain  deed  under  the  hand  and  seal  of 
the  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  and  which  was  set 
out  vei'b<Uim  in  one  count;  and  in  a  second  he 
was  indicted  for  forging  a  certain  deed  purport- 
ing to  be  letters  of  orders ;  and  in  other  counts  he 
was  charged  with  uttering  those  documents,  well 
knowing  them  to  be  forged.  In  all  the  counts  the 
document  was  described  as  a  deed,  so  as  to  bring 
the  case  within  the  24  &  25  Vict.  o.  98,  which  enacts 
that  whosoever,  with  intent  to  defraud,  shall  for^ 
or  alter,  or  shall  oSsr^  \L\X«t>  ^yk^cmi^  ^^^t  \n^  ^^^ 
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knowing  the  same  to  be  forged  or  altered,  **  any 
deed,  bond,  or  writing  obligatory,  &c.,  shall   be 
guiltn^  of  felony.*'    And  the  question  is,  whether 
the  docnment  in  this  case  is  a  deed  within  the 
meaning  of  that  statute  P    In  form  this  document 
is  usuaUy  known  as  letters  of  orders  issued  by  a 
bishop,  under  his  episcopal  seal.    It  is  necessary 
to  see  what  is  the  r^  nature  and  character  of  the 
document.    Now,  the  form  and  manner  of  ordina- 
tion of  deacons  is  prescribed  and  set  forth  in  the 
Book  of  Common  Prayer ;  and  it  appears  that  a 
person  is  admitted  to  the  office  of  a  aeacon  in  the 
Church  of  England  by  the  bishop  in  the  face  of 
the  Church,  and  that  the  ceremony  is  to  be  per- 
formed either  in  the  cathedral  or  a  parish  church, 
and  that  on  the  completion  of  the  ceremony  the 
person  becomes  a  deacon  in  the  Church  of  "kng- 
land.    It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be 
any  deed,  or  document,  or  grant  conferring  the 
title  to  holy  orders  or  to  act  as  a  deacon.     From 
very  early  times  it  was  the  practice  after  ordina- 
tion to  issue  letters  of  orders  under  the  seal  of  the 
bishop,  and  their  production  was  made  necessary 
by  the  4  Hen.  7,  c.  13,  to  giye  a  person  in  orders 
toe  benefit  of  clergy  a  second  time.    But  letters  of 
orders  were  not  necessary  to  giye  a  person  the  stafne 
of  deacon.    The  letters  of  orders,  which  are  in  the 
usual  form,  states  that  the  bishop  did,  at  a  speci- 
fied time  and  place,  admit  the  person  named  into 
the  holy  order  of  deacons,  according  to  the  manner 
and  form  prescribed  by  the  Church  of  England, 
and  concludes  thus : — "  In  testimony  whereof  we 
haye  caueed  our  episcopal   seal  to  be  hereunto 
affixed."    Is  that  a  document  within  the  Ic^l  defi- 
nition of  the  word  **  deed  P  "    Generally  speaking, 
a  deed,  as  described  in  yarious  authorities,  is  some- 
thing in  the  nature  of  a  contract   between  the 
parties  to  it,  but  it  is  clearly  not  confined  to  cases 
of  contract  only.    There  maj  be  a  deed,  although 
no  contract  is  contained  in  it,  as,  for  example,  a 
deed  of  feoffment.    A  deed  may  effectuate  a  gift, 
or  grant,  or  obligation,  or  a  mere  authority,  as  a 
power    of  attorney    {Rex    y.    Lyon  and  Mex   y. 
yanuileroy),  and  there  may  also  tie  deeds  of  release 
and  disclaimer.    It  seems  to  me  that  the  meaning 
of  the  legal  definition  of  a  deed,  to  be  gathered 
from  the  authorities,  is  a  document  under  seal  and 
deliyered  as  a  deed,  or  in  the  case  of  a  feoffment, 
as  a  document  authenticating  the  transfer  of  the 
land.    Does  this  document  purport  to   pass  or 
create  any  interest  P    It  seems  to  me  that  it  docs 
not.    In  the  first  place  it  does  not  profess  to  pass 
any  interest,  or  create  or  giye  any  title  to  anytmng, 
but  only  to  certify  that  a  certain  ceremony  has 
been  performed,  and  a  certain   person  admitted 
into  the  holy  order  of  deacons.  It  confers  nothing, 
and  creates  no  ri^ht.    It  is  but  a  certificate  of  the 
ceremony  of  ordination  haying   been   performed 
according  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church 
of  England,  and  of  the  person  haying  been  duly 
ordained  and  admitted  to  the  holy  office  of  deacons. 
There  are  many  documents  under  seal  which  are 
not  deeds,  as  an  award  under  seal,  a  licence  to  use 
a  patent  under  seal,  a  will  under  seal,  and  a  magis- 
trate's warrant ;  so,  again,  a  certificate  of  admis- 
sion to  learned  bodies  or  societies,  under  seal,  such 
€ks  the  College  of  Physicians,  which  has  neyer  yet 
been  suggested  to  be  anything  more  than  a  certifi- 
cate authenticating  in  a  solemn  manner  the  admis- 
8  ion  of  a  member  to  that  body ;  so  a  certificate  of 
proprietorship  of  joint-stock  shares  nnder  the  seal 
of  the  oompoDy,  wbicb  ia  nothing  more  than  a 


certificate  that  the  person  is  the  holder  of  so  much 
stock  in  the  company.  A  case  similar  to  the  pre- 
sent is  that  of  a  probate  of  a  will.  On  proof  of  a 
will,  in  former  days,  the  archbishop  or  bishop 
issued  a  document  under  the  episcopal  seal,  whica 
certified  that  the  will  had  been  proyed,  and  the 
tact  that  administration  had  been  granted  to  the 
executors.  And  the  present  probate  of  a  will  ia 
simply  a  certificate  to  that  effect.  Upon  the  whole, 
therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  letters  of  orden 
are  not  a  deed  within  the  24  &  25  Yict.  c.  98,  a.  2(k 
and  that  the  conyiction  cannot  be  supported. 

Blackbubn,  J. — ^I  also  think  the  conyiction  can- 
not be  supported.  It  is  not  the  mere  putting  of  a 
seal  on  a  document  that  will  make  it  a  deed.  And 
I  doubt  whether  letters  of  orders  are  deeds  within 
the  true  definition  of  the  word  "deed."  It  seems 
to  me  that  Spelman's  definition,  that  a  deed  is  a 
solemn  writing,  by  which  a  gifb,  grant,  agreement, 
or  contract  or  something  of  tnat  sort,  is  confirmed, 
comes  nearest  to  the  correct  definition.  I  doubt 
whether  the  document  in  this  case  is  a  deed  within 
that  definition,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does  not 
oome  within  the  words  of  the  statute  24s  A  25  Yict 
c.  98,  8.  20,  "  deed,  bond,  or  writing  oblw^toi^," 
which  means  instruments  of  a  similar  kind,  whidi 
pass  an  interest  in  a  thing.  This  is  a  mere  oertifi* 
cate  of  the  passing  of  holy  orders,  and  is  not  within 
tlmt  Act.  At  tins  moment  I  should  be  inclined 
to  say  that  a  probate  does  pass  an  interest  to  the 
person  proying  the  will,  but  it  is  not  r.eoeesaiy 
now  to  aecide  whether  it  would  be  a  deed. 

The  rest  of  the  Judges  concurred. 

Conviction  qtuuh^ 


Saturday,  April  26, 1873. 

(Before  Boynx,  C.J.  Brahwell,  B.,  Blackbubv, 
Archibald,  and  Hontman,  JJ.) 

Beg.  v.  Hollis  and  Blakeman. 


Noxious    thing — Administration   to  procure 
carriage — Evidence  of  being  accessory — 2^  ^  25 
Vict,  c.  100,  s.  58. 

A  man  and  woman  were  jointly  indicted  for  felom* 
iousVy  administering  to  C.  a  noxious  thing  to  tks 
jurors  unknown  with  intent  to  procure  nM> 
carriage, 

C.  being  in  the  family  way,  went  to  the  male  prir 
soner,  wlio  said  he  would  give  her  some  stuf  to 
put  her  right,  and  gave  her  a  light  coloured 
medicine,  and  told  her  to  take  two  spoonfuls  tSl 
she  became  in  pain.  She  did  so,  and  %i  made 
her  iU.  She  then  went  to  him  a^ain,  and  he  eaid 
the  safest  course  would  be  to  get  her  a  place  to  go 
to.  He  told  her  that  lie  Iwd  found  aplacefofr  mar 
at  L.  and  gave  lier  some  more  of  the  stuff,  which 
he  said  he  wanted  to  take  effect  wlien  she  got  there^ 
They  went  together  to  L.  and  met  the  female  pri* 
soner,  who  said  she  had  been  down  to  the  staUom 
several  times  the  day  before  to  meet  them.  C.  <Aai 
began  to  feel  pain,  and  told  the  female  prieouer. 
Then  the  male  orisotier  told  what  he  had  given  0. 
They  all  went  nome  to  the  female  prisonet'et  and 
the  male  prisoner  then  gave  0.  another  hoUU  cf 
similar  stuff  in  the  female  prisoner*e  preMnee, 
and  told  her  to  take  it  like  the  other.  She  did  iO» 
and  became  very  ill,  and  next  day  had  a  mtt- 
carria>ge,  the  female  prisoner  attending  mf^  and 
providing  all  things. 

Beld,  that  there  was  evidence  that  the  sia^ff  admif> 
nistered  was  a  noxious  thing  within  (he  amd  AoL 
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Beg.  v.  Hollis  and  Blakescan. 


[0.  Oas.  B. 


Heid  dUOf  that  there  was  ev^idence  of  the  female 
ffrieoner  being  an  accessory  before  the  fact,  a/nd  a 
party  therefore  to  the  administration  of  the 
noanoua  thing, 
Thx  two  prisoners,  William  Hollis  and  Martha 
Blakeman,  were  tried  and  convicted  before  me  at 
the  Spring  assizes  for  Staffordshire  1873,  on  an 
indictment  charging  them  nndor  the  24  &  25 
Vict.  c.  100,  s.  58,  with  feloniousW  and  unlawfully 
administering  to  one  Sarah  Jane  Cherrington 
on  the  5th  Deo.  1872,  at  Stoke-upon-Trent, 
in  the  Gonntj  of  Stafford,  a  lar^e  quantity  of  a 
certain  noxioas  thing  to  the  jurors  unknown, 
with  intent  in  so  doing  to  procure  the  miscarriage 
of  her  the  said  Sarah  Jane  Cherrington  contrary 
to  the  statute. 

The  second  count  charged  the  prisoners  with 
fUonionriy  and  unlawfully  causing  to  be  taken  by 
the  said  Sarah  Jane  Cherrington  a  large  quantity 
of  a  certain  noxious  thing  to  the  jurors  unknown, 
with  the  same  intent  as  in  the  first  count. 

The  third  count  charged  the  prisoners  with 
fidonioiisly  and  unlawfully  causing  the  said  Sarah 
Jane  Cherrington  to  take  and  swallow  down  into 
her  body  &  large  quantity  of  a  certain  liquid  to 
thejnrors  unknown  with  similar  intent. 

l1^  material  portion  of  the  evidence  upon  which 
the  prisoners  were  convicted  was  as  follows : 

Sarah  Jane  Cherrington  deposed:  In  the 
antnmn  of  last  year  I  was  cook  at  the  Castle 
Hotel,  Newcastle-under-Lyme.  I  found  I  was  in 
the  family  way,  and  left  in  consequence.  On 
Thursday,  21st  Nov.  1872,  I  went  to  my  brother's 
at  Tanstali.  On  Saturday,  24th  Nov.  I  went 
to  the  prisoner  Hollis's,  at  Stoke,  in  the 
London  Boad.  It  is  a  house,  not  a  shop.  The 
£ather  of  the  child  took  me  there.  I  saw 
Hollis.  I  told  him  I  was  in  the  &mily  way.  He 
said  he  would  soon  put  me  right ;  that  he  would 
^▼e  me  some  stuff  to  put  me  nght.  I  cannot  say 
jOB^  the  answer  I  made.  £[e  gave  me  some 
■tnl^  a  light-coloured  medicine  in  a  phial.  I  was  to 
take  two  table  spoonfuls  till  I  became  in  pain.  I 
told  him  I  was  gone  about  five  months.  I  went 
back  to  my  brother's  with  the  bottle  of  medicine. 
I  took  one  dose — ^two  table  spoonfuls.  It  had 
rather  a  bitter  taste.  It  made  me  ill  all  that  night 
and  the  next  day.  I  destroyed  the  bottle.  Hollis 
told  me  to  do  so.  He  told  me  to  be  very  careful 
not  to  be  found  out.  He  had  promised  to  come  on 
the  Wednesday  morning  to  see  me.  He  did  not 
oome  then.  On  Wednesday  I  went  to  see  him. 
He  was  out.  I  waited  for  him.  He  came  in. 
He  told  me  he  had  been  at  mv  brother's,  at 
Tanstali,  to  see  how  I  was.  He  said  if  he  had 
known  where  I  was  going  to,  he  should  not  have 
trusted  me  with  the  medicine.  He  asked  me 
what  I  had  done  with  the  medicine  P  I  told  him 
I  had  taken  one  dose.  I  told  him  how  ill  it  made 
me.  He  asked  me  what  I  had  done  with  the 
bottle.  I  told  him  I  had  pulled  out  the  cork  and 
had  thrown  the  medicine  awa^,  and  the  bottle 
after.  He  said  I  had  done  nght.  He  said  the 
safest  thing  would  be  for  him  to  get  me  a  place  to 
go  ta  He  knew  of  one  at  Longton.  He  wanted 
^jffoinea  down  for  him  to  pay  the  woman  himself. 
He  said  it  would  not  be  possible  for  me  to  have  a 
baby  alive  after  what  I  had  taken.  He  said  I 
■hoold  be  able  to  go  back  to  my  situation  in  a  few 
dayi.  I  arrangea  to  go  to  him  that  day  week.  I 
went  the  Thursday  week  (5  Dec,  1872)  to  Stoke 
to  HoUia's  home.    I  said  I  was  come  to  go  to 


Longton.    He  said  he  had  expected  me  yesterday, 
and  he  had  sent  the  person  word.    He  asked  me  if 
I  had  the  money.    I  said  I  had  19s.  that  was  all. 
I  gave  it  to  Hollis.    He  asked  me  into  the  kitchen. 
He  brought  me  some  medicine  in  a  glass.    He 
said  he  wanted  it   to  take  effect  against  I  got 
there.    I  took  it  there — some  kind  of  medicine. 
I    went   with    him    to    Longton.      At  Lon^ton 
station  we  met  Mrs.  Blakeman.    Hollis  said  this  is 
the  woman  I  promised  to  bring  yesterday.     She 
said  she  had  been  down  at  the  station  several 
times  yesterday.    I  was  taken  to  some  wine  vaults. 
We  had  somethiug  to  drink.    I  began  to  feel  in 
pain  then.    I  told  Mrs.  Blakeman  I  was  so,  and 
Hollis  told  her  what  he  had  given  me.    He  said  he 
wanted  to  get  me  home  qui^ly.    Mrs.  Blakeman 
took  me  home.     She  told  Hollis  he  had  better 
walk  behind  as  he  was  well  known  in  Longton. 
Ho  followed.    We  got    to    Mrs.    Blakeman's    in 
Caroline-street.    He  came  in  soon  after.    Hollis 
gave  me  in  Mrs.  Blakeman's  presence  some  medi- 
cine in  a  bottle  like  the  otner.    The  bottle  was 
full.     He  told  me  in  Mrs.  Blakeman's  presence 
to  take  it  like  the  other.    He  only  stayed  about 
five   minutes.     As  soon  as  he  was   gone  I  took 
two  table  spoonfuls  again.     Mrs.  Blakeman  was 
not  then  present.    Between  eleven  and  twelve  I 
felt  too  ill  to  keep  up  any  longer.    Mrs.  Blakeman 
came  up  to  me.    I  told  her  I  was  very  ill.     She 
made  the  bed  afresh,  and  put  blankets  underneath 
— doubled  it  underneath.     I  was  in  great  pain  all 
night.    Friday  morning  about  eleven  I  miscarried. 
She  came  up  afterwards.    I  told  her  how  ill  I  was. 
She  asked  if  it  was  all  over.     I  said  I  thought  it 
was.     She  looked,  and  dragged  the  blanket  from 
underneath  me.     She  put  it  underneath  the  other 
bed.    I  stayed  there  all  ^iMv,   Hollis  came  at  nisht 
between  ^ve  and  six.    He  came  up,  Mrs.  Blake- 
man with  him.     He  asked  me  how  I  was.      I  told 
him  I  remained  very  bad.     Mrs.  Blakeman  pulled 
the   blanket   from    under    the    other    bed    and 
showed    it    to    Hollis.      He    looked    at   it    and 
said  it  was  a  little  girl.    I  saw  him  put  it  in  his 
pocket.    He  told  Mrs.  Blakeman  to  throw  some- 
thing behind  the  fire.    Mrs.  Blakeman  gave  me 
two  pills.    I  staid  at  Mrs.  Blakeman's  three  weeks 
ill.    After  that  I  went  to    Mr.  Lawton's,  Glebe 
Hotel,    Stoke.     I    was    there    nine    days.     The 
arrangement  was  made  for  me  by  Hollis  and  Mrs. 
Blakeman.    The  latter  told  me  my  brother  would 
not  receive  me,  and  therefore  she  had  got  me  a 
place.    This  statement  was  not  true.    I  saw  both 
Hollis  and  Mrs.  Blakeman  there.    He  came  first ; 
I  saw  him  at  the  back  door.    He  came  to  know 
how  I  was  going  on.    I  told  him  I  was  still  verv 
poorly.    He  told  me  to  keep  quiet,  not  to  speak 
about  what  had  been  the  matter  with  me.    Mrs. 
Blakeman  also  came  up  into  my  room;  the  servant 
brought  her  up.     She  told  me  I  was  not  to  let 
any  of  them  know  what  had  been  the  matter.    Dr. 
Asnwell  was  attending  me  then.    HolUs  said  I 
was  not  to  say  anything  because  the  doctors  were 
so  against  him.    From  Glebe  Hotel  I  went  back  to 
Mrs.  Blakeman's  for  six  days.    I  wanted  her  to 
write  to  my  brother.     She  would  not.    I  went 
with  her  to  Stoke,  intending  to  go  to  my  brother's. 
When  I  got  to  Stoke  I  had  one  hour  to  wait  at  the 
railway  station.    She  said  she  would  fetch  Hollis 
to  see  me.    She  and  Hollis  came  back.    He  asked 
where  I  was  going ;  I  said  going  to  my  brother's. 
He  said  it  was  sifly ;  I  should  let  all  out. 
It  was  also  proved  b^   N\iXi  ^\v<«rraiv^\i^  S^ 
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sister  in  law  of  Sarah  Jane  Cherringbm,  that  the 
prisoner  HolUs  c&Ued  fbr  Su«h  Jane  Cheirington 
on  Wedneaday  the  27th  November  while  she  waa 
ont,  and  that  he  told  the  witness  to  ask  her  to 
oome  to  Stoke  next  day.  He  raid  he  had  got  a 
situation  for  her  in  Stoke.  The  witneea  asked 
who  he  was.  He  sud  it  did  not  matter  abont 
his  name  or  addrem.     She  must  come  to  Stoke. 

The  witnoHa  farther  proved  that  Mn.  Blakeman 
came  on  Satnrdaj  after  Sarah  Jane  Cherrineton 
bad  left,  and  eaid  Sarah  had  sent  for  her  box. 
This  was  proved  to  be  false.  The  witness  told  her 
that  Sarah  Jane  Cberringtoii  waa  pr^^iant,  to 
which  Hrs.  Blakeman  replied,  "  No,  sho  la  not,  for 
she  slept  with  me  last  nif^ht,  and  I  know  better. 
I  will  .soon  give  her  soroetbine  to  put  her  right 
when  I  get  homo."  Witness  asked  her  where  she 
lired;  she s^d, Wood-street, HanW.  Thiswasfslse. 

It  was  farther  proved  that  Hollis  had  asked,  at 
the  Glebe  Hotel,  to  see  SaiSih  Jane  Cherrington, 
stating  she  was  a  relation  of  his  wife's,  which  was 
false.  And  that  Urs.  BLakenian  had  also  called 
several  times  at  the  Glebe  Hotel,  and  been  up  to 
Sarah  Jane  Cherrinf^n'a  room. 

It  was  farther  proved  by  a  sergeant  of  police 
that,  when  he  arrested  Hollig  and  chained  him 
with  administering  a  noxioos  drag,  Ac.,  to  Sarah 
Cherrington,  he  said,  "  It's  a  lie ;  I  never  gave  her, 
or  anyone  else,  anything  of  the  sort.    I  don't  even 


know  snoh  i 


party. 


The  ssme  policeman  proved  that,  on  the  24th 
Feb.  1873,  he  apprehended  Urs.  Blakeman,  and 
ohaiged  her  with  aiding  and  abetting  Hollis  in  ad- 
ministering a  certain  drag  to  one  Sarah  Cherring- 
ton, with  intent,&o.  She  said, "  What  I  am  charged 
with  is  Dntme;  she  never  was  ill  in  my  house;  she 
miscsjried  at  Lawton's." 

The  policeman  further  proved  that,  on  the  22nd 
Feb.  he  served  Urs.  Blakeman  with  a  ennunons  to 
appear  against  Hollis,  She  then  sud  Hollia  hod 
never  been  to  her  house.  The  poUceman  fiirther 
proved  that,  on  the  27th  Feb.  she  asked  him  if  she 
oonld  see  the  chief  snperintendent,  and  thai  he 
took  her  there  that  night.  She  then  aaked  tiim  if 
he  would  give  her  the  same  chance  as  he  did  on 
Saturday,  and  added,  "  I  wish  I  had  told  yon  the 
troth  aboat  it ;  Hollis  did  bring  the  girl  to  my 
hoase,  and  came  to  see  her." 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecmtion,  it 
was  snbmitted  by  the  connsel  for  the  prisoners 
that  there  waa  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jnry  against 
either  prisoner,  as  there  waa  no  proof  that  the 
bottle  given  by  Hollis  to  Sarah  Jane  Cherrington 
contained  any  poiaon  or  other  noxiona  thing,  and 
fhrther,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  fix  the  female 
prisoner. 

I  declined  to  atop  the  case  bnt  promised  if  ne- 
cessary to  reserve  for  the  consideration  of  the 
court  the  qnestion  whether  there  was  any  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  against  both  or  either  of 


I  left  the  case  to  the  jcry  telling  them  that  they 
conld  not  convict  either  prisoner,  unless  they 
were  satisfied  that  the  staff  taken  by  Sarah  Jane 
Cfaerrington  was  a  poison  or  other  noxioas  thing. 

The  jury  fonnd  both  prisoners  guilty,  and  they 
were  liberated  on  btul. 

The  opinion  of  this  conrt  is  requested  on  the 
fbllowing  points,  viz. : — First,  was  thera  any  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jnry  that  the  staff  taken  b^ 
Sarah  Jane  Cherrington  was  a  poiaon  or  other 
00X1009  thing;  aeooodlj,  was  there  any  evidence 


to  go  to  the  jury  in  anpp<rt  of  the  oha^e  againit 
the  female  pnaoner. 

(Signed)  Grorgb  E.  Hontvak. 


noxious  thing  within  the  meaning  of  t^e  atatnte 
24  A;  25  Tict.  o.  100.  s.  58.  The  only  evidenoe  ia 
that  the  prisoner  Hollis  gave  the  proeecutriz  some 
staff  in  a  phial  of  a  lignt  colonr  and  of  a  bitter 
taste.  It  waa  not  shown  what  it  was.  Reg.  v. 
laaaet,  32  L.  J.  52  H.  C,  shows  that  there  mnat 
be  evidence  that  the  thing  administered  is  noziooi. 
[BkahwbllB. — A  noxious  thing  within  thestatnte 
meauB  a  thing  that  will  produce  the  effect  men- 
tioned in  the  statute — that  is,  a  misoaniage.  This 
epf>ear8  to  have  produced  that  effect.  Blaci- 
BuaN,  J. — There  was  some  evidence  that  it  was 
noxious].  Secondly,  the  illness  was  prodnoed 
by  the  first  admmistration  of  the  stuff,  and 
before  the  prosecutrix  waa  introduced  to  the 
other  prisoner,  Blakeman,  and  there  was  no 
evidenoe  that  she  waa  a  party  to  that  adminii-  - 
tration.  [BoviUiG.  J. — There  waa  evidence  otooti- 
cert.  She  went  to  meet  the  ^rl  at  the  station,  and 
Hollis  told  her  what  be  had  given  the  proaeonbriz]. 
There  waa  no  evidence  that  the  feioale  prisoner 
(Blakeman)  was  a  party  to  the  administration  oftfae 
stuff.  [AxcBiSALD.  J. — She  made  all  the  prepH*> 
tions  for  the  miscarriage.]  That  would  abow 
her  to  have  been  an  acceeaory  after  the  tect. 
[Blacxsdrk,  J. — The  case  states,  Hollia  bold  tlw 
female  prisoner  what  he  had  aivoa  the  prosecntlix. 
When  they  got  to  Blakeman  s  honse,  Hollia  gKn 
the  prosecutrix  in  Blakeman'a  preaenoe  aone 
medicine  in  a  bottle  like  the  other,  and  told  her  in 
Blakeman'a  preaenoe  to  take  it  like  the  odier. 
She  did  so,  and  afterwards  felt  very  ill  and  wm 
in  great  pain.]  This  is  not  an  indictment  fbr  a 
conspiracy  to  procure  a  miscarriage,  bnt  both  are 
jointly  oharKed  with  administering  a  noxioas 
thing  with  intent  to  procure  a  miscarriage.  It  is 
Bubmitted  that  the  evidence  proves  adminiabataon 
by  Hollia  only. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prosecution. 

BoTiLL,  C.J. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  oon* 
viction  was  right,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed.  As 
evidence  shows  that  the  miscarriage  was  arranged 
throuKh  the  instrumentality  of  Hollis,  who  adminis- 
tered tne  stuff,  and  some  woman  who  was  to  procure 
the  means  of  getting  rid  of  the  effects  of  the  thing 
administered.  There  was  evidence  of  the  two 
prisoners  having  acted  in  concert,  and  both  an 
answerable  tor  whatever  was  done  in  (brtbennee 
of  the  common  purpoaea.  They  were  in  com- 
munication, and  Dotn  knew  that  the  dmg  had 
been  administered.  Hollis  found  the  dm^.  and 
Blakeman  the  room  where  the  proaemtriz  was 
taken  to,  and  in  a  short  time  the  effect  intended 
was  prodnoed. 

The  rest  of  the  ooort  concurred. 

Ctmvielum  a^mwd. 


Salurday,  AprU  26, 1873. 

(Before  Botill,  C.J.,  B&axwbll,  B.,  Blickbubk, 

Abchibald,  and  Hohtkut,  JJ.) 

Bbo.  d.  Charles  Satchvkll. 

Arttm—aiaek  of  «troio— 24  ^  25  VieL  e.  97,  •- 17. 

Th«  orutmer  tet  fire  to  aquantUi/  o/ straw  pIooMl  m 

a  lorry  and  I^  for  the  nighl  in  th«  yard  ef  am 

Min  on  tit  uiay  to  marM .- 
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C.  Cab.  B.] 


Beg.  V,  LiNCE. 


[0.  Cas.  B. 


Hddy  thai  upon  these  fa4st8  a  conviction  on  cm  indict' 
meni  charaing  him  with  setting  fire  to  a  stack  of 
straw,  Gowd  not  he  sustained. 
Case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  hy  Black- 
born,  J. — 

At  the  last  Summer  Assizes  for  Warwick,  the 

{>risoner  was  tried  before  me  for  wilfully  and  ma- 
idously  setting  fire  to  a  stack  of  straw,  the  goods 
of  William  Allsop. 

There  was  a  second  count  for  a  previous  con- 
viction. 

It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  did  wilfully  and 
maliciously  set  fire  to  a  quantity  of  straw,  amount- 
ing to  22  cwt.,  which  was  packed  on  a  lorry. 

The  straw  had  been  placed  on  the  lorry  to  convey 
to  market,  and  brought  six  or  seven  miles  on  the 
way.  The  horses  he^  been  removed,  and  the  lorry 
witn  the  straw  on  it  left  for  the  night  in  the  yard 
of  an  inn,  ready  to  be  taken  on  to  market  next 
morning. 

I  indmed  to  think  that  the  straw  being  packed 
on  a  lorry,  was  not  a  stack  within  the  meaning  of 
the  24  &  25  Yict.  c.  97,  s.  17,  and  consequently, 
that  the  setting  fire  to  it  was  not  a  felony ;  but 
the  case  being  clear  in  fact,  I  directed  a  verdict  of 
goiltv,  and  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  seven  years 
penal  servitude,  reserving  the  point,  whether  the 
Betting  fire  to  the  straw  was  a  felony. 

(Signed)  Colin  Blackburn. 

No  counsel  appeared  to  argue  on  either  side. 

BoviLL,  C.J. — We  have  considered  this  case,  and 
are  all  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  must  be 
ooashed.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  setting 
nre  to  a  stack  of  straw,  imder  the  24  &  25  Yict. 
o.  97,  s.  17,  and  the  question  reserved  is,  whether 
the  &cts  proved  support  an  indictment  for  setting 
fire  to  a  stack  of  straw.  The  statute  enacts  that 
whosoever  shall  unlawfully  and  maliciously  set 
fire  to  any  stack  of  corn,  grain,  pulse,  tares,  hay, 
straw,  haulm,  stubble,  or  of  any  cultivated  vege- 
table produce,  or  of  furze,  gorse,  heath,  fern,  turf, 
peat,  coals,  charcoal,  wood,  or  bark,  or  to  any  steer 
of  wood  or  bark,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony.  That 
section  refers  specificallv  to  certain  things,  the 
setting  fire  to  which  shall  be  felony.  Now  here, 
whflA  the  prisoner  set  fire  to  was  not  a  stack  in  the 
ordiDary  sense  of  the  word,  but  a  quantity  of 
straw.  The  case  does  not  state  whether  that  straw 
was  brought  from  a  stack  or  was  to  be  taken  to  a 
stack.  We  think  that  this  was  not  a  stack  of 
straw  when  set  fire  to,  though  it  may  have  been 
onoe  part  of  one ;  and  that  having,  if  it  ever  was  a 
stack,  been  removed  and  placed  on  a  lorry  ready 
to  be  conveyed  to  market,  it  had  ceased  to  be  a 
stack.  The  case  of  Beg.  v.  Aris  (6  Car  &  P.  348), 
was  somewhat  similar  to  the  present,  and  so  far  as 
it  goes  confirms  our  opinion.  In  that  case,  one 
count  of  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with 
setting  fire  to  a  stack  of  wood,  and  the  evidence 
was  that  at  the  time  of  the  fire  there  were  in  a  lofl 
some  straw  and  a  score  of  faggots,  which  were 
piled  up  one  upon  another.  The  straw  was  burnt 
and  some  of  the  &gsots,  and  Park,  J.,  held,  that 
this  was  not  a  stack  of  wood  within  the  statute  of 
7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  17. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed. 


Mab.  Ois.— Vol.  Vm. 


Saturday,  May  3, 1873. 

(Before  Bovill,  C.J.,  Bramwbll,  B.,  Blackburn, 
Archibald,  and  Honyman,  JJ.) 

B^O.  V,  LiNCE. 

False  pretences — Divisibility — Evidence, 
The  prisoner  was  convicted  on  an  ir^ictment  cha/rg* 
ing  that  he  did  falsely  pretend  thai  he  then  lived 
at,  and  was  the   landlord  of,  a  beerhouse,  and 
thereby  obtained  goods. 
The  evidence  was,  that  prisoner  said  he  was  the 
nephew  of  a  man  in  prosecutor* s  employ,  which 
was  true  ;  and  that  he  lived  at  the  beerhouse ;  bu^t 
he  did  not  sa/y  he  was  the  landlord  of  that  house  ; 
Prosecutor,  in  parting  with  his  gooas,  was  influ' 
enced  both  by  the  fcbct  of  his  being  the  nephew  of  his 
servant,  and  the  statement  that  he  lived  at  the 
beerhouse,  and  that  therefrom  he  believed  him  to 
be  the  landlord  of  the  beerhouse : 
Held,  that  it  was  imm^erial  that  the  prosecutor  was 
partly  influenced  by  the  fact  that  the  prisoner  was 
the  nephew  of  his  servant : 
Held,  oCbo,  that  the  allegation  thai  the  prisoner  lived 
at  and  was  the  landlord  of  the  beerhouse  was 
divisible,  and  tJtat  the  part,  "  thai  he  lived  at  the 
beerhouse,"  being  false,  he  was  rightly  convicted. 
Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  at  the  adjourned 
Epiphany  Sessions,  held  at  Chelmsford,  on  the 
18th  Feb.  1873,  for  that  he  did  unlawfully,  know- 
ingly, and  designedly,  falsely  pretend  to  one  James 
Hutlev,  that  he,  the  said  Wdliam  Lince,  then  lived 
at  and  was  then  the  landlord  of  a  certain  beerhouse 
at  Margaretting  Tye,  by  means  of  which  said  false 
pretences  the  said  William  Lince  did  then  and 
there  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  James  Hutley 
eighty-six  busnels  of  potatoes,  with  intent  to 
defraud. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner 
was  the  owner  of  a  van  in  which  he  lived,  and 
which  at  the  time  in  question  was  standing  in  a 
field  in  the  occupation  of  the  keeper  of  the  beer- 
house on  Margaretting  Tye.  Prisoner  had  never 
resided  in  this  beerhouse,  but  it  was  with  the 
consent  of  the  keeper  of  the  said  beerhouse  that 
the  van  was  standing  in  the  field :  and  there  had 
been  money  transactions  between  prisoner  and 
the  beerhouse  keeper. 

The  prosecutor,  James  Hutley,  stated  that  when 
the  prisoner  came  to  him  to  purchase  the  potatoes 
which  were  the  subject  of  the  charge,  and  which 
were  sent  to  the  nrisoner  and  never  paid  for, 
he,  the  prisoner,  tola  him  he  was  the  nephew  of  a 
man  then  in  prosecutor's  employ,  and  this  turned 
out  to  be  true ;  and  he  further  told  him  that  he 
lived  at  the  beerhouse  at  Margaretting  Tye,  though 
he  did  not  say  he  was  the  landlord  of  that  house. 
The  prosecutor  stated  that  when  he  sent  the 

Eotatoes  to  the  prisoner  his  mind  was  influenced 
y  the  belief  that  the  prisoner  was  his  servant's 
nephew,  and  that  his  mind  was  also  influenced  by 
the  statement  that  he  lived  at  the  beerhouse  at 
Margaretting  Tye.  The  prisoner  did  not  say  he 
was  the  landlord  of  the  beerhouse,  but  still  he 
believed  him  to  be  the  occupier  of  that  house. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defence:  First,  that 
there  is  only  one  pretence  stated  in  the  indict- 
ment, namely,  that  prisoner  lived  at  and  was  then 
the  landlord  of  the  beerhouse,  that  this  assertion 
could  not  be  divided,  and  that  inasmuch  as  the 
evidence  showed  that  the  prisoner  had  not  repre- 
sented himself  as  the  Issidkicd^  \kL<^  "^t^amsq^^x^ssgl 
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mnst  fail ;  secondly,  assuming  that  the  assertion 
is  divisible,  and  that  the  words,  "he  lived  at," 
are  a  pretence,  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that 
the  property  was  obtained  by  means  of  that  pre- 
tence, the  prosecutor  saying  that  the  belief  that 
the  prisoner  was  the  nephew  of  his  servant  influ- 
enced his  mind  as  well  as  the  belief  that  he  was 
the  occupier  of  the  beerhouse. 

The  chairman  directed  the  jury  to  find  the  pri- 
soner guilty,  if  thev  believed,  first,  that  any  false 
representation  had  been  made ;  secondly,  that  the 
mmd  of  the  prosecutor  had  been  influenced  in  a 
substantial  degree  to  part  with  his  property  by  that 
&l8e  pretence ;  thirdly,  that  there  was  fraudulent 
intent  upon  the  part  of  the  prisoner  in  the  trans- 
action. But  that  if  they  had  reasonable  doubts 
upon  any  one  of  these  points,  they  were  to  acquit 
him. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  the 
following  points  were  thereupon  reserved : — First, 
whether  the  charge  could  be  sustained,  the  indict- 
ment stating  the  false  pretence  to  be,  that  the 
prisoner  "  then  lived  and  was  then  the  landlord  of 
a  certain  beerhouse,"  when  the  prisoner  had  never 
stated  that  he  was  the  landlord  of  the  beerhouse, 
but  only  that  he  lived  there ;  secondly,  whether  a 
charge  of  obtaining  goods  by  false  pretences  can 
be  sustained  when  prosecutor  admits  that  another 
circumstance  influenced  his  mind  in  parting  with 
hisgoods,  as  well  as  the  alleged  false  pretence. 

The  prisoner  was  sentenced  to  six  calendar 
months  hard  labour,  and  being  unable  to  find  bail, 
he  went  to  prison. 

(Signed)        J.  W.  Perry  Watlington, 

Chairman  of  the  Essex  Sessions. 

No  counsel  appeared  to  argue  for  the  prisoner. 

G.  Tayler,  for  the  prosecution. — First,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  all  the  false  pretences  alleged  should 
be  proved,  but  if  part  only  be  proved,  and  the 
prosecutor  was  induced  thereby  to  part  with  his 
property,  that  is  sufficient.  [Blackburn,  J. — 
What  is  the  fidse  pretence  proved  here?  The 
prisoner  never  said  that  he  occupied  the  beerhouse, 
and  the  prosecutor  only  states  that  his  mind  was 
influenced  by  the  statement  that  he  lived  at  the 
beerhou8e.  It  is  not  found  that  the  prisoner  led 
him  to  believe  that  he  was  the  landlord  of  the 
beerhouse.]  The  case  does  not  profess  to  set  out 
•the  whole  of  the  evidence,  and  it  was  for  the  jury 
to  determine  whether  the  prisoner's  statement 
could  reasonably  influence  the  prosecutor's  mind. 
[Blackburn,  J. — The  case  does  not  show  that  the 
jury  were  ever  asked  to  determine  that.]  This  is 
a  case  of  variance  merely,  and  the  false  pretence 
charged,  that  the  prisoner  lived  at  and  was  the 
landlord  of  a  certain  beerhouse,  is  divisible.  In 
Beg,  V.  Hewgill  (Dears.  315),  it  was  held  sufficient 
to  set  out  in  the  indictment  the  actual  substantial 
false  pretence  by  which  the  property  was  obtained, 
and  to  prove  the  same,  although  other  matters  not 
alleged  in  some  measure  operated  as  an  inducement 
upon  the  prosecutor's  mina.  Here  it  was  proved  that 
the  prisoner  said  he  lived  at  the  beerhouse,  and 
the  ]ury  have  found  that  operated  on  the  prosecu- 
tor's mind. 

BovELL,  C.J. — ^There  were  two  points  contended 
for  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  at  the  trial,  and  re- 
served for  the  consideration  of  this  court.  The 
first  point  was,  whether  the  charge  could  be  sus- 
taineci,  the  indictment  stating  the  fsAse  pretence  to 
be,  that  "  the  prisoner  then  lived  at  ana  was  then 
the  Jaodlord  of  a  certain  beerhouse,"  when  the 


prisoner  had  never  stated  that  be  was  the  landlord 
of  the  beerhouse,  but  only  that  he  lived  thereu  It 
is  clearly  sufficient  to  sustain  an  indiotmoit  to 
prove  part  only  of  the  false  pretences  charged ;  and 
the  question  nere  is,  whether  the  &lse  pretence 
charged,  viz.,  that  the  prisoner  "  then  lived  at  and 
was  the  landlord  of  a  certain  beerhouse,"  is  a  state- 
ment of  two  facts,  which  are  false.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  is,  and  that  they  may  be  divided ;  and  that 
if  it  is  proved  to  be  false  as  to  one,  the  other  need 
not  be  proved.  The  second  point  reserved  was, 
whether  a  charge  of  obtainmg  goods  by  fidse 
pretences  can  be  sustained  when  the  proseontor 
admits  that  another  circumstance  influenced  his 
mind  in  parting  with  his  goods,  as  well  as  the 
alleged  false  pretence.  It  has  been  long  settled 
that  it  is  immaterial  that  the  prosecutor  was  in- 
fluenced by  other  circumstances  than  the  &l8e 
pretence  charged.  If  that  were  not  so,  an  indict- 
ment for  false  pretences  could  scarcely  ever  be 
maintained,  as  a  tradesman  is  generally  more  or 
less  influenced  by  the  profit  he  expects  to  make 
upon  the  transaction,  ^he  case  of  Beg,  v.  HewgiU 
is  an  authority  in  support  of  this  view.  I  there- 
fore think  this  conviction  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Blackburn,  J. — The  only  doubt  that  I  have  had 
is,  whether  on  the  case  it  appears  that  the  jmj 
were  sufficiently  asked  to  find  whether  the  pri- 
soner's statement  that  he  lived  at  the  beerhooae, 
and  whether  it  is  sufficiently  found  that  that  fiilse 
pretence  influenced  the  prosecutor's  mind.  I 
think,  however,  that  that  point  is  not  reserved. 

Conviction  afirmed. 


V.C.  BACOV8    COUBT. 

Reported  by  the  Hon.  Robkbt  Butlsb  and  F.  €kyuu»» 
Esq.,  Barristera-at-Law. 


Feh,  28  and  March  1, 1873. 
Thompson  v.  The  Planet  Benefit  Buildikg  and 

lirV^ESTMENT   SoCIETY. 

Benefit  building  society — 10  Creo.  4,  c  56,  s.  27 — 

6  I*  7  Will,  4,  c.  S2— Withdrawing  investment-- 

Bill  by  member  against  directors  and  trusieet  of 

society— Jurisdid  ion — Demurrer, 

The   clause  in  the  above  Acts  providing  for  the 

reference  to  arbitrators  or  justices  of  the  peace  of 

internal  disputes  between  benefit  buuding  soeiettes 

and  their  members  are  rwt  merely  penniseive^  but 

are  imperative,  and  oust  the  jw^isdiction  of  the 

court. 

This  was  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  filed  by  a  member 

of  the  Planet  Benefit  Building  Society  against  the 

society  and  the  trustees  who  were    the  paitiea 

authorised  by  statute  to  sue  and  be  sued  tor  the 

society,  and  the  directors  of  the  society. 

The  bill  stated  that  the  society  was  duly  en- 
rolled pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  6  A  7 
Will.  4,  c.  32,  and  that  the  rules  of  the  society 
were  duly  certified  by  the  barrister  appointed  m 
that  purpose.  The  shares  of  the  society  were 
divided  into  paid  up-shares  of  50L  each,  part  paid- 
up  shares  and  subscription  shares,  and  by  the 
rules  it  was  provided  that  if  several  members 
were  desirous  of  withdrawing,  and  should  ffive 
notice  thereof  at  one  time,  they  should  be  paid  in 
rotation  according  to  the  priority  of  notioe,  pro- 
vided always  that  the  widows  and  dlildx^Bn  of 
deceased  members  should  have  preoedenQe,  and 
afbef  them  the  holders  of  paid-ap  sharea. 
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The  plaintiff  was  the  holder  of  certain  part  paid- 
ap  ana  subscription  shares,  which  were  trans- 
ferrred  to  him  by  a  Mr.  John  Selby,  who  had,  in 
Sept.  1871,  previously  to  the  transfer,  given 
notice  of  his  intention  to  withdraw  his  investment, 
the  benefit  of  which  notice  the  plaintiff  now  souffht 
to  avail  himself  of.  In  May  1872,  certain  rules, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  were  passed 
r^ative  to  the  withdrawing  of  investments,  but 
the  plaintiff  contended  that  in  consequence  of  the 
notice  of  withdrawal  he  was  not  bound  by  such 
new  rules. 

The  bill  stated  that  the  directors  had,  contrary 
to  the  rules  of  the  society,  paid  to  members  whose 
notices  of  withdrawal  were  subsequent  to  that  of 
the  plaintiff,  their  investments  in  priority  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  charged  that  the  direc- 
tors were  personally  liable  to  repay  any  sum  so 
paid  by  them  which  might  be  necessary  for  satis- 
fying his  claims.  The  bill  further  stated  that  the 
society  had,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  its  constitu- 
tion, carried  on  through  the  directors  and  trustees 
the  business  of  a  bank  of  deposit,  by  receiving 
money  from  the  public  on  deposit,  at  interest  above 
the  bank-rate,  and  that  allowed  by  joint  stock 
banks,  and  by  investing  the  moneys  so  received 
on  securities  of  a  hazardous  or  speculative  cha- 
racter in  order  to  make  a  profit  on  the  money  so 
received.  The  bill  further  stated  that  the  defend- 
ants alleged  that  the  dispute  ought  to  be  referred 
to  arbitration  *,  but  the  plaintiff  charged  that, 
having  regard  to  the  relief  thereby  prayed,  he  was 
not  bound  to  refer  such  dispute  to  arbitration. 

The  plaintiff  then  prayed  for  declarations  that 
he  was  not  bound  by  the  rules  of  May  1872,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  notice  of  with- 
drawal of  Sept.  1871,  and  to  immediate  pay- 
ment out  of  the  funds  of  the  society  of  the  amount 
ol  his  shares  with  interest,  that  the  directors  were 
personally  liable  to  make  good  and  repay  any  sum 
paid  by  them  to  members  whose  notices  of  with- 
drawal were  subsequent  to  his,  so  far  as  was 
neoessaiy  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  his  claim ; 
that  the  directors  might  be  decreed  to  raise  out  of 
the  funds  of  the  society  the  amount  due  to  him, 
and  in  the  mean  time  might  be  restrained  from 
paying  any  member  whose  notice  of  withdrawal 
was  subsequent  to  his. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  jurisdiction,  and 
also  for  want  of  parties. 

Soyt  Q.C.  and  W.  W.  Cooper,  for  the  trustees, 
in  support  of  the  demurrers.  The  society  was 
established  under  the  6  &7  Will.  4,  c.  32,  in  which 
is  incorporated  10  Greo.  4,  c.  56,  bv  sect.  27  of 
which  Act  provision  is  made  for  the  determination 
of  disputes  as  to  the  rights  of  members,  either  by 
arbitrators  or  b^  reference  to  justices  of  the  peace. 
This  provision  is  imperative,  and  not  merely  per- 
missive, and  ousts  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ordinary 
tribunals. 

Cr%$p  V.  Bunhwry,  8  Bing.  394 ; 

Bern  V.  MUdenhall  Savings  Bank,  6  A.  &  E.  952  : 

Wright  ▼.  Deley,  4  Hurl.  &  Colt.  209  ; 

AmyUage  v.   Walker,  2  K.  &  J.  211 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep. 

O.S.  182 ; 
TroU  V.  Hughes,  16  L.  T.  Bep.  O.  S.  260 ; 
Cooke  V.  Lord  Couriown,  6  Ir.  £q.  Bep.  266. 

In  Fleming  v.  Self  (3  De  G.  Mac.  &  G.  997;  24 
Ii.T.  Bep.  O.  8. 101),  it  was  held  that  the  court 
had  jnriadiction,  but  there  the  question  depended 
ptfw  on  the  construction  of  the  rules  and 
partly  on  the  meaning  of  the  mortgage  deed» 


and  the  mode  of  giving  effect  to  it.  Also 
in  Smith  v.  Lloyd  (26  Beav.  607),  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  held  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  was  not  ousted,  but  it  would  appear  that 
that  decision  was  given  under  the  impression  that 
the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,  had  been  repealed,  whereas,  so 
far  as  it  concerns  benefit  building  societies,  its 
provisions  have  been  incorporated  in  the  latter 
Acts.  As  to  want  of  parties  they  referred  to 
Hamier  v.  Qooding  (3  De  G.  &  Sm.  407). 

Amphhit,  Q.C.  and  Ingle  Joyce  for  the  directors. 
— The  directors  have  not  done  an3rthing  contrary 
to  their  duty,  and  there  is  not  even  any  allegation 
of  fraud  or  misconduct  against  tbem;  there  is, 
therefore,  nothing  to  make  them  personally  liable. 
This  is  a  suit  to  settle  a  dispute  between  a  member 
and  the  society  which  the  court  will  not  allow. 
The  suit  is  also  defective  for  want  of  parties. 

Swanston,  Q.C.  and  Qraham  Hastings  for  the 
plaintiff.  —  The  present  case  is  on  all  fours  with 
Smith  V.  Lloyd  (26  Beav.  507)  and  the  case  of 
Douhleday  v.  Hoskvng  (which  is  unreported) 
decided  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  on  8tn  Nov. 
1869.  In  all  the  cases  cited,  the  rule  referring  dis- 
putes to  arbitration  was  set  out ;  in  this  case  the 
rule  is  not  before  the  court,  and  therefore  the  de- 
murrer is  technically  wrong,  but,  assuming  that 
the  rule  is  before  the  court,  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  is  not  ousted,  for  the  bill  charges  the  societv 
with  carrying  on  the  business  of  a  deposit  bank 
contrary  to  the  rules,  and  therefore  the  society  has 
forfeited  the  benefit  of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4.  c.  32 : 
(Qrimes  v.  Harrison,  26  Beav.  435.)  The  pro- 
visions, too,  with  reference  to  arbitration  are 
merely  permissive : — 

Cutbill  y.  Kingdom,  1  Ex.  Bep.  494,  504 ; 

Mullock  y.  Jenkins,  14  Beay.  628  ;  18  L.  T.  Bep.  O.S. 
203. 
As   to  want  of  parties  the  directors  are  trustees 
for  all  the  members  of  the  society,  and  sufficiently 
represent  them : — 

Henry  y.  The  Cheat  Northern  Batliooy  Company, 
4  K.  &  J.  1;  1  De  G.  &  J.  606;  SOL.  T.  Bep  ,  O.S., 
10, 141 ; 

Doubleday  v.  Hosking, 

Kay,  Q.C.  replied. 

The  Vicb-Chancelloe  said : — In  my  opinion  no 
case  more  important  than  this  has  occupied  the  at- 
tention of  the  coart.  Benefit  building  societies  are 
scattered  over  the  whole  of  this  empure.  There  is 
hardly  a  town  of  any  importance,  or  even  of  small 
importance,  which  has  not  one  or  more  of  such 
societies.  If  I  were  to  decide  in  favour  of  this  bill, 
and  against  the  demurrers,  I  should  open  the  flood 
gates  of  litigation,  and  ruin  many  and  distress 
many  more  of  the  existing  societies,  and  I  should 
do  it,  according* to  my  view  of  the  case,  directly 
against  the  wox^  of  the  statutes,  and  against  the 
policy  of  the  law  as  it  is  expressed  in  those  words. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  the  statutes,  which  I  need  not 
read  (notwithstanding  the  comment  upon  them 
that  they  are  intended  for  poor  people),  were  in- 
tended to  encourage,  and  at  the  same  time  to  pro- 
tect, benefit  biiilding  societies,  and  a  new  law  and 
new  machinery  is  created  by  the  statute  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  that  object  into  effect.  One  very 
plain  feature  is  that  assuming  that  the  members  of 
these  societies  will  be  numerous  and  many  of  them, 
perhaps  all  of  them,  will  be  poor,  the  object  of  the 
Legislature  seems  to  have  been  carefully  to  guard 
against  the  possibility  of  au^  \tLtKSC\i^^ifflk\f<Q^A^ 


180 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


V.O.  B.] 


Thompson  v.  The  Planxt  Benefit  Building  and  Investment  Societt. 


[V.O.  B. 


an  expression,  I  think  of  Lord  Hatherley's  in  one  of 
the  oases)  being  dragged  into  courts  of  law  or 
equity.  Now  in  the  clauses  which  have  been  r^erred 
to,  the  words  of  the  statute  do,  in  the  most  express 
manner,  carry  that  object  into  effect.  The  deci- 
sions at  common  law  have  adopted  that  policy,  and 
given  effect  to  those  words.  The  decisions  in 
equity,  with  the  exception  of  those  to  which  my 
attention  has  been  called,  which  create  in  my  mind 
the  only  difficulty  in  the  case,  have  all  done  the 
same  thing,  and  although  in  the  mortgage  case  the 
suit  was  entertained  because  it  related  to  a  subject 
entirely  beyond,  and  not  affected  by  the  operation 
of  the  Benefit  Building  Society  Act,  qua  Act,  in 
all  the  other  cases,  without  any  exception,  the  prin- 
ciple is  plainly  recognized,  that  if  the  dispute 
between  tne  parties  is  an  internal  dispute  onlv  it 
must  be  regulated  by  that  provision  which  makes  ' 
the  arbitrators  the  conclusive  judges  and  deter- 
miners of  the  dispute,  whatever  tlut  may  be. 
With  that  abundance  of  authority,  and  with  that 
plain  indication,  contained  in  the  statute,  in  any 
case  in  which  there  is  merely  an  internal  dispute 
between  the  members  of  the  society  and  the 
society  itself,  or  any  of  the  persons  holding  office 
in  the  society  and  the  society  itself,  I  should  be 
bound  to  hold  that  I  cannot  open  the  doors  of  this 
court  to  a  dispute  which  the  Jjegislature  has  said 
shall  be  settled  elsewhere.  I  am  greatlv  pressed 
by  the  two  decisions  which  have  b^n  referred  to, 
pronounced  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls.  I  need 
not  say  that  I  entertain  the  most  sincere  respect 
for  any  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  and 
that  I  would  not  willingly  go  against  anything 
which  I  found  he  had  decided.  But  when  I  find 
that  his  decisions  which  are  here  invoked,  plain  as 
they  are  in  one  instance,  and  plainlv  against  the 
demurrers  which  have  been  argued,  are  directly 
opposed  to  the  decisions  at  common  law,  and  the 
other  decisions  in  this  court,  I  am  not  at  liberty  to 
hesitate  in  saying  that  I  am  bound  by  and  must 
follow  the  other  decisions,  and  must  ^ve  force 
to  the  Act  of  Parliament  as  I  read  it,  and  as 
I  conceive  everybody  else  must  read  it.  Now 
the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  prin- 
cipally are,  first,  the  case  of  Grimes  v.  Mar- 
rison  (26  Beav.  435),  which  has  no  very  direct 
application  to  the  case  before  me*.  In  Grhnes 
V.  Harrison  I  find  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  having 
pointed  out  the  distinction  between  a  benefit 
building  society  and  freehold  land  society,  says : 
"  But  this  is  quite  clear,  that  in  both  cases 
the  members  must  be  bound  by  the  rules 
constituting  the  society  to  which  they  have 
become  parties,  and  upon  which  they  have 
acted;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does  not 
lie  in  the  mouth  of  any  member  of  the  society 
to  say  that  the  book  of  rules,  certified  by  the 
barrister,  does  not  contain  the  rules  by  which  they 
are  to  be  bound."  The  decision  there  goes  upon  a 
totally  difii'rent  point ;  something  had  been  done 
there  which  was  not  consistent  with  the  rules,  or 
with  the  scope  and  intention  of  the  society  esta- 
blished by  the  statute,  but  the  decision  turned 
entirely  upon  that.  Having  firfet  decided  that 
they  were  at  liberty  to  sell  freeholds,  he  decided 
ultimately  that  the  directors  had  committed 
a  breach  of  trust  in  having  contracted  a 
purchase  for  2000L,  which  they  had  not 
the  money  to  meet ;  that  having  given  a  cheque 
for  8C0Z.  when  they  had  only  6002.  in  hand,  they 
^ere  liable  to  replace  the  800{.,  and  that  the  vendor 


was  under  no  liability.  But  the  other  case,  namely, 
the  case  of  Smith  y.  Lloyd  (25  BeaY.  507),  is  Ycry 
much  more  to  the  purpose,  and  creates  a  Terr 
much  greater  difficulty,  because  there  the  bill 
was  by  a  retiring  member  of  a  benefit  building 
society  against  the  trustees  to  recover  the  plain- 
tiff *8  share.  It  was  supported,  and  inaniries  and 
accounts  were  directed;  and  it  was  held  there 
that  the  rule  to  refer  to  arbitration  did  not  oust 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  in  such  a  case.  In 
the  argument  of  that  case  reference  was  made  fay 
the  defendant's  counsel  to  tlie  case  of  TroU  v. 
HugUs  (16  L.  T.  Bep.  0.  S.  260) ;  in  that  case  the 
arguments  state  that  a  shareholder  had  given 
notice  to  withdraw,  and  the  court  refused  to  restrain 
the  directors  by  injunction  from  parting  with  the 
fund  in  their  nands  on  the  ground  of  the  plain- 
tiff having  a  primary  lien  upon  them  for  the 
return  of  his  suDscriptions  or  an  apprehended  mis- 
management of  the  fund.  Lord  Cranworth  there 
used  Sie  words  which  I  am  quoting :  "  The  Legis- 
lature, for  the  convenience  of  institutions  of  wis 
kind,  had  provided  a  particular  mode  for  the  settle- 
ment of  disputes  of  this  sort."  Then  he  refers  to 
the  3.Srd  B^^ulation  of  the  society,  made  in  com- 
phance  with  the  directions  of  the  Le^slatnre,  by 
which  the  directors  were  able  to  decide  dispute 
between  the  society  and  any  of  its  members.  If 
that  decision  were  not  satisfactory  to  them*  then 
arbitrators  were  to  be  appointed.  His  Lordship 
added:  "The  case  was  one  of  a  benefit  sodeiy 
regulated  by  rules  made  in  pursuance  of  certain 
Acts  of  Parliament.  By  one  of  these  it  had  been 
provided  that  disputes  as  to  the  construction  of 
the  rules,  or  any  other  matter  relating  to  the 
society,  should  be  referred  to  arbitration.  The 
Legislature  had  thus  concluded  the  question  by 
the  appointment  of  a  tribunal — a  less  expensive 
and  more  impropriate  one."  His  Lordship  said 
he  thought  in  doing  that,  they  proceeded  upon  an 
erroneous  principle.  That  statutory  enactment, 
which  is  so  referred  to  in  the  argument,  I  do  not 
find  alluded  to  in  the  judgment.  I  do  not  find 
that  the  jud^ent  in  the  case  of  Trott  v.  Hughet 
provokes  a  single  observation  from  the  Master  of 
the  Bolls.  I  cannot  impute  to  his  Lordship  the 
intention  of  overruling  Ti'ott  v.  Httghes.  And  if 
he  differed  in  opinion  from  Lord  Cranworth,  I  can- 
not impute  to  nim  that  he  would  not  have  said  pa, 
and  have  furnished  the  parties  in  the  suit  wit&  a 
suggestion  of  some  of  the  reasons  why  he  differed; 
but  1  find  that  which  I  cannot  help  thinking  (al- 
though it  is  a  mere  suspicion)  must  have  had 
some  influence  upon  the  Master  of  the  Bolls' 
mind,  and  an  influence  to  the  extent  of  making 
him  think  it  was  unnecessary  for  him  to  consider 
Lord  Cranworth's  decision,  because  the  Act  of 
Parliament  on  which  it  was  founded  had  been 
repealed.  I  find  it  reported  that  Mr.  Villiers 
in  reply  said  that  the  10  Geo.  4,  c  56,  has 
been  repealed  by  the  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  115; 
and  a  cursory  inspection  of  the  latter  statute 
might  possibly  have  led  to  that  notion ;  but  a  closer 
examination  shows  that  it  has  no  such  effect, 
but  that  the  provisions  of  the  10  Greo.  4  re- 
main still  in  all  their  original  force.  In  the 
indigent  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  all  that  he 
says  upon  the  subject  is,  "  On  looking  into  this 
case  I  see  nothing  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  in  these  matters."  Lord  Cranworth  had 
decided  in  the  most  express  terms  that  the  j[uri8* 
diction   of   the   court   was   ousted.     No   single 
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observation  is  reported  to  have  been  made  b^  the 
Master  of  the  Boils  upon  Lord  Granworth's  judg- 
ment. The  judgment  proceeds,  "  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  court  has  jurisdiction,  but  whether  the 
plaintiff  will  ultimately  succeed  must  depend  on 
the  result  of  the  inquiries."  Then  the  rest  of  the 
jndfrment  only  says  that  his  Lordship  thought  he 
must  direct  the  inquiries :  can  I  accept  that  to  the 
extent  to  which  it  was  tendered  to  me,  and  urged 
▼erv  properly  by  Mr.  Swanston  ?  I  have  no  power, 
ana  as  little  inclination  to  overrule  any  decision 
of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  but  I  cannot  under- 
stand it.  I  read  that  an  authority  is  quoted 
to  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  I  read  that  it 
is  said  that  that  authority  (I  don't  mean 
that  it  is  actually  stated  in  such  words)  is 
of  no  binding  power,  because  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament on  which  it  is  founded  is  repealed, 
and  I  find  what  I  cannot  but  consider  a  ready 
adoption  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  of  that  last 
statement,  and  from  that  statement,  he  found  him- 
self relieved  from  considering  anything  about 
Troii  V.  Hughes,  because  the  Act  of  Parliament 
was  repealed.  For  this  reason,  I  do  not  feel  my- 
self so  much  bound  by  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Lloyd 
as  I  otherwise  should  have  been.  But  then  the 
other  case  which  has  been  referred  to  by  Mr. 
Graham  Hastings,  and  which  is  a  much  more 
recent  case,  contained  the  two  points,  the  objection 
for  want  of  parties,  and  the  effect  of  what  is  an 
explicit  plain  rule  providing  for  a  reference  to 
aroitration.  That  is  set  out,  as  I  understood  Mr. 
Graham  Hastings  to  teil  me,  in  the  answer.  What 
•rgnments  were  addressed  to  the  court,  and  in 
what  terms  his  Lordship  expressed  his  judgment 
I  have  no  means  of  ascertaming,  but  the  decree 
as  Mr.  Graham  Hastings  read  it  to  me,  is  a  plain 
decree  overruling  both  the  objections,  and  in 
its  effect  directing  the  inquiries  which  are 
mentioned  in  the  decree  which  ought  not  to 
have  been  made  if  the  objection  as  to  arbitra- 
tion prevailed,  and  disregarding  utterly  the  ob- 
jection for  want  of  parties.  Then  I  am  in  this 
position ;  I  have  to  deal  with  a  case  in  which  I  find 
an  abundance  of  authority  one  way,  and  on  which 
side  also  my  own  judgment  leans,  and  that  is  op- 
posed only  by  one  case,  for  although  I  have  men- 
tioned two  for  the  reasons  I  have  given,  I  do  not 
think  Smiih  v.  Lloyd  can  injustice  to  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  be  fairly  and  properly  considered  as  a 
decision  on  the  point.  It  is  said  that  I  must  adopt 
that  case  in  opposition  to  all  the  others.  I  cannot 
do  that;  I  have  only  to  consider  whether  upon 
this  record  a  case  is  stated  which  comes  within 
the  principle  of  the  decisions  and  the  words  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament.  I  find  that  it  states  this,  and 
this  only,  there  is  a  dispute  between  a  member  of  the 
society  and  the  executive  body  of  that  socio tv. 
That  IS  the  very  case  which  the  law  meant  should 
be  submitted  to  arbitration,  and  meant  that 
it  should  be  disposed  of  as  speedily,  and 
with  as  little  expense  as  possible,  because  it  will 
be  recollected  that  the  amount  of  the  expenses  is 
limited  by  the  Act  of  Parliament.  The  allegation 
in  the  bill  is  this :  that  the  society  was  established 
in  July  1848,  and  was  duly  enrolled  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  Parliament  of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  and 
that  the  rules  of  the  Society  were  duly  certified 
by  the  barrister  appointed  for  that  purpose  on 
Julj  7t  1848,  which  is  the  very  day  on  which  the 
society  was  enrolled.  It  has  been  truly  said  that 
the  atatote  leaves  no  option  to  the  parties  as  to 


the  rules,  and  that  it  imperatively  requires  that 
there  shall  be  this  rule  about  arbitration.  As  a 
matter  of  pleading,  therefore,  am  I  at  liberty  to 
doubt  that  this  record  is  to  be  read  as  if  the  rule 
upon  the  subject  for  arbitration  were  set  out  P  It 
has  been  urged  by  Mr.  Swanston  with  great  force, 
and  that  is  entitled  to  great  consideration,  that  in 
the  Common  Law  Gases,  and  in  some  of  the  other 
cases,  the  rules  were  set  out  at  length,  so  that  the 
court  had  an  opportunity  of  considering  them, 
and  that  that  is  wanting  in  this  case.  I  should 
be  very  slow  indeed,  under  these  circumstances,  to 
furnish  such  a  recipe  for  filing  bills  against  benefit 
building  societies  as  would  be  furnished  if  I  held 
that  the  allegation  that  the  rules,  which  were  duly 
certified,  did  not  contain  that  rule  which  the 
statute  says  shall  be  an  indispensable  rule  among 
them,  was  sufficient  to  maintain  the  bill.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  pursue  that  very  much  further, 
because  in  a  letter  which  has  been  read  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  I  find  upon  the  part  of  the 
directors  this  sentence :  "  If  you  should  be  dis- 
satisfied with  their  decision,  the  directors  are 
ready  and  willing,  and  hereby  offer,  to  refer  all 
matters  in  dispute  between  your  client  and  them- 
selves to  arbitration  under  the  rules."  The  only 
other  reference  which  is  made  to  that  subject  is  in 
the  28th  paragraph  of  the  bill.  "  The  defendants 
sometimes  aUege  that  the  dispute  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendants  ought  to  be  referred 
to  arbitration,  but  the  plaintiff  charges  that,  having 
regard  to  the  relief  nereinafter  prayed,  he,  the 
plaintiff,  is  not  bound  to  refer  such  dispute  to 
arbitration."  That  makes  it  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  understanding  the  plaintiff'^s  contention 
to  refer  to  the  relief  that  he  asks,  which  is  simply 
that  he  may  be  paid  the  money  that  he  says, 
according  to  the  rules,  is  due  to  him.  There  has 
been  an  attempt  made  to  say  that  there  is  a  charge 
in  this  bill  which  would  sustain  it,  I  mean  the 
27th  paragraph,  because  the  effect  of  that  is  to 
show  that  the  benefit  building  society  has  so 
enlarged  its  borders  as  that  it  has  become  a 
society  of  a  different  kind,  namely,  a  bank  of 
deposit.  If  any  relief  had  been  prayed  upon  that, 
that  would  have  had  to  be  considered,  but  as  it  is 
I  read  it  as  the  most  harmless  and  immaterial 
allegation  that  can  be  conceived.  It  has  no  more 
to  do  with  it  than  if  they  had  alleged  anything 
else  on  the  part  of  the  directors.  First  he  says 
that,  "  He  is  apprehensive  that  such  a  sum  or  the 
greater  part  thereof  may  be  lost  in  consequence 
of  the  payment  by  the  defendants,  the  directors, 
to  memoers  (who  are  subsequent  to  the  plaintiff)  of 
their  investments  "  and  his  apprehension  of  course 
does  not  give  him  a  ri^ht  to  sustain  this  bill.  Then 
he  says  :  "The  said  society  has  contrary  to  the  terms 
of  its  constitution  carried  on  through  its  trustees 
and  directors  the  business  of  a  bank  of  deposit 
by  receiving  money  from  the  public  on  deposit  at 
interest  above  the  bank  rate,  and  above  the  rate 
allowed  by  the  joint  stock  banks,  and  by  invest- 
ing the  money  so  received  on  securities  of  a 
hazardous  or  speculative  character  in  order  to 
make  a  profit  on  the  money  so  received."  This 
society  was  established  in  the  year  1848.  What  is 
there  alleged  may  have  been  done  long  before  Mr. 
Selley  or  the  plaintiff  became  members  of  the 
society.  I  am  not  going  to  speculate  whether  it 
was  or  not,  or  whether  it  has  been  discontinued, 
but  I  say,  that  I  cannot  even  tead  that  as  an  alle- 
gation that  the  directota  ar^  tlq'vi  ^qyiv^nXi^  "^xt^^ 
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at  which  that  complaint  is  pointed.  When  to  that 
is  added  that  there  is  no  prayer  for  relief  founded 
upon  it,  I  consider  that  a  wholly  immateiial  allega- 
tion. Then  what  remains,  it  the  bill  be  r^ul 
through,  it  says  simply  this, "  I  became  in  October, 
1872,  the  owner  of  certain  shares."  They  had  been 
transferred  to  him,  he  was  the  equitable  owner  the 
year  before,  he  could  only  have  them  according  to 
the  rules,  he  could  claim  nothing  besides  or  beyond, 
or  in  contradiction  to  the  rules,  he  says, "  I  became 
theowner  in  1872.  I  claim  the  benefit  of  the  previous 
notice  of  withdrawal  which  had  been  given.  I  say 
that  the  payments  which  had  been  made  were  in 
contravention  of  my  right."  If  the  26th  paragraph 
is  read,  it  will  be  found  that  that  is  an  insufficient 
allegation,  for,  according  to  the  rules  quoted,  paid- 
up  members  have  the  first  right  to  be  paid, 
and  next  to  them  the  widows  and  children  of  de- 
ceased members;  and  the  allegation  that  some 
of  the  members  whose  notices  of  withdrawal  are 
dated  after  19th  Sept.,  1871,  have  been  paid  in 
priority  to  the  plaintiff,  points  out  no  kind  of 
delinquency  on  tne  part  of  the  directors,  nor  even 
suggests  a  cause  which  he  would  have  a  right  to 
complain  of  before  the  arbitrator,  if  the  matter 
were  referred  to  arbitration.  In  my  opinion,  the 
proceeding  has  been  altogether  erroneous.  I  think 
that,  taking  at  the  most  the  complaint  which  this 
gentleman  makes,  and  giving  to  it  its  full  weight, 
and  adopting  every  word  that  he  uses  in  the  way 
of  complaint,  that  this  is  a  case,  which,  according 
to  the  statute,  the  policy  of  the  law  and  the 
decided  cases,  he  ought  to  have  insisted  upon 
being  decided  by  the  arbitrators,  who  had  power 
to  decide.  The  law  having  given  them  power  to 
enforce  their  award,  there  was  no  necessity  in  this 
case  for  filing  any  such  bill,  and  I  should  be  greatly 
alarmed  if  i  entertained  a  cause  of  this  kina, 
because  I  am  certain  I  should  be  doinjs;  incalculable 
mischief,  and  plunging  the  affairs  of  benefit  build- 
ing societies  into  danger  and  difficulty,  which  it 
is  the  plain  and  express  object  of  the  liegislature 
to  protect  them  against.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
the  demurrers  must  be  allowed. 
Solicitors  for  plaintiff.  Harper,  Broad  and  BoM- 

Solicitors    for   the   defendants,  Ingle,  Cooper, 
and  Holmes. 


V.C.  WICKEVB*  COXTBT. 

Keported  by  Edward  Wxvslow  and  Hxvbt  CtoDSFHoi,  Eaqm 

BarriBtersHtt-Law. 


May  6  and  9,  1873. 
Shoesmith  v.  Byerley. 

Injimction— Bight  of  way — Gulrde-aao — OhetrucUcm 

MiUual  rights. 

Where  the  plaintiff  established  by  evidence  a  right 
of  using  a  cut-de-sac  for  the  purpose  of  his 
property  which  was  at  the  head  of  a  road, 
and  farthest  from  its  ouUet,  but  did  not 
prove  any  grant  of  a  right,  a  decree  was  made 
declaring  thai  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant, 
who  Jiad  premises  lower  down  the  road,  so  to 
arrange  the  use  of  the  road  by  him  as  best  to 
facUitiate  the  reciprocal  rights  to  the  use  of  it  by 
other  persons  entUled  to  use  it,  not  to  leave  station' 

'  ary  oostructions  in  the  road  when  others  required 
to  use  it,  and  m  such  case  to  remove  any  su^ 
obstruction  immediately,  with  an  injunction  to 


restrain  the  use  of  the  road  by  the  drfendani  in 

any  other  manner. 
The  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  the  proprietor  of 
certain  premises  known  as  "  Mr.  Shoesmith's 
Hay  and  Com  Stores,"  in  Wes<"-street,  Brighton, 
and  the  only  approach  to  them  was  by  a  private 
road  of  the  width  of  about  9ft.  9in.,  with  a 
footpath  at  the  side  of  the  width  of  5fb.  The 
road  is  bounded  on  one  side  by  a  chapel  and  a 
courtyard  belonging  to  it,  and  by  a  dwelling- 
house  and  on  the  other  side  by  the  premises  of 
the  plaintiff  and  by  certain  com  stores  recently 
erected  by  the  defendant  on  a  garden  whi(m 
belonged  to  a  house  in  the  street  and  adjoining 
the  plaintiff's  property.  The  road  had  been  made 
by  tne  lord  of  the  manor  and  had  been  used  fay 
the  plaintiff  almost  exclusively,  and  ever  since 
1849  he  had  kept  it  in  repair  at  his  own  expense. 

Several  years  ago  the  occupier  of  the  houae 
and  garden  to  which  the  defendant  had  added  hie 
stores,  was  permitted  to  open  a  doorway  fh)m 
the  garden  into  the  road,  and  also  to  make  a 
small  opening  in  the  road  near  the  garden  wall 
for  a  coal-shoot,  but  the  bill  alleged  that  only 
foot-passengers  were  allowed  to  use  the  door  as  a 
means  of  access  to  the  road. 

The  defendant  became  the  occupier  of  his  pre- 
mises in  1871,  and  in  July  of  the  same  year  built 
his  corn  stores. 

The  bill  then  stated  that  the  defendant  had  taken 
down  part  of  the  former  garden  wall  and  placed 
carriage-gates  there  opening  on  to  the  road,  and 
had  used  the  road  for  carrying  hay  and  com  in 
carts  to  and  from  his  stores,  and  had  seriouely 
obstructed  the  plaintiff  in  the  use  of  the  road  to 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed  an  exclusive  right; 
that  the  road  vras  so  narrow  that  when  the  de- 
fendant's carts  were  loading  or  unloading  at  the 
new  gateway  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  use  the 
road  at  all,  sometimes  for  periods  of  an  hour  at  a 
time. 

In  November  1871  the  plaintiff  brought  an 
action  in  the  County  Court  against  the  defendant 
for  disturbing  the  plaintiff's  use  of  the  road,  but  a 
verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for  forty  shillings. 

The  bill  then  prayed  for  an  injunction  aooord- 
ingly,  and  a  declaration  that  the  defendant  was  not 
entitled  to  use  the  road  so  as  to  obstruct  the 
plaintiff's  use  of  it,  or  to  use  the  new  gateway 
for  any  purpose  whatever. 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  denied  that  the 
road  was  a  private  road,  though  he  admitted  that 
he  had  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  had 
never  before  been  obstructed  in  his  use  of  it,  hut 
he  stated  his  belief  that  the  former  tenant  c^hxB 
premises  had  had  access  to  the  road  for  carta  as 
well  as  for  foot-passengers;  he  further  insisted 
that  if  it  was  not  strictly  a  pubUo  road  for  all 
purposes,  it  was  at  least  subject  to  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  all  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the 
premises  abutting  upon  it.  He  alleg^  that  the 
plaintiff  had  stood  by  when  he  was  making  the 
new  gateway;  and  he  admitted  that  he  had  ob* 
structed  the  passage  of  the  plaintiff's  carts,  bat 
not  for  such  long  periods  as  alleged  by  the  bill; 
but  that  it  was  easy  for  a  cart  to  pass  another 
cart  by  going  over  the  footpath  at  the  aide  o(  the 
road.  He  then  claimed  a  right  to  uae  the  road  aB 
an  occupier  of  an  adjoining  meaauage;  and  ooo* 
tended  that  the  injury  complained  of  waa  asiif 
temporary  and  slight. 

Evidence  was  given  by  the  plaintiff's 
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to  the  obstmctions ;  and  his  time-books  were 
{ntxiaced.  The  evidence  as  to  the  former  mode 
of  user  of  the  road  was  very  conflicting.  The 
case  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  motion  for 
decree.  ' 

Lindley,  Q.C.,  and  Speed  appeared  for  the  plain- 
tiff.— The  defendant,  or  his  predecessors  in  title, 
had  only  a  right  to  nse  the  old  door  occasionally, 
and  he  had  no  right  to  increase  the  servitude  by 
tnming  the  place  into  basinesss  premises.  It 
does  not  appear  from  the  pleadings  who  is  the 
owner  of  the  road.  We  do  not  deny  that  a  cul-de- 
sac  may  be  a  public  road,  but  the  defendant  must 
prove  that  it  is  so  if  he  alleges  it  (Woodyer  v. 
Madden,  5  Taunt.  124).  Whether  a  cul-de-sac  is  a 
highway  or  not  is  a  question  for  a  jury:  (Reg. 
▼.  Lloyd,  1  Camp.  N.  F.  262.)  [The  Vice-Ciian- 
CXLL0&. — ^There  may  be  a  partial  dedication  to  the 
public;  nothing  is  more  common.]  There  is  no 
evidence  of  dedication  here,  and  that  cannot  be 
inferred.  The  defendant  has  not  shown  any  grant 
of  a  right  of  way,  and  he  is  therefore  a  trespasser : 
{Cowling  v.  Higginaon,  4  M.  &  W.  245.) 

Kekewich  (Dickinson,  Q.C.  with  him). — We  say 
that  we  do  not  obstruct  the  plaintiff  in  an  unreason- 
able manner,  not  wilfully  or  otherwise  than  we 
are  entitled  to  do,  within  the  principle  laid  down 
in  Attomey-Qeneral  v.  Sliejffield  Oas  Cojisuiners*  Co, 
(3  De  G.  M'N.  &  G.  339).  He  also  cited  Gaujit  v. 
Fynney  (L.  Rep.  8  Ch.  8).  [The  VicE-CHANCELLOfi 
referred  to  Thorpe  v.  Morell(a),  in  which  an  in- 
junction Was  asked  to  restrain  the  plaintiffs  right 
to  unload  waggons  in  an  innyard,  the  defendants 
claiming  a  similar  right.] 

May  9. — ^The  Vice-Chancellor. — It  seems  that 
out  of  West-street,  Brighton,  there  is  an  impervious 
alley  or  cul-de-sac  with  houses  on  both  sides — 
a  pavement  on  one  side,  and  a  carriage-way  so 
narrow  that  carriages  cannot  pass  one  another. 
The  houses  are  numbered  as  m  West-street,  but 
there  is  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the  road  is 
private.  At  the  upper  end  of  this,  that  is,  the 
end  farthest  from  West-street,  the  plaintiff  has 
hay  and  com  stores.  The  defendant  has  recently 
established  similar  stores  at  the  lower  end,  and 
the  plaintiff^s  complaint  is  in  substance  that  the 
defendant's  carts,  while  they  wait  to  be  loaded,  cut 
off  communication  by  cart  between  the  plaintiff's 
stores  and  West-street,  or  in  other  words  between 
the  plaintiff's  stores  and  the  world  outside.  The 
whofe  property  belonged  some  time  ago  to  a  Mr. 
Held,  who  is  no  party  to  the  present  controversy ; 
and  there  is  a  good  deal  of  evidence  as  to  user,  but 
no  evidence  on  either  side  of  a  formal  grant  of 
r^ht  of  way.  Weighing  the  evidence  and  proba- 
bmties  as  well  as  I  can,  and  drawing  what  seems 
to  me  the  true  legal  inference,  I  think  that  the 
plaintiff  must  be  tiScen  to  have  the  right  of  using 
the  road  for  the  purposes  of  his  own  property  and 
concnrrently  with  the  other  owners  of  property  on 
both  sides  of  it.  The  practical  result  of  this  view  in 
the  present  case  would  seem  to  be  that  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  have  rights  which  are  reciprocal 
and  neither  of  which  is  paramount  over  the  other, 
to  nse  the  roadway  for  tneir  several  trades.  Each 
must  be  bound  to  use  his  right  so  as  to  injure  the 
other  as  little  as  possible ;  what  would  constitute 


(a)  Not  yet  reported.  This  case  stood  over  in  order 
to  obtaia  a  aoto  of  the  judgment  of  the  Lords  JnstioeB  in 
that 


abuse  would  be  in  nearly  all  cases  undefinable.  So 
thinking,  I  felt  during  the  argument  gp:'eat  difiBl- 
culty  as  to  defining  the  rights  in  any  way  which 
would  warrant  the  granting  of  an  injunction. 
The  diflficulty  now  seems  to  be  removed  in  the 
case  of  Thorpe  v.  Morell.  That  precise  state  of 
things  which  I  infer  to  have  existed  here  was 
inferred  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  to  exist  in  that 
case.  My  impression  was  that  the  case  of  Thorpe 
stood  higher,  and  I  rather  infer  that  the  Lords 
Justices  thought  so.  But  the  Master  of  the  Bolls, 
treating  it  as  a  question  of  ecfiaX  and  reciprocal 
rights,  drew  from  that  a  particular  inference  in 
the  plaintiff's  favour,  which  the  defendants  on  the 
appeal  did  not  quarrel  with;  and  as  the  Lords 
Justices  certainly  did  not  overrule  the  view  of  the 
Master  of  the  iiolls,  and  I  should  clearly  have 
followed  his  decision  if  unappealed  from,  I  follow 
it  now.  Therefore  I  propose  to  make  in  this  case 
similar  declarations  to  what  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  made  in  that  case  and  to  grant  an  injunction 
founded  on  them.  But  as  the  plaintiff  has,  in  my 
opinion,  mistaken  the  true  nature  of  his  case,  and 
has  asked  for  much  more  than  he  can  claim,  the 
decree  will  be  without  costs.  The  following  was 
the  decree  made  *. — "  Declaration  to  the  effect  that 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant  so  to  arrange  the 
use  of  the  road  as  best  to  facilitate  the  use  of  it 
by  the  other  persons  entitled  to  use  it ;  that  ho  is 
not  entitled  to  leave  any  stationary  obstruction  in 
the  road  except  when  the  use  of  it  is  not  required 
by  any  other  person  entitled  to  use  it ;  and  that 
if  when  the  road  is  occupied  by  the  defendant  the 
use  of  it  is  reauired  by  any  other  person  entitled 
to  use  it,  the  aefendant  is  bound  to  remove  the 
obstruction  immediately.  Injunction  to  issue  to 
prevent  the  defendant,  his  workmen,  &c.  from 
using  the  road  in  any  manner  other  as  described 
in  the  preceding  declaration.    No  costs." 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Nash,  Field,  and 
Layton  for  Starkey,  Brighton. 

Solicitors  for  tne  defendant,  Gregory  and  Co, 
lor  8.  8.  Long,  Portsea. 


COXJBT  OF  QUEEVS  BENCH. 

Beported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKsllae,  Esqrs., 

Barri8ter8-at>Law. 


Wednesday,  April  30, 1873. 

GiiEGG  V.  Smith. 

Pedlars*  Act  1871 — Missionary  basket — Trade  of  a 

pedlar. 
The  respondent  was  one  of  severed  ladies  who  pur* 
chased  materials  and  inade  ilteni  into  articles  of 
wearing    apparel    and    of  domestic    use ;    they 
carried  these    arti<:les    aoout   in   a    missionary 
basket  from,    house    to    Iwtise    for    sale.     The 
materials  were  paid  for  out  of  the  money  made 
by  the  sale,  and  Die  profits  were  devoted  to  edv^Or- 
tioTuU  and  religious  purposes.     The  respondertt 
was  not  liceTised  una&i'  TJie  Fedlars*  Act  1871, 
hiU  justices  dismissed  an  information  against  her 
for  breach  of  tliat  Act. 
Held  tliat  tlie  respondent  could  not  be  said  to  travel 
and  trade  within  the  definition  of  a  pedlar  given 
by  the  third  section  ;  and  that  the  ju^sti-ces  were 
right  in  dismissing  the  information. 
This  was  a  case  stated  by  justices  for  the  Parts  of 
Lindsay,  in  the  county  of   Lincoln,  under    the 
Statute  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43«  for  \k<^  \»\xr^K3Rik^  ^H. 


184 


MAGISTRATES'  OASES. 


Q.B.] 


Qbboo  V,  Skuh. 


[Q-B. 


obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  a  qaestion 
of  law  whigh  arose  before  them  as  hereinafter 
stated. 

At  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  Great  Grimsby, 
in  and  for  the  Hundred  of  Bradley  Hayerstoe,  in 
the  said  parts  and  county  on  the  Ist  Oct.  1872,  an 
information  preferred  by  Wm.  Gregg,  of  Great 
Grimsby,  superintendent  of  police  (hereinafter 
^led  the  appellant),  against  Susannah,  the  wife 
of  Charles  Smith,  of  Laceby,  shoemaker  (herein- 
after called  the  respondent),  under  sect.  4  of  the 
Pedlars*  Act  1871,  charging  for  that  she,  the  said 
Susannah  Smith,  on  the  2bth  August  1872,  at  the 
parish  of  Laceby,  in  the  said  parts  and  county, 
unlawfully  did  act  as  a  pedlar  without  having 
obtained  a  certificate  under  the  Pedlars*  Act  1871, 
authorising  her  so  to  act,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  was  heard 
and  determined  by  the  said  justices,  the  said 
parties  respectively  being  then  present  with  their 
respective  attorneys,  ana  upon  such  hearing  the 
justices  dismissed  the  said  information  without 
ordering  the  pa3rment  of  costs  bv  the  appellant ; 

And  whereas  the  appellant  being  cussatisfied 
with  the  determination  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
said  information  as  being  erroneous  in  point  of 
law,  hath,  pursuant  to  sect.  2  of  the  said  statute, 
20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  duly  applied  to  the  justices  in 
writing  to  state  and  sign  a  case  setting  forth  the 
facts  and  the  groundjs  of  their  determination  as 
aforesaid  for  the  opinion  of  this  court,  and  hath 
duly  entered  into  a  recognisance  as  required  by 
the  said  statute  in  that  behalf ; 

Therefore  the  said  justices,  in  compliance  with 
the  said  application,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
said  statute,  stated  and  signed  the  following  case : 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was 
proved  and  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  said  ap- 
pellant and  respondent,  and  found  as  a  fact,  that 
twelve  ladies,  of  whom  the  respondent  was  one, 
purchased  materials  and  made  them  into  aprons, 
nandkerohiefs,  chemises,  shoes,  and  other  articles 
of  wearing  apparel,  and  also  wool  mats  and  other 
articles  of  aomestic  use.  These  articles  were 
carried  about  in  a  basket,  called  a  Missionary 
Basket,  from  house  to  house  for  sale  by  the  twelve 
ladies,  each  having  the  basket  one  month. 

The  respondent  on  the  day  mentioned  in  the 
information  went  "  on  foot  to  other  men*s  houses  ** 
with  the  basket,  and  exposed  for  sale  and  sold  some 
of  the  articles  named  above ;  and  had  no  certificate 
(authorising  her  to  act  as  a  pedlar)  under  the 
Pedlars*  Act  1871. 

The  twelve  ladies  do  not  find  the  money  for  the 
materials  out  of  which  to  make  the  articles,  but 
the  money  derived  from  the  soles  is  applied  towards 
the  purcmise  of  them.  The  profits  or  the  baskets 
are  devoted  to  a  school  in  tne  village  of  Laceby, 
and  religious  purposes,  but  lOZ.  of  the  profits  was 
once  given  towaras  furnishing  a  minister*s  house. 

It  is  also  an  admitted  fact  that  under  the  Pedlars* 
Act  of  1870  each  of  the  twelve  ladies  took  out  a 
ped]ar*s  certificate,  the  fee  for  which  was  6d, ;  but 
now  they  do  not,  as  under  the  Pedlars*  Act  1871 
the  fee  for  the  certificate  is  bs. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  respondent 
that  the  respondent  did  not  come  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  "  Pedlar,**  mentioned  in  the  first 
clause  of  the  third  section  of  the  Pedlars*  Act  1871, 
as  she  did  not  go  about  as  a  trader  to  sell  for  her 
own  personal  gain  or  profit,  or  as  a  means  of  liveli- 
Aood,  but  simply  for  a  charitable  and  religious 


purpose,  which  was  not  within  the  spirit  or  oon« 
lemplation  of  the  Act. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended 
that  the  respondent  was  a  pedlar  within  the  mean* 
ing  of  the  Act,  and  that  she  was  not  one  of  those 
persons  defined  by  the  23rd  section  who  do  not 
require  certificates;  and  that  if  the  Legislature 
haa  intended  to  exempt  such  cases  as  the  ^ing 
about  from  house  to  house  and  selling  for  ohantaUe 
or  religious  purposes  it  would  have  defined  them 
in  the  23rd  section. 

No  objection  was  made  by  the  appellant  or 
respondent  that  the  said  proceedings  were  iU^gal 
or  irre^lar. 

The  justices,  however,  having  considerable  donbl 
whether  the  respondent  was  a  pedlar  within  the 
Interpretation  or  the  term  "  pedliur "  mentioned 
in  the  3rd  section  of  the  Act,  so  as  to  bring  her 
within  the  operation  of  the  4th  section,  gave  her 
the  benefit  of  such  doubt,  and  dismissed  the  in* 
formation. 

The  question  of  law  upon  which  this  case  is 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  therefore,  is 
whether  upon  the  facts  admitted  and  proved  the 
respondent  was  a  "  pedlar  '*  within  the  meaning  o 
the  Act,  and  liable  to  the  penalties  under  the 
4th  section. 

And  the  court  was  humbly  solicited,  acoording 
to  the  power  vested  in  the  court  by  the  said 
statute,  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  to  remit  the  ease  to 
them,  the  said  justices,  with  the  opinion  of  the 
court  thereon,  or  to  make  such  other  order  as  to 
the  court  might  seem  fit. 

Cave  ar^ed  for  the  app>ellant,  the  informant : — 
The  definition  in  sect.  3  of  the  Pedlars'  Act  1871» 
(34  &  35  Vict.  c.  96)  is,  "The  term  'pedkr' 
means  any  hawker,  pedlar,  peti^  chapman,  tinker, 
caster  of  metals,  mender  of  chairs,  or  other  person 
who,  without  any  horse  or  other  beast  bearmg  or 
drawing  burden,  travels  and  trades  on  foot,  and 
goes  from  town  to  town,  or  to  other  men*s  houses, 
carrying  to  sell  or  exposing  for  sale  any  goods, 
wares,  or  merchandise,  or  procuring  orders  fbr 
goods,  wares,  or  merchandise,  immediately  to  be 
delivered,  or  selling  or  offering  for  sale  his  skill  in 
handicraft.**  The  object  of  all  the  Hawkers*  and 
Pedlars*  Acts  appears  from  the  judgment  of  Bay* 
ley,  J.,  in  Bex.  v.  OiU  (2  B.  &  C.  142),  147,  "  to 
have  been  to  protect  domiciled  tradesmen;"  and 
to  such  persons  these  ladies  would  probably  do  as 
much  iiyurv  as  licensed  persons  carrying  on  the 
trade  of  pedlars.  [Blackburn,  J. — ^I  ^  not  believe 
these  Pedlars*  Acts  were  passed  to  protect  trades- 
men. They  seem  to  be  merely  Police  Acta.]  In 
TThe  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Tongifs  (12  Price  51)  Gra- 
ham, B.,  referring  to  one  of  the  Hawkers*  Acts 
(50  Geo.  3,  c.  41),  said,  p.  60,  "  The  object  of  the 
Legislature  in  passing  the  Act  upon  whidi  this 
information  is  founded  was  to  protect  on  the  one 
hand  fair  traders,  particularly  established  shop- 
keepers, resident  permanently  in  towns  or  other 
places,  and  pa3ring  rent  and  taxes  there  for  loosl 
privileges,  from  the  mischiefs  of  being  undersold 
oy  itinerant  persons  to  their  iig'ury ;  and,  on  the 
other,  to  guard  the  public  from  tne  impositions 

Practised  by  such  persons  in  the  course  of  their 
ealings.'*  This  would  include  the  respondeat 
in  the  object  of  the  Legislature.  [Biackbubi, 
J. — ^The  question  is  rather  whether  the  respon- 
dent was  trading  as  a  pedlar.]  Here  the 
purpose  of  the  respondent  was  to  make  profit  hy 
the  sale  of  these  goods,  just  as  a  trador^s  pinrpoiO' 
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would  be ;  the  only  difference  between  them  is  the 
destination  of  their  profits.  [Blackbuan,  J. — 
Amonest  the  regulations  with  respect  to  the  grant 
of  pedlars'  certmcates  in  sect  5,  it  is  enacted  that 
"a  pedlar's  certificate  shall  be  granted  to  any 
person  by  the  chief  officer  of  the  police  of  the 
police  district  in  which  the  p>er8on  applying  for  a 
certificate  has,  daring  one  month  previous  to  sach 
application,  resided  on  such  officer  being  satisfied 
that  the  applicant  is  above  seventeen  years  of  a^e, 
is  a  person  of  good  character,  and  in  good  faith 
intends  to  carry  on  the  trade  of  a  pedlar."  And 
in  the  form  given  in  sohedale  2  or  the  Act,  the 
applicant  is  required  to  state  his  trade  and  occu- 
pation. How  can  these  provisions  apply  to  the 
respondent  P] 

Waddy,  contrk,  was  not  heard. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  think  there  is  no  doubt  about 
this  case ;  the  information  was  properly  dismissed. 
The  definition  of  pedlar  relates  only  to  a  person 
who  travels  and  traaes  on  foot ;  and  the  police  must 
be  satisfied  that  an  applicant  for  a  licence  in  good 
faith  intends  to  carry  on  the  trade  of  a  pedlar. 
Whether  a  person  employed  as  the  respondent 
was  could  be  included  in  these  provisions  must 
be  a  question  of  fact,  more  or  less,  for  the  jus- 
tices. I  cannot  say  these  ladies  were  trading,  and 
I  incline  to  think  the  justices  have  properly  said 
tbey  were  not. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
In  Lee  on  Bankruptcy,  p.  488,  a  trader  is  thus 
defined :  "  The  rule  as  to  occasional  acts  of  trading 
is,  that  where  it  is  a  man's  common  or  ordinary 
mode  of  dealing,  or  where  if  any  stranger  who 
api^lies  may  be  supplied  with  the  commodity  in 
which  the  other  professes  to  deal,  and  it  is  not 
sold  as  a  favour  to  any  particular  person,  there  the 
person  so  selling  is  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws 
as  a  trader."  And  further  on,  "  Whether  or  not 
a  person  is  a  trader  does  not  depend  upon  his  occa- 
sionally doing  acts  of  trading,  out  upon  the  inten- 
tion ^nerallY  so  as  to  get  his  living."  According 
to  this  test  of  tradiuff  these  ladies  certainly  cannot 
oome  within  the  Pedlars'  Act. 

Abchibald,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  respondent. 
Attorneys  for  appellant,  8wann  and  Co. 
Attorneys  for  respondent.  Orange  and    Win- 
tringham.  Great  Grimsby. 


Wednesday,  May  7, 1873. 

Beg.  v.  Thb  Mayor,  <fec.,  of  Byde. 

Town  council — Amotion  of  alderman— Rescission 

o/resoUUion — Bestoration  by  mandamiiis. 

A  town  council,  v/pon  insufficient  grounds,  and  hy 

an  iUegcd  mode,  passed  a  resolution  removing  an 

alderman,  and  declaring  his  offi^ce  void.    At  the 

next  meeting  the  council  formaUy  rescinded  their 

previous  resolution.     Tlie  alderman  obtained  a 

rule  for  a  mandamus  to  the  corporation  to  restore 

him,  on  the  ^ound  thai  he  might  he   lial>le  to 

proceedings,  %f  he  continued  to  act  merely  upon 

the  rescission  of  the  resolution : 

HM,  UuU  the  corporation  had  done  all  they  could 

dOf  and  that  there  was   no  wrong   which    Hie 

mandamus  could  remedy. 

On  the  30th  Jan.  last.  Sir  J.  B.  Karslake,  Q.C.,  on 

behalf  d  Geoige  Fellows  Harring^n,  formerly 

"■  qI  Uie  borough  of  Byde,  in  the  Isle  <rf 


ICAft.  Ois.— YoJL  Tin. 


Wight,  and  county  of  Southampton,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi,  calling  upon  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
burgesses  of  the  said  borough  of  Byde  to  show 
cause  why  a  writ  of  mandatnus  should  not  issue, 
directed  to  them,  commanding  them  to  restore  the 
said  G.  F.  Harrington  to  his  office  of  alderman  of 
the  said  borough,  from  which  he  was  removed  by 
the  town  council  of  the  said  borough,  on  the  17tn 
Dec.  1872. 

The  town  of  Byde  was  incorporated  by  royal 
charter  in  the  year  1868,  and  is  locally  governed 
by  twenty-four  councillors,  from  whom  are  chosen 
the  mayor  and  six  aldermen.  The  said  G.  F. 
Harrington  was  chosen  an  alderman  at  the  first 
election  in  1868.  In  1871  he  was  re-elected  alder- 
man with  six  years*  tenure  of  office. 

On  the  17th  Dec.  1872,  a  meeting  of  the  Byde 
Town  Council,  adjourned  from  the  previous  oay, 
was  held  in  the  absence  of  the  said  G.  F.  Harring- 
ton, and  without  any  notice  having  been  sent  him 
of  the  object  for  which  the  adjourned  meeting  was 
to  be  held.    The  following  resolution  was  passed : 

That  having  regard  to  the  yarioag  ocoasiona  specified 
in  the  paper  marked  A  now  read,  a  copy  of  which  was 
forwarded  to  Mr.  Harringrton  on  the  16th  Dec.  1872,  in 
which  the  said  G.  F.  Harrington  acted,  or  voted,  or  took 

Sart  in  the  discnsaion  of  qaestiuna  or  matters  in  which 
iie  Byde  Pier  Company,  or  in  which  the  Byde  Gaa  Com- 
pany respectively  were  interested,  or  in  which  the  said 
G.  F.  Hajrrington,  as  a  shareholder  or  proprietor  in  the 
said  oompanieB,  or  one  of  them,  was  directly  or  indi- 
rectly interested,  this  meeting  doth  declare  that  the  said 
Q.  F.  Harrington  became  and  is  disqualified  to  act  as  an 
alderman  of  this  borough ;  and  that  his  said  office  has 
become  and  is  now  vacant,  and  this  meeting  doth  hereby 
resolve  that  the  said  G.  F.  Harrington  shall  be,  and  that 
he  is  hereby  removed  from  his  said  office  of  alderman, 
and  this  meeting  doth  hereby  order  and  direct  that  the 
common  seal  of  this  corporation  be  affixed  to  the  afore- 
said order  and  resolution. 

A.  CoLLiNOWooD  J.  Dickson,       (SeaL) 

Chairman. 
At  an  adjourned  meeting  of  the  council,  held  at  the 
Town  Hall,  on  Tuesday,  the  17th  Dec.  1872,  the  seal  was 
affixed  in  the  presence  of 

Edwin  Hopoood,  Town  Clerk. 

A  copy  of  this  resolution  was  forwarded  to  the 
said  G.  F.  Harrington  by  the  town  clerk  on  the 
following  day. 

The  various  occasions  specified  in  the  paper 
marked  A,  mentioned  in  this  resolution,  were  all 
of  them  previous  to  the  9th  Nov.  1871,  when  the 
said  G.  F.  Harrington  was  re-elected  to  the  office 
of  alderman ;  and  at  none  of  these  occasions  did 
the  said  G.  F.  Harrington,  even  when  he  was 
present,  vote  for  or  against  any  resolution  concern - 
mg  either  the  Byde  Pier  Company  or  the  Byde 
Gas  Company.  He  held  shares  in  both  these  com- 
panies, but  was  in  no  other  way  interested  in  them 
or  their  contracts. 

On  the  9th  Jan.  1873,  the  Bvde  Town  Council, 
having  received  notice  from  the  said  G.  F.  Har- 
rington of  his  intention  to  apply  for  a  mandamus 
to  compel  them  to  restore  mm  to  his  office  of 
alderman,  formally,  at  a  general  meeting,  passed  a 
resolution,  rescinding  the  said  resolution  of  the 
17th  Dec. 

The  town  clerk  stated  in  his  affidavit  that  there 
was  no  meeting  of  the  council  between  the  said 
meetings  of  the  17th  Dec.  1872,  and  the  9th  Jan. 
1873,  and  no  attempt  was  made  to  elect  or  put  any 
other  alderman  in  the  room  or  place  of  the  said 
G.  F.  Harrington  ^  also  that  since  the  9th  Jan. 
1873,  all  notices  and  copies  of  agenda  ^mpera  h&^^ 
been  regularly  Aeut  \a  \i\i<^  %siLaQ(.'^.^J»TNSL^^^v<» 
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as  to  the  other  aldermen  of  the  borough,  and  no 
objection  would  have  been  made  if  he  had  choeen 
to  attend  the  meetings  of  the  town  council. 

The  said  G.  F.  Harrington  stated  that  he  had 
been  threatened  with  proceedings  for  penalties  and 
with  an  indictment  if  he  exercised  the  rights  and 
fruichises  of  the  office  of  alderman,  ana  he  was 
apprehensive  that  he  might  be  harassed  by  pro- 
ceedings against  him  unless  he  were  restored  and 
confirmed  in  his  office  by  judicial  decision. 

3/ani0/^,Q.G.(with  him  J.O.Oriffits),  showed  cause. 
— ^The  resolution  of  amotion  having  been  rescinded, 
the  object  of  this  rule  was  obtained  before  it  was 
granted.  The  corporation  admit  that  the  amotion 
was  invalid,  and  they  can  do  no  more  than  they 
have  done.  [Blackburn,  J. — ^The  rule  was  granted 
on  the  ground  that  the  amotion  was  of  so  much 
effect  that  it  re<]uired  a  judicial  decision  to  rescind 
it]  The  council  acted  upon  sect.  2  of  5  &  6  Vict. 
c.  104,  which  provides  "  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful 
for  any  member  of  the  council  of  any  borough  to 
vote  or  take  part  in  the  discussion  of  any  matter 
before  the  council  in  which  such  member  shall  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  by  himself  or  his  partner  or 
partners,  have  any  pecuniary  interest;"  but  no 
power  is  ^ven  to  a  town  council  to  turn  a  member 
out  on  this  ground,  and  probably  the  mere  holding 
of  shares  was  not  such  a  pecuniary  interest  as  this 
section  provides  for  (5  Jb  6  Will.  4,  o.  76,  s.  28) ; 
besides,  this  is  not  an  offence  for  which  a  corporator 
may  be  disfranchised  or  a  corporate  officer  removed, 
hj  the  power  of  amotion  incident  to  every  corpora- 
tion (Rawlinson's  Municipal  Corporations  Acts,  p. 
80) ;  nor  is  it  within  sect.  52  of  5  <fe6  Will.  4,  c.  76 ;  at 
all  events,  the  resolution  was  illegal,  and  may  be 
taken  to  have  been  of  no  more  effect  than  waste 
paper.  Bcu/g's  ease  (11  Co.  Sep.  93  b.),  shows  that 
this  resolution  was  altogether  void,  for  more  reasons 
than  one.  And  Mr.  Harrington's  apprehensions 
are  unfounded,  because  it  was  held  in  Rex  v.  Heaven 

i2  T.  K.  772),  that  this  court  will  not  grant  an  in- 
ormation  in  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  against  a 
corporator  for  non-residence,  until  he  has  been  re- 
moved by  the  corporation. 

Sir  /.  B.  KarslcJce,  Q.C.  and  Philhrich,  supported 
the  rule.— In  Rex  v.  Taylor  (3  Salk.  231),  which 
was  a  mandanvus  to  restore  an  alderman,  the  cor- 
poration of  Gloucester  made  a  return,  which  was 
iMtd  in  form,  although  the  cause  of  amotion  was 
sufficient.  "But  the  return  being  ill,  for  the 
reason  before  mentioned,  a  writ  of  restitution  was 
granted,  and  the  corporation  might  proceed  de 
novo,  A  writ  of  restitution  is  what  Mr.  Harrington 
asks  for  here,  after  the  corporation  has  made  a 
return  to  the  mandamus.  If  the  resolution  of 
amotion,  although  bad,  had  any  legal  effect,  a  mere 
rescission  of  the  resolution  cannot  restore  to  an 
elective  office.  [Blackburn,  J. — What  possible 
risk  can  Mr.  Harrington  incur  by  continuing  to 
act  as  an  alderman  P]  He  says  proceedings  might 
be  taken  against  him. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  think  we  must  discharge  this 
rule.  First,  the  writ  is  discretionair,  and  we  should 
not  grant  a  rule  unless  to  remcoy  a  substantial 
wrong.  I  am,  however,  unable  to  p>erceive  any- 
thing whatever  of  wrong  to  the  prosecutor.  He 
was  improperly  sentencedto  removal  by  the  council 
but  they  have  rescinded  their  resolution  and  re- 
voked their  sentence.  The  first  proceeding  was  of 
itself  invalid ;  and,  if  not,  the  rescission  would  have 
rendered  it  of  no  effect.  Sir  J.  Karslake,  although 
invited,  showed  no  reason  for  Mr.  Harrington's 


apprehension  of  risk  by  continuing  to  act  If  a 
wnt  of  quo  warranto  were  asked  for  against  him, 
it  would  certainly  be  refused,  and  I  know  of  no 
penalties  to  which  he  could  be  liable.  Thia  mle 
must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  cor- 
poration have  done  all  they  can  do  to  coontenot 
their  mistaken  resolution. 

Arcuibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Rule  discharge 

Attorney  for  prosecutor,  C,  T,  Foster. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  DanfieSf  Campbell, 
Reevest  and  Hooper, 

Wednesday,  June  4, 1873. 

FiTZPATRICK  V.  KXLLT. 

AdtiUeration  of  food — Representation  by  stUer — 
Knowledge  of  aduUeration — ^Proqf— 35  tj*  36  VicL 
c,  74. 
Respondent  was  charged  before  a  police  magistrate, 
utuier  the  AduUeration  of  Food,  ^c.  Act  1872 
(35  <$-  36  Vict,  c.  74),  s,  2,  with  having  sold,  as 
unadtdterated,  butter  which  was  aduJUeraied,  The 
appellant,  the  inspector  of  nuisances,  had  tukedim 
respondenVs  shop  for  a  pound  of  buHer,  amd 
received  what  upon  analysis  was  found  to  be  a 
mixture  of  various  ingredients  not  injurious  to 
health  with  some  butter.  No  proof  was  given  of 
any  express  representation  by  the  setter  that  the 
article  sold  was  unaduUeratea  butter,  nor  that  the 
respondent  had  any  knowledge  of  the  aduUeration, 
and  the  magistrate  dismised  the  informaJtion : 
Held,  upon  a  case  stated,  thai  these  facts  eor^ttUiuied 
an  implied  representation,  whid^  w(u  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  statute;  that  no  proof  of  knowledge 
was  required  in  the  offence  of  seUinp  articles 
adulterated  with  ingredients  not  injurious  to 
heidth;  and  that  the  case  must  be  remiitedf  ta 
order  that  the  charge  should  be  tried  on  the 
merits. 
This  case  was  stated  by  the  police  magistrate  ol 
the  borough  of  Liverpool,  under  20  £  21  Yki. 
C.43. 

On  the  9th  Dec.  1872,  the  appellant  Henry 
Fitzpatrick  laid  information,  in  due  form  of  law, 
before  one  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
in  and  for  the  said  borough,  against  the  respon* 
dent  Greorge  Kelly,  for  that  he  the  said  Greorffe 
Kelly  did,  on  the  28th  Nov.  1872,  at  the  boron^ 
aforesaid,  sell  as  unadulterated  an  article  ol  fbod« 
to  wit,  butter,  which  was  adulterated,  oantrary  to 
an  Act  made  and  passed  in  the  last  session  of  Pariia- 
ment,  intituled,  "  An  Act  to  Amend  the  Law  for 
the  Prevention  of  Adulteration  of  Food  and  Drink, 
and  of  Drugs." 

On  the  18th  Deo.  1872,  this  information 
came  to  be  heard  before  the  said  police  magis- 
trate at  Liverpool  aforesaid,  when  ooth  parties 
appeared.  The  charge  a^;ainst  the  said  respon- 
dent arises  under  the  said  statute  35  A.  36  V  iot 
c.  74,  intituled.  An  Act  to  Amend  tiie  Law  for  the 
Prevention  of  Adulteration  of  Food  and  Drinkt 
and  of  Drugs.  The  2nd  section  of  this  statate 
enacts,  amongst  other  things,  that  ''every  person 
who  shall  sell  any  article  of  food  or  dnnk,  with 
which,  to  the  knowledge  of  such  person,  any  ingra* 
dient  or  material  injurious  to  the  health  of  persons 
eating  or  drinking  such  article,  has  been  mind, 
and  every  person  who  shall  sell  as  nnadnlteratod 
any  ardde  of  food  or  drink,  or  any  ^bnig,  whidb  is 
adulterated,  shall,  for  every  snoh  offence  on  %  aom- 
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mary  oonviction,  forfeit  and  pay  a  penalty  not  ex- 
ceeding 20Z." 

The  3rd  section  proTides  that  "  any  person  who 
shall  seU  any  article  of  food  or  drink,  or  any  drug, 
knowing  the  same  to  have  been  mixed  with  any 
other  sahstance,  with  intent  frudalently  to  increase 
its  weight  or  bnlk,  and  who  shall  not  declare  such 
admixtore  to  any  purchaser  thereof  before  deliver- 
ing the  same  ana  no  other,  shall  be  deem^  to 
have  sold  an  adulterated  article  of  food  or  drink, 
or  drug,  as  the  case  may  be,  under  this  Act." 

The  4pth  section  incorporates  the  Pharmacy  Act 
1868  (31  &  32  Vict  c.  121),  and  the  stat.  23  <fe  24 
Vict  a  84.  The  6th  section  of  the  35  <fe  36  Yict. 
c.  74,  authorises  the  inspector  of  nuisances  to 
procure  and  submit  samples  of  articles  of  food  oir 
drink,  or  drugs,  suspected  to  be  adulterated,  to 
be  analysed  bj^  the  analyst  appointed  under  the 
Act,  and  requires  the  inspector,  on  receipt  of  a 
certificate  from  such  analyst,  stating  that  the 
articles  of  food,  drink,  or  cbrugs,  are  adulterated, 
to  cause  a  complaint  oi  an  offence  against  the  Act 
to  be  made. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  information,  it  was 
proved  that  Greor^  Ison  Bobinson,  an  inspector  of 
nuisances,  authorised  in  that  behalf,  went  to  the 
shop  of  the  said  respondent,  who  is  a  provision 
and  butter  dealer,  and  said  to  an  assislant  in  the 
shop,  "  A  pound  of  butter  at  7d,"  The  assistant 
then  handed  to  the  inspector  a  pound  of  butter  in 


The  respondent  was  present  at  the  time,  and  it 
as  proved  that  the  inspector,  after  he  had  received 
and  paid  for  the  butter,  save  him  notice  of  his  (the 
inspector's)  intention  to  have  the  article  analysed, 
ana  that  a  reasonable  opportunity  was  afforded  to 
the  respondent  to  accompany  the  inspector  to  the 
analyst,  as  required  by  the  3rd  section  of  the 
statute  23  &  24  Vict.  o.  84.  It  was  proved  to  the 
magistrate's  satisfaction,  as  required  by  the  8th 
section  of  35  &  36  Yict.  c.  74,  that  the  article  was 
deUvered  to  the  analyst  in  the  same  concUtion,  as 
r^gHrded  its  purity  or  impuriby,  as  it  was  when 
received  from  the  seller,  and  that  a  sample  of  the 
butter  was  taken  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of  the 
•na^t  by  the  inspector,  as  requirwi  by  the  10th 
■action  ol  the  last-named  Act. 

It  was  proved  that  the  analyst  delivered  to  the 
appeHant  a  certificate,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy:— 

*<  Liverpool,  Deo.  7, 1872. 
8Hm>k  No.  56.— Batter. 
Marked  Inapeotor  of  NoieanoeB,  No.  56. 
Besult  of  aluJyBiB :— This  oontaine  a  quanity  of  etearin 
and  palmatin.  it  is  therefore  largely  adulterated  by  the 
adauztiires  off  fate  oontainixiff  theee  BnbBtanoes  (the  most 
enrnmow  of  theee  are  lard,  tidlow,  ^PPiofiTf  pt^hn  oil,  and 
the  fat  from  oertain  seeds).     This  adtUteration  ia  not 
asosMarily  injnrioiia  to  health. 

(Signed)       J.  CAKPBSiiL  Brown,  D.  So. 

PabHo  Analyst." 

It  was  proved  that  the  sample  of  butter  referred 
to  in  the  certificate  was  a  portion  of  the  butter 
poxchased  by  the  inspector  at  the  respondent's 
shop.  The  snalyst  was  called  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant,  and  gave  evidence  that  in  his  opinion 
the  batter  was  adulterated  in  the  manner  set  out 
in  the  certificate. 

The  counsel  for  the  respondent,  before  entering 
opon  the  case  on  its  merits,  contended  that  in 
oraer  to  convict  the  respondent,  it  was  necessary 
to  pro¥e  that  it  had  been  represented  at  the  time 
of  the  aala  that  the  batter  was  unadulterated;  and 


that  it  was  also  necessary,  under  the  3rd  section, 
that  it  should  be  proved  that  the  butter  was  sold 
hj  some  person  knowing  the  same  to  have  been 
mixed  with  some  other  substance,  with  intent 
fraudulently  to  increase  its  weight  or  bulk.  No 
evidence  on  this  point  was  tendered.  The  appel- 
lant's attorney  contended  that  it  was  sufficient  to 
prove  that  the  inspector  asked  for  butter,  that  an 
article  was  handea  to  him,  for  which  he  paid  the 
price  named,  and  that  the  article  was  mixed  with 
some  foreign  substance,  i.e.,  adulterated  in  the 
ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  in  order  to  throw  upon 
the  respondent,  he  being  a  dealer  in  the  article,  the 
burden  of  proving  that  he  did  not  sell  the  article 
"  as  unaduiterat^ ;"  and  that  "  he  did  not  know 
the  same  to  have  been  mixed  with  any  other  sub- 
stance, with  intent  fraudulently  to  increase  its 
weight  or  bulk." 

The  police  magistrate  was  of  opinion  that  in  law 
it  was  necessarv  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  to 
prove  that  the  butter  when  sold  was  represented  as 
unadulterated,  and  that  it  was  also  necessarv  for 
the  appellant  to  prove  that  the  respondent  knew 
that  the  butter  had  been  mixed  with  some  other 
substance,  with  intent  fraudulently  to  increase  its 
weight  or  bulk.  He  therefore,  without  calling 
upon  the  respondent  for  his  defence,  dismissed  the 
summons. 

Whereupon  the  said  appellant  did,  pursuant  to 
the  first-mentioned  statute,  within  three  days 
after  the  said  determination,  that  is  to  say,  on  the 
19th  Dec.  1872,  duly  apply  in  writing  to  the  i^d 
police  magistrate,  to  state  and  sign  a  case,  setting 
forth  the  facts  and  the  grounds  of  his  determina- 
tion, for  the  opinion  thereon  of  this  court :  and  he 
having  duly  entered  into  a  recognizance  to  prose- 
cute such  appeal  without  delay,  and  to  submit  to 
the  judgment  of  this  court,  and  to  pay  such  costs 
as  may  be  awarded,  as  required  by  the  said  statute 
in  that  behalf,  the  magistrate,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  statute,  stated  and  signed  this  case  accord- 
l  ingly. 

And  it  appeared  to  him,  and  he  further  submitted 
to  this  comt,  that  the  questions  of  law  arising  in 
this  case  Were : — First,  whether  it  was  neoessaiy 
for  the  appellant  to  prove  that  when  the  butter 
was  bought  it  was  represented  to  be  sold  as  una- 
dulterated ;  secondly,  whether  it  was  necessary  for 
the  appellant  to  prove  that  the  respondent  knew 
that  the  butter  had  been  mixed  with  some  other 
substance,  with  intent  fraudulently  to  increase  its 
weight  or  bulk ;  and  he  further  submitted,  that  if 
the  opinion  of  the  court  were  in  the  affirmative 
upon  either  of  the  said  questions,  the  said  dis- 
missal should  stand  affirmed ;  if  otherwise,  that 
the  case  should  be  remitted  to  h^m  to  be  reheard. 

MUward  Q.C.  (with  him  Bigham),  arscued  for 
the  appellant,  the  prosecutor.  The  object 
of  this  Act  is  to  be  found  from  the  preamble, 
and  from  a  comparison  with  the  previous  Act, 
23  &  24  Vict.  c.  84,  which  it  repealed.  The 
first  section  of  the  last  Act  is  new  and  relates  to 
the  actual  mixture  of  adulterated  articles.  The 
second  repeats  verbatim  the  first  section  of  the 
Act  of  1860,  with  the  exception  of  omitting  the  woixi 
pure  which  in  the  old  act  is  coupled  with  adul- 
terated, and  also  with  the  exception  of  increasing 
the  limit  of  the  penaltv  from  52.  Ho  20L  The  third 
section  of  the  Act  of  last  year  creates  an  entirely 
new  ofience,  and  certainly  does  not  limit  the 
seller's  liability  in  face  of  the  expressed  object  of 
the  Act,  which  is  the  protoctojcni  ^  \2ii!b  Si^^scva^ 
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buyer,  and  not  the  assistance  of  the  dishonest 
tradesman.  Here  the  bnyer  asked  for  batter;  and 
the  seller,  by  handing  him  an  article  in  answer, 
impliedly  represented  that  what  he  sold  was  un- 
adulterated butter.  No  person  is  likely  to  ask 
for  unadulterated  butter ;  therefore,  if  this  is  not 
sufficient  to  constitute  the  offence,  the  section,  so 
far  as  it  relates  to  adulteration  with  non-injurious 
ingredients,  is  a  dead  letter.  As  to  the  second 
pomt,  no  proof  of  knowledge  is  required  by  the 
Act,  and  sect.  6  is  strong  confirmation  that  no 
such  knowledge  is  necessary  for  a  conviction. 
That  section  giyes  inspectors  and  analysts  power 
to  test  samples  of  the  articles  sold  by  tradesmen, 
and  to  prosecute  sellers  and  adulterators.  Not 
one  wora  is  there  said  of  guilty  knowledge,  and 
the  proof  of  it  required  for  the  offence  created  by 
sect.  3  implies  that  no  such  proof  need  be  given 
when  not  expressly  made  part  of  an  offence. 

Begar  (with  him  Russell,  Q.C.)  for  respondent. — 
The  words  of  the  second  section,  **  who  shall  sell 
as  unadulterated  "  show  that  a  representation  is  an 
ingredient  of  the  second  offence  mentioned.  The 
first  offence  is  complete  even  if  the  seller  gives 
notice  of  the  injurious  mixture  he  sells,  but  the 
second  requires  a  warranty  of  the  absence  of  adul- 
teration. Although  the  Act  professes  to  make  the 
law  more  severe  than  before  against  adulterators 
and  fraudulent  sellers,  and  for  that  purpose  in- 
creases the  penalties ;  yet,  throii  shout,  it  protects 
innocent  tradesmen  more  carefmly  than  the  pre- 
vious law.  The  3rd  section  defines  every  offence 
under  the  Act,  and  requires  for  a  conviction  proof 
of  knowledge  and  fraud;  this  section  must  be 
read  with  the  first  and  second  in  deciding  upon 
what  constitutes  an  offence.  Sect.  6  uses  the 
words  "adulterate,"  which  also  must  be  inter- 
preted by  sect.  3. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  think  in  this  case  that  on  both 
points  the  magistrate  has  gone  wrong  and  made  a 
mistake.  It  appears  that  the  inspector  asked  for 
a  pound  of  butter  at  the  respondent's  shop,  and  in 
the  respondent's  presence  he  was  given  what  has 
been  found  to  have  been  adulterated.  The  magis- 
trate, however,  stopped  the  case  against  the  respon- 
dent on  two  grounds  :  he  was  of  opinion  that  the 
case  was  not  within  the  Act,  unless  it  was  shown 
that  the  person  selling  the  adulterated  article 
stated  to  the  purchaser  that  it  was  unadulterated ; 
and  he  was  further  of  opinion  that  proof  of  the 
respondent's  knowledge  of  the  adulteration  was  a 
necessary  part  of  the  appellant's  case  in  order  to 
obtain  a  conviction.  The  Act  of  1872,  the  object 
of  which  is  to  prevent  adulteration,  recites  that  the 
health  and  lives  of  Her  Majesty's  subjects  reauire 
adulteration  to  be  repressed  by  more  effectual  laws 
than  those  which  are  now  in  force  for  that  purpose. 
By  the  first  section  a  penalty  is  imposed  upon  per- 
sons wilfully  admixing  with  food,  drink,  or  drug, 
any  injurious  or  poisonous  ingredient  or  material 
to  adulterate  the  san^e  for  sale ;  the  penalty  not  to 
exceed  50i.  The  second  section  goes  on  to  impose 
a  penalty  not  exceeding  20Z.  upon  a  person  doing 
either  of  two  things;  the  first  is,  if  he  sell  any 
article  with  which  to  his  knowledge  has  been  mixed 
an  ingredient  or  material  injurious  to  health ;  the 
second  is,  if  he  sell  as  unadulterated  any  article 
which  is  adulterated.  Here  the  knowledge  of  the 
seller  is  not  expressly  required,  and  the  adultera- 
tion is  sufficieijt  if  by  the  mixture  of  ingredients 
not  injurious  to  health.  The  first  is  an  offence, 
even  if  the  seller  avows  that  the  articles  he  sells 


are  mixed  with  ii\jurious  ingredients;  but  the 
second  reauires  that  he  should  either  expressly 
or  by  implication  lead  buyers  to  suppose  Uiat 
the  articles  he  sells  are  unadulteratecL  I  think 
that  the  Legislature,  by  making  it  pert 
of  this  offence  that  a  person  must  sdl 
as  unadulterated  the  article  adulterated,  has  left 
tradesmen  safe,  so  far  as  this  Act  goes,  in  seUing 
adulterated  articles  if  they  describe  them  as 
mixed  or  adulterated,  and  provided  that  thej  are 
not  mixed  with  ingredients  injurious  to  health. 
But  I  do  not  thii&  that  before  conyiction  proof 
should  be  required  of  any  statement  or  represen- 
tation by  the  seller  that  the  article  sold  is  nnadnl- 
terated ;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  article  be  sold  for 
what  it  is  called  without  explanation  by  the  seller, 
who  would  then  sell  the  article  as  unadulterated. 
Persons  who  buy  have  a  right  to  obtain  the  article 
they  ask  for,  and  if  they  obtain  an  adulterated 
article  without  explanation,  the  tradesman  may  be 
said  to  sell  the  article  as  unadulterated.  Nor 
do  I  think  that  any  proof  of  a  tradesman's 
knowledge  of  the  adulteration  of  articles  he  sella 
is  necessary  for  a  conviction ;  it  is  not  required  in 
the  Act,  and  no  hardship  is  imposed  by  makins  a 
tradesman  take  the  trouble  to  analyse  samplea 
of  the  goods  he  sells.  The  third  section  is  so 
drawn  as  to  be  very  difficult  to  understand,  but  I 
think  it  was  clearly  not  intended  to  relax  the  law 
in  behalf  of  the  seller:  it  relates  to  the  mixture 
of  articles  not  adulterated,  and  makes  it  an  offence 
if  done  with  a  fraudulent  intent,  and  sold  know- 
ingly without  a  declaration  of  the  mixture.  A 
person  doing  so  shall  be  deemed  to  have  sold  an 
adulterated  article  under  the  Act;  this  ia  a 
clumsy  way  of  expressing  what  I  think  is  intended 
to  be  a  diffei'ent  offence  from  those  mentioned  in 
the  previous  sections.  I  think  it  does  not  apply 
to  nor  in  any  way  qualify  the  preceding  offences ; 
and  it  is  so  far  from  being  in  favour  of  the  seller 
that  it  increases  and  extends  his  liability  by  the 
creation  of  a  further  and  different  offence.  I 
think  the  magistrate  has  gone  completely  wrong, 
and  the  case  must  be  remitted  to  be  tried  upon 
its  merits  by  our  interpretation  of  the  Act. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
that  when  a  man  asks  for  butter,  and  is  sold  an 
article  which  seems  to  be  butter,  the  representa- 
tion by  the  seller  is  that  the  article  sold  ia  un- 
adulterated butter.  It  is  further  contended  that 
sect.  3  must  be  taken  to  be  the  definition  to  be 
applied  to  every  offence  under  sect.  2,  but  I  do 
not  think  this  can  be  so,  and  in  my  opinion  the 
magistrate  is  wrong  on  both  his  points. 

Abchibald,  J. — I  agree  on  lx>th  points.  The 
construction  contended  for  by  the  respondent 
would  materially  lessen  the  usefulness  of  tne  Act; 
and  it  would  be  impossible  to  hold  consistently 
with  the  rest  of  the  Act  either  that  the  representa- 
tion as  unadulterated  should  be  express  on  the 
seller's  part,  or  that  his  knowledge  of  the  adultera- 
tion should  be  proved  before  a  conviction  could 
take  place.  No  doubt  here  in  this  case  was  an 
implied  representation  that  the  butter  sold  was 
unadulterated;  and  that  I  think  was  quite  suf- 
ficient. An  offence  under  the  first  part  of  the 
section  would  be  complete  even  if  the  tradesman 
give  notice  to  the  buyer  that  injuriouB  ingredients 
are  mixed  with  the  article  sold ;  he  wouldbe liable 
whether  he  represented  them  truly  or  not.  I 
agree  that  this  is  not  the  case  under  the  aeoond 
clause  of  the  section ;  a  seller  is  safe  if  he  dedwet 
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his  goods  to  be  mixed  vrith  other  ingredients  and 
those  ingredients  are  not  injnrioas  to  health.  This 
oonstraction  is  oonfirmed  by  sect.  6  of  the  Act. 
I  think  the  suggestion  that  sect.  3  was  meant  to 
cat  down  the  mw  as  it  bore  against  the  seller  is 
nntenable;  it  was  meant  to  include  the  further 
offence  of  fraudulently  mixing  unadulterated  arti- 
cles amongst  the  offences  previously  provided  for.| 
Judament  for  appellant.  Case  remitted.  Costs 
of  this  court  to  abide  the  event. 

Attorneys  for  appellant,  F,  Venn  and  Son,  for 
/.  Bayner,  Town  Clerk,  Liverpool. 

Attorneys  for  respondent,  Vizard,  Crowder,  and 
Co.f  for  Yates  and  Martin,  Liverpool. 


COXJBT   OF    COMMON    PLEAS. 

B«pOTt«d  bj  H.  F.  PooLKT  and  Johv  Rosb,  Esqn., 

Barritten-at-Law. 


Friday,  April  25, 1873. 

GoURLEY  V.  PlIMSOLL. 

■ 

LiM  —  General  plea  of  justification  —  Criminal 

charges. 
Am  a  general  rule  in  CLctions  for  defanuUion  the  or* 
dinary  plea  that  the  matters  complained  of  by  the 
declaration  are  true  in  substance  and  in  fact  is 
sufficient  and  will  be  allowed. 
Therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  charged  as  a  libel  and 
set  out  in  his  long  declaration  passages  from  a 
hook  wriUen  by  the  defendant  imputing  to  the 
former,  that  he,  being  a  shipowner,  sent  vessels  to 
eea  overloaded  and  unseaworthy,  and  over  instired, 
wiih  a  wilful  and  reckless  disregard  of  the  lives 
on  board,  and  with  the  object  of  losing  tlie  ships, 
and  a  general  plea  of  justification  was  pleaded, 
ike  court  allowed  the  -plea,  on  the  ground  thai 
partievlars  thereof  might  be  obtained,  and  thai 
such  a  plea  with  particulars  is  in  practice  pre* 
ferable  to  a  special  plea. 
MjOTioN  for  a  rule   calling  upon  the  defendant 
to  show  cause  why  an  order  of  Cleasby,  B.  should 
not  be  Tsried  in  so  far  as  it  permitted  the  defen- 
dant to  plead  two  pleas  to  the  following  declara- 
tion:    For    that    before    &c.,  the    plaintiff  was 
Ifonber  of  Parliament  for  the  borough  of  Sunder- 
land, in  the  county  of  Durham,  and  was  also  en- 
gaged TeiT  extensively  in  the  business  of  a  ship- 
oimer  and  merchant,  and  as  such  was  possessed 
of  man^  ^^  which  traded  between  the  ports  of 
the  Umted  Kingdom  and  also  between  those  ports 
and  divers  ports  and  places  in  foreign  countries, 
and  as  weu  in  the  coal  trade  as  in  other  and 
general  merchant  trades  and  mercantile  marine  busi- 
neaa,  and  the  defendant  was  Member  of  Parliament 
for  the  borough  of  Derbv,  in  the  county  of  Derbv, 
and  thereupon  the  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously 
printed  ana  published  and  caused  and  procured  to 
he  printed,  published,  and  circulated  of  and  con- 
cerning the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in 
rdadon   to  hiH   aforesaid  business,  in  a  certain 
printed  book,  entitled  "  Our  Seamen ;  an  Appeal, 
by  Samuel  PUmsoll,  M.P.,"  the  false,  scandalous, 
malicious,  and  deftunatory  words  and  mactors  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say : — 

rThe  alleged  defamatory  matter  was  then  set  out, 
ana  the  innuendoes  followed  thus  . — ] 

The  defendant  thereby  meaning  that  the  plain- 
tiff as  a  i^powner  neeaed  the  restraint  ana  pro- 
hibiticm  of  the  law,  and  without  being  made  sub- 
ject to  the  penalties  of  the  law  would  have  no 
liaaiUtiop  in  espoaing  otheigi  to  the  risk  of  losing 


their  lives  if  by  so  doing  he  would  augment  his 
own  profits,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  greedy 
and  unscrupulous  man,  and  would  not  scruple  to 
ship  too  large  a  load  in  a  vessel  for  the  same  to 
carry  with  safety  to  the  ship  and  crew  if  thereby 
he  could  enhance  his  own  profits  and  habitually 
and  wantonly  ran  the  risk  of  causing  the  loss  of 
bis  said  ships  and  the  deaths  of  the  crews  of  the 
same,  for  the  purpose  that  in  so  doine  he  could 
augment  his  profits  on  such  ships,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  one  of  the  shipowners  who,  by  such 
overloading,  wantonly  and  needlessly  imperilled 
ships  and  men's  lives,  and  caused  nearly  all  the 
losses  of  ships  and  lives  on  the  English  coast,  and 
that  by  over  insurance  the  plaintiff  habitually 
made  himself  secure  from  loss  in  such  a  course  of 
conduct.  And,  further,  that  the  plaintiff  by  such 
practices,  had  acquired  an  evil  reputation  in  his 
said  business,  and  •  was  ffonerally  known  as  one 
who  habitually  overloadea  his  ships,  and  that  he 
was  also  of  evil  reputation  for  terribly  freG|uent 
and  disastrous  losses  of  ships  and  lives,  occasioned 
by  his  aforesaid  practices  or  his  cynical  disregard 
of  human  life  in  order  to  increase  his  pecuniary 
gains,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plain- 
tiff's name  in  the  said  business  had  become  so 
black  with  infamy  that  the  insurance  brokers  in 
London  dared  not  offer  risks  for  insurance  unless 
they  warranted  that  the  cargoes  were  not  to  be 
carried  in  (amongst  others)  the  plaintiff's  ships, 
and  that  plaintiff,  though  he  held  his  head  very 
high,  was  in  the  trade,  and  amon^  those  who  knew 
his  business  affairs  and  reputation,  and  his  afore- 
said practices,  of  evil  character  and  repute,  and 
,was  in  truth  guilty  of  practices  which  justly  ren- 
dered him  infamous.  Whereby  the  plaintiff  was 
greatly  injured  in  his  name,  character,  and  repu- 
tation, and  in  his  said  business,  and  was  held  up 
and  exposed  to  public  ignominy  and  disgrace,  and 
was  otherwise  greatly  damnified. 

Second  count  alleged  the  writing,  composing, 
and  publishing  of  the  aforesaid  defamatory  words 
by  the  plaintiff  of  the  defendant,  and  of  him  in  re- 
lation to  his  business,  with  the  innuendoes  as  in 
first  count. 

Third  count,  repeating  all  the  prefatoir  aver- 
ments in  the  first  count,  alleged  that  de^ndant 
falselv  and  maliciously  printed  and  published  and 
circulated  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and 
concerning  him  in  relation  to  his  said  business  in 
the  said  book,  the  false,  scandalous,  and  malicious 
and  defamatory   words    and  matters   following. 


VIZ. : — 


[Here  follov^  the  alleged  defamatory  matter.] 
The  defendant  thereby  meaning  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  uo.orious  as  a  shipowner  for  the  practice 
of  overloading  his  ships  and  for  a  systematic 
and  reckless  disregard  of  the  lives  of  the  crews  of 
his  said  ships,  and  that  by  such  overloading  he  had 
recklessly  and  wickedly  sacrificed  at  least  106  lives 
out  of  the  crews  of  his  said  ships,  and  more  the 
particulars  of  which  were  not  known,  and  that  it 
was  awful  to  contemplate  the  loss  of  human  life 
from  the  operations  of  the  plaintiff  alone  in  his 
said  business,  and  that  the  plaintiff  on  being 
threatened  with  exposure  in  the  House  of  Commons 
turned  craven  and  coward  and  was  conscience 
struck  at  his  own  guilt,  whereby  the  plaintiff  suf- 
fered such  damage  as  in  the  said  first  count  is 
alleged. 

i^urth  count  alleged  the  composln^^  ytT\^\s^%^ 
and  pabliahing  oi  the  «&xne. 
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Fifth.  And  also  repeating  all  the  prefatory 
averments  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  that  the 
defendant  falsely  and  maliciously  printed  and  pub- 
lished and  circulated  in  the  aforesaid  book  of  and 
concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  conceminff  his 
relation  to  his  said  business  the  false,  scandsuous, 
malicious,  and  defamatory  words  and  matters 
following,  that  is  to  sav : — 

[Setting  out  other  defamatory  matter.] 

The  defendant  thereby  meaning  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  one  of  a  small  minority  of  bad  men,  who 
were,  and  that  the  plaintiff  in  fact  personally  was, 
guilty  of  evil  practices  in  his  said  business,  and  of 
recklesslv  overloading  his  said  ships  for  his  pri- 
vate profit,  and  thereby  of  wrongfully,  heartlessly, 
and  wickedly  endangering  the  lives  of  "  the  crews 
of  the  said  ships,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  one 
of  throe  out  of  the  said  minority  of  bad  men  who 
had  obtained  a  seat  in  Parliament,  and  that  he  was 
a  man  of  evil  character  and  repute,  and  properly 
classed  with  one  John  Sadleir,  deceased,  who 
having  been  a  Member  of  Parliament  was  yet 
notorious  as  a  forger  and  swindler,  and  with  one 
William  Roupell,  who  having  also  been  a  Member 
of  Parliament  was  yet  notorious  for  forgery,  per- 
jury, and  fraud,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  one  of 
the  two  or  three  called  in  the  north,  "  the  {greatest 
sinners  in  the  trade,"  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  in 
&ct  one  of  the  g^reatest  sinners  in  his  said  business, 
and  that  he  recklessly,  wilfully,  and  purposely  over- 
loaded his  said  ships,  after  having  caused  tnem  to 
be  over  insured,  thereby  wrongfully  and  wickedly 
endangering  the  lives  of  the  crews  of  his  said  ships 
in  order  that  he  the  plaintiff  might  augment  his 
gains  and  reap  a  profit  fVom  fraudulent  over  in- 
surance, being  utterly  callous  as  to  the  loss  of 
human  life,  and  that  there  was  by  the  plaintiff's 
procurement  a  systematic  overloading  of  his 
said  ships,  so  that  whether  they  came  safe  to  land 
or  were  lost  he  might  receive  in  the  one  case  more 
than  the  full  and  fair  profit  of  a  voyage,  or  in  the 
other,  more  than  the  mil  value  of  the  said  ships 
from  the  underwriters,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
notorious  for  habitual  and  excessive  overloading 
his  said  ships  to  an  extent  endangering  their 
safety  and  tnat  of  their  crews,  and  also  for  his 
reckless  disregard  of  the  lives  of  the  crews  of  the 
same,  and  that  by  such  overloading  and  disregard 
the  plaintiff  had  caused  the  loss  of  seven  of  his 
said  ships,  and  had  caused  the  deaths  by  drown- 
ing of  over  one  hundred  men  of  the  crews  of  the 
said  ships  in  less  than  two  years,  and  that  by 
reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  was  one  of 
the  men  in  whose  ships  the  insurance  brokers  at 
Lloyd's  had  to  warrant  the  underwriters  that  the 
cargoes  they  offered  for  insurance  should  not  be 
shipped  in  the  plaintiffs'  vessels  before  they  would 
unaerwrite  the  policies,  whereby  the  plaintiff  suf- 
fered such  damage  as  in  the  said  first  court  is 
alleged. 

Sixth  count,  alleged  the  composing,  writing, 
and  publishing  of  the  same  with  the  innuendoes. 

Pleas: — First,  not  guilty;  secondly,  "that  the 
said  several  words  and  matters  concerning  the 
plaintiff  whether  charged  las  the  words  ot  the 
defendant,  or  as  the  words  of  another  per- 
son or  other  persons  respectively,  are  true  in 
substance  and  in  fact;"  thirdly,  the  defen- 
dant, as  to  so  much  of  the  declaration  as  re- 
lates to  the  printing  and  publishing,  and  caus- 
ing and  procuring  to  be  printed  and  published, 
and   to   the  writing,    composing,    and   publish- 


ing by  the  defendant  of  the  said  alleged  words 
and  matters  respectively  without  the  alleged  re- 
spective  meanings,  says  tnat  the  said  several  wordf 
and  matters  concerning  the  plaintiff,  whether 
charged  as  the  words  of  the  defendant  or  as  the 
wor&  of  another  person  or  other  persons  re- 
spectively, are  true  in  substance  and  in  &ct. 

PhUbnck  in  support  of  his  motion.  —  These 
pleas  in  this  general  form  ought  not  to  have 
been  allowed.  [Bovill,  C.J. — ^It  is  the  common 
form  at  the  present  day].  The  older  authoritieB 
uniformly  show  that  the  plea  of  justification  in 
such  a  case  must  contain  specino  allegatioiiB. 
[BoviLL,  G.J. — ^And  so  specific  as  not  to  be  open  to 
special  demurrer].  Nowadays  there  are  cases 
where  a  general  plea  is  allowed  with  ^rticulant 
yet  never  where  the  libel  imputes  a  criminal  charge. 
In  Behrens  v.  AUen  (8  Jur.  N.S.  118)  Willes  J. 
said  (p.  121)  **r  Anson  v.  Stuart  makes  it  dear  that 
before  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1852,  a 
general  plea  of  justification  in  these  circumstan- 
ces was  not  allowed,  with  the  exception,  possibly, 
of  a  case  of  a  specific  charge  in  the  deciaratioD, 
and  a  plea  alleging  the  charge  to  be  true." 
And  in  the  notes  to  F Anson  v.  Sluari  (1  Sm. 
L.  C.  6th  edit.,  p.  67),  it  is  stated  that  "A 
plea  of  justification,  therefore,  to  declaration 
m  slander  or  libel  must  contain  a  specifio 
charge  set  forth  with  certainty  and  partaoa* 
larity.  .  .  .  Since  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  1852,  a  practice  has  prevailed  of  pleading 
in  general  terms  that  the  matters  in  the  dedszsr 
tion  complained  of  are  true  in  substance  and  in 
fact.  .  .  This  mode  of  pleading  is  clearly  insuf- 
ficient where  the  libel  or  slander  complained  of 
does  not  consist  of  a  distinct  statement  that  par- 
ticular facts  have  occurred,  which  statement  may 
be  deemed  to  be  incorporated  in  the  plea  whics 
asserts  in  general  terms  the  truth  of  the  libeL" 
During  the  argument  in  Behrens  v.  AUen  (sup.) 
Willes  J.  said,  "  F Anson  v.  StuoH  (1  T.  R.  750) 
adverts  to  the  distinction  between  the  case  where 
the  plea  states  in  justification  an  indictable  mat- 
ter and  where  it  states  what  is  not  of  that  charao* 
ter.  In  the  latter  case  I  have  always  at  chamben 
allowed  the  plea,  the  defendant  furnishing  psr* 
ticoku^."  [Denman  J. — "In  Behrens  y.  AOm 
(8  Jur.  N.S.  118),  where  a  declaration  in  libel  oam- 
plained  of  charges,  made  by  the  defendant  agaimt 
the  plaintifi^s  honesty,  which  were  mostly  oft 
specific  nature,  the  court  allowed  a  general  plea  d 
justification  the  defendant  giving  particulars  cl 
the  charges  intended  to  be  justified;  and  thil 
course  has  been  conveniently  pursued  in  manj 
(See  note  to  F Anson  v.  Sttutrlt  Mip.) 


cases. 


BoviLL,  C.J. — Ever  since  I  have  been  on  the  Benob 
I  do  not  remember  any  instance  where  a  plea  of 
justification  has  not  been  merely  "  true  in  sob* 
stance  and  fact,"  whether  the  charge  in  the  debls^ 
ation  was  specific  or  not.  The  only  effect  of  le- 
quiring  the  defendant  to  plead  specially  is  that  he 
raises  an  argument  and  discussion  not  on  the  real 
facts  of  the  case,  but  on  the  facts  which  some  in- 
genious pleader  may  put  on  the  record,  and  I  find 
that  a  general  plea,  with  particulars,  leads  to  no 
inconvenience].  In  Jones  v.  Bewick  (L.  B^  ^ 
C.  P.  32)  the  defendant,  in  an  action  for  libel 
pleaded  that  the  defamatory  matter  in  the  dedir 
ration  complained  of,  was  and  is,  true  in  sab- 
stance  and  in  fact.  The  court  ordered  hun  to  give 
particulars  of  the  facts  and  matters  he  reUeaos 
to  justify  the  libel,  or  in  de&ult  ^lat  the  plea  shooUi 
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be  struck  out.  [Bovill,G.J. — ^That  case  will  illustrate 
theoonyenience  of  the  modem  system  of  particalars 
as  oompored  with  a  special  plea ;  the  defendant  had 
written  of  the  plainti£f  as  **  Old  Peijury  Jones/' 
And  the  conseqnenoe  was,  that  he  might  have 
proved  perjur]^  committed  in  any  one  year  daring 
the  whole  lifetime  of  the  plaintiff.     So,  we  ordered 
perticulars,  as  the  charge  was  too  general,  and  then 
when  they  were  given  what  was  the  use  of  a 
speoialpleaP    Gbove  J. — What  distinction  do  you 
inake  between  the  charge  of  an  indictable  offence 
and  any  other  defamation  P]    When  a  charge  of 
an  indictable  offence  is  complained  of  in  the  decla- 
mtion  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  have  the  full 
statement  of  the  matters  on  the  record,  so  that  it 
remains  for  a  testimony  of  his  character  having 
been  cleaned.  [Bovill,  0. J. — The  same  effect  would 
follow  from  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  plea 
of  Not  Guilty  only.    The  object  here  is  to  hamp>er 
the  defendant  in  pleading   to   your  innuendoes, 
whereas  if  the  facts  were  in  particulars  only  the 
whole  matter  would  go  to  the  jury.     Grove,  J. 
— A  constant  cause  of  new  trials  in  such  cKstions 
used  to  be  that  some  triflins  alle^tion  in  a  special 
plea  was  not  justified,  and  an  immense  exp>ense 
and  inconvenience  followed].    The  statements  in 
particulars  are  made  with  much  more  looseness 
than  in  a  special  plea  in  which  nothing  more  is 
put  than  the  defendant  ma^r  be  able  to  prove. 
in  Jones  v.  Bewicke(8up,)  Keating,  J.  said,  "I  doubt 
whether  such  a  plea  should  be  allowed  at  all." 
Here  the  charge  is  of  a  most  serious  kind.  [Bovill, 
OJ, — In  the  recent  case  of  Odger  v.  WcUerlow 
(unreported)  the  charge  amounted  to  one  of  trea- 
son].   And  here  in  enect  to  murder,  viz.,  that  the 
plamtiff  sent  skips  to  sea  with  the  avowed  object  of 
■inking  them,    la  Bullen  and  Leake's  Precedents 
of  Pleading  a  note  to  the  form  of  plea  of  justifica- 
tion says  (p.  618),  '*  When  the  charges  contained 
in  the  libel  or  uander,  instead  of  being  specific 
are  general,  and  particularly  when  they  impute 
indictable  matter,  a  general  form  of  plea  ought 
not  to  be  used.    It  is  contrary  to  the  essential 
objects  of  pleading,  namely,  that  the  other  side 
■faioald  be  informea  of  what  facts  are  to  be  heard, 
and  that  the  court  should  be  able  to  judge  whether 
the  faots  relied  on  are,  if  true,  sufficient  in  law. 
The  former  object  may  no  doubt  be  attained  by  the 
delivery  of  particulars,  but  there  is  no  sufficient 
reason  why  the  proper  office  of  pleading  should  be 
■opmeded  by  this  more  complicated  and  expensive 
SQDstitnte.     In  practice,  too,  it  is  a  matter  of 
flreonent  experience  that  imputations  are  sought 
to  De  justined  in  a  general  form  which  no  one 
eoold  attempt  to  jtistify  specifically ;  and  thus  the 
test  which  pleadmff  afforas,  even  to  the  pleader 
himself,  of  the  yalioity  of  a  defence,  is  lost.    The 
other  object,  that  of  enabling  the  court  to  judge  of 
the  snfficiency  in  law  of  the  justification,  is  un- 
ayoidably  sacrificed  by  a  seneral  plea,  the  plain- 
tiff is  in    effect  preclndea    from  obtaining  the 
Qpiziion  of  the  court  (and  of  a  court  of  error)  on 
ttie  question  whether  the  &cts  justify  the  imputa- 
tion, and  tlie  matter  has  to  be  left  in  the  hands  of 
the  jtuy  in  cases  most  peculiarly  open  to  feeling 
mod  pngadioe.    And,  after  all,  there  remains  no 
reoora  ci  the  distinct  determination  of  anj  par- 
tioalar  facts  which  can  be  afterwards  bindmg  on 
the  parties."  [He  referred  to  passaffes  of  the  libel 
ehaiged  in  the  declaration].     If  the  pleas  were 
iDowed  at  all  it  should  have  been  made  a  condition 
thatporfekmlara  should  be  given. 


Bovill,  O.J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  most  con- 
venient course  in  actions  for  libel,  as  a  general 
rule,  although  there  may  be  exceptions,  is  that  a 
plea  of  justincation  should  be  allowed  in  a  genersd 
lorm.  The  old  system  of  pleading  a  specicS  justi- 
fication led  to  all  kinds  of  inconveniences  and 
difficulties  according  to  my  experience.  A  defen* 
dant  who  desired  to  plead  something  which  might 
or  might  not  be  a  justification  framed  his  plea  in 
such  form  that  he  might  possibly  obtain  judg- 
ment on  the  verdict  of  the  jury  on  one  interpreta- 
tion of  the  plea  when  the  interpretation  put  on 
it  by  the  court  might  be  another,  and  so,  con* 
trary  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  defendant 
might  succeed.  On  the  other  hand,  in  many 
cases,  parties  were  disposed  to  insert  allegations 
without  foundation  to  make  the  plea  good  on  the 
face  of  it ;  that  occupied  the  court  constantly  in 
determining  a  state  of  facts  in  the  plea  other  than 
the  real  &cts  of  the  case  which  might  fall  far 
short  of  a  justification.  Although  the  object  of 
pleading  specially  was  in  order  t&t  the  plaintiff 
might  have  notice  of  what  was  intended  to  be 
charged  against  him,  it  seems  to  me  that  a 
special  plea  is  very  unlikely  to  inform  him  of 
tnat,  and  that  the  very  object  of  giving  in- 
formation to  the  plaintiff,  and  to  prevent  the 
defendant  going  into  a  general  statement,  is  ob- 
tained by  a  liberal  allowance  of  particulars,  so 
that  the  plaintiff  may  not  be  taken  by  surprise, 
and  the  trial  and  judgment  of  the  court  may  pro- 
ceed on  the  real  facts.  As  to  an  instance  given 
by  Mr.  Philbrick  of  a  plea  as  to  part,  and  not  as 
to  the  residue  of  the  declaration,  so  far  as  the 
plaintiff  is  concerned,  that  is  an  advantage  to 
him,  for  if  the  imputations  thrown  out  are  well 
founded  the  defendant  obtains  the  verdict,  if  not 
the  plaintiff  will  recover.  I  see  no  inconvenience 
in  tnis  course,  and  after  an  experience  of  some 
years  I  have  come  clearly  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  most  satisfi^^tory  course  is  to  allow  a  general 
plea  and  order  particulars  thereof,  if  required 
afterwards,  and  particulars  of  such  kind 
that  the  parties  may  not  be  misled  on  one  side 
or  the  other.  Therefore  I  think  the  order  of  my 
broth^r  Oleasby  ought  to  be  upheld,  and  the  rule 
refused. 

Gbovs,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  can 
recollect  a  great  many  cases  in  whicn  I  have  been 
counsel  eitner  for  the  plaintiff  or  for  the  de- 
fendant, where  there  wore  special  pleas  of 
justification,  that  much  more  time  of  counsel 
was  occupied  in  ascertaining  how  much  must  be 
proved,  and  how  much  might  be  material  than  in 
actually  finding  out  the  merits  to  be  tried.  This 
gave  rise  to  ^eat  technicality  and  many  new 
trials,  and  I  think  the  modern  way  of  pleading  i  s  of 
benefit  in  elucidating  the  merits  of  the  case.  Mr. 
Philbrick  says  all  that  he  wishes  is  that  the  real 
substantial  question  should  be  tried.  Now,  it  is 
best  that  that  should  be  in  the  issue  which  goes  to 
the  real  merits  of  the  case,  and  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff  being  taken  by  surprise  particulars  may 
oe  given  which  would  affora  all  information  re- 
quired. Thus  the  whole  matter  will  be  fairly  laid 
before  the  jury. 

Denman,  J. — I  also  think  this  rule  ought  to  be 
refused.  The  defendant  is  charged  with  publish- 
ing a  book  which  contains  libellous  matters,  and 
the  pkuntiff  has  had  an  opportunity  of  selecting 
a  large  ouantitv  of  passages  which  he  sa*^  t^^<^ir^» 
libellousty  on  nim.   TVi^u  \>ca  ^d^«Gki^as&  t^^^a^"^ 
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a  general  plea  saying  the  allegations  are  trae  in 
substance  and  in  fact.    The  question  raised  is 
whether  such   general  plea    should  be    allowed 
where  the  charges  are  or  so  serious  a  character. 
Now  in  my  judgment  the  fairest  mode  of  proceed- 
ing is  to  allow  a  general  plea  in  such  cases  as  this, 
with  the  power  in  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  particu- 
lars of  the  occasion  on  which,  and  circumstances 
under  which  certain  parts  of  the  statement  were 
made  in  this  publication  of  which  the  plaintiff 
complains.    The  court  has  always  been  liooral  in 
allowing  such  particulars,  and  we  cannot  assume 
that  they  would  not  be  allowed.    Mr.  Philbrick 
relied  on   certain    expressions  of    my    brothers 
Keating  and  Smith  in  Jones  t.  BewicJce,  but  those 
observations  must  be  taken  as  applicable  to  the 
particular  case  in  which  they  were  used,  and  the 
mere  fact  that  in  Jones  v.  Bewicke,  Keating,  J. 
doubted  whether   the   plea   should  be  allowed, 
amounts  only  to  a  doubt  as  to  whether  it  should 
be  allowed  m  that  particular  case,  because  the 
practice  of  the  Court  for  a  considerable  time  has 
oeen  to  allow  such  plea,  and  to  grant  particulars. 
I  agree  with  my  Lord  that  there  may  be  cases 
in  which  such  rule  ought  not    to    be   adopted, 
although  I  do  not  think  this  is  such  a  case,  and 
herefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
refused. 

Buh  rrfusecL 
Attorneys  for  the    plaintiff,    Lawless,  Nelson, 
and  Co, 


Tuesday,  April  29, 1873. 
Marshall  (app.)  v.  Smith  (resp.) 

PuhUe  Health  and  Local  Oocemment  Acts  (11  ^  12 
Vict,  c.  63,  sect,  115 ;  21  S'  22  Vict,  c,  98,  sect,  at) 
— Building  of  partytcau  contrary  to  byS'law — 
"  CofUinmng  onence," 

The  term  "continuing  offence**  in  sect,  115  qf  the 
Public  Health  Act  1848  means  only  an  offence 
which  is  from  its  nature  susceptivle  of  cow 
tinuance. 

By  sect,  115  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848,  local 
boards  may  make  bye-laws,  may  impose  a  penalty 
not  exceedina  51,  a  day  for  each  offence  against 
them,  and  "  m  the  case  of  a  continuing  offence"  a 
furtlier  penalty  not  exceeding  forty  shiilingsa  day. 
By  sect.  34  of  the  Local  Government  Act  1858, 
such  bye-laws  may  be  made  in  reject  of  (ifUer 
alia)  "  the  structure  of  walls  of  new  buildings  for 
sectiring  stability  and  the  prevention  of  fires,** 
Tfie  local  board  of  S,  made  a  bye-law  that  party- 
walls  within  the  district  should  not  be  less  than 
nine  inches  thick ;  the  appellant  was  duly  aum- 
moned,  and  convicted  for  an  offence  against  that 
bye-law.  He  was  afterwards  again  convicted  in 
respect  of  the  sauui  wall  for  an  ofence  against 
another  bye-law,  made  in  pursuance  of  that  part 
of  sect,  lib  of  the  Public  Health  Act  lSi8wfiich 
relates  to  continuing  o fences,  and  adjudged  to  pay 
a  coniinuinq  penalty  of  5«.  a  day.  Upon  a  case 
stated  by  the  convicting  justices  under  20  j*  21 
Vict,  c,  43  : 

Held  by  Keating  and  Honyman  J  J,  thcU  the  ton^ 
victionfor  a  continuing  ofence  cofild  not  be  sus- 
tained, because  the  improper  building  of  a  wall 
was  not  a  continuing  offence  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act  or  bye-la^o. 

This  was  a  case  stated  under  20  &  21  Vict.  o.  43 

b^  two  justices  of  the  peace  acting  for  the  borough 
of  Sanderland  in  the  coanty  of  Durham. 


The  appellant  had  been  convicted  on  an  infonn^ 
tion  charging  him  "  for  that  *'  at  Bishopwear> 
mouth,  in  the  borough  of  Sunderland,  **  he  did 
build  a  certain  party-wall  at  the  west  end  of  a 
certain  house  less  than  nine  inches  thick,  as  re- 
quired by  bye-law  No.  12  of  the  said  boioogfa, 
made  under  the  Local  Government  Act  1858,  to 
wit,  4^  inches  thick,  and  for  that,  althongh  lie  had 
been  convicted  and  a  penalty  imposed  for  the  said 
offence,  vet  the  offence  still  continued  contraiy  to 
bye-law  No.  42  of  the  said  boroagh  and  contniy 
to  the  statute,**  &c. ;  and  had  been  acyadsed  to 
pay  a  continuing  penaltv  of  five  shillings  a  oay  for 
seven  days  previous  to  the  issuing  of  the  snminona. 

Bye-law  12  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

•«  Structure  of  Walls  of  New  Buildings.—lhb 
external  walls  of  any  new  building,  other  than 
out-offices,  shall  be  of  the  followmg  thickness, 
namely:  AH  party- walls  shall  be  nine  inches  at 
least  in  thickness.  Any  person  offending  against 
this  bye-law  shall  be  Uaole  to  a  penalty  not  ex* 
ceeding  forty  shillings.*' 

Bye-law  42  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

"  Continuing  Penalties, — In  case  any  offence 
under  any  of  the  foregoing  bye-laws  shall  con- 
tinue, the  person  offending  shall  be  liable  to  a 
further  penalty  of  not  exceeding  forty  shillings 
for  each  day  during  which  such  c^enoe  shall  con- 
tinue after  written  notice  of  the  offence  has  been 
given  by  the  local  board  to  the  offender." 

These  bye-laws  had  been  duly  made  and  pab- 
lished  under  sect.  115  of  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63,  and 
sect.  34  of  21  &  22.  Vict.  c.  98.(a)  Due  notice  had 
been  given  to  the  appellant  of  the  alleged  con- 
tinuing offence,  but  it  appeared  in  evidence  that 
he  was  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  the  informsr 
tion  no  longer  owner  of  the  house,  having  sold  it 
not  long  after  his  first  conviction,  whether  before 
the  issuing  of  the  summons  or  not  did  not  dis- 
tinctly appear.  The  case  stated  that  the  points 
urged  before  the  justices  for  the  appelant  were 
these : — 

That  as  the  wall  was  proved  to  be  iu  the  same 
state  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  as  it  was  more 
than  six  months  before  it,  and  as  the  appelant  had 
done  nothing  to  it  in  the  meantime,  the  ma^^tntei 
had  under  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43,  s.  11,  no  jonsdictioB 
to  adjudicate. 

That  bye-laws  12  and  42  were  invalid,  beoaoM 

(a)  The  material  part  of  these  aeotiont  is  as  fbUowar* 
11  A  12  Viot  o.  e3.  B.  115.  **  All  bye-laws  made  by  «hi 
local  board  of  health  shall  he  in  writiiig  under  their  aaiL 
And  the  said  looal  board  may  by  any  anoh  bjaJavi 
impose  npon  offenders  Against  toe  same  snoh  reaeoaaWt 
nenalties  aa  they  shall  think  fit,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of 
five  ponnds  for  each  oflfence,  and  in  the  ease  cf  a  eia* 
hnutn^  offence  a  further  penolty  not  exceeding  the  nm  of 
forty  ahminga  for  each  day  after  written  notiee  of  thi 
offence  from  the  eaid  looal  board, . . .  provided  that  no  aaak 
bye-laws  shall  be  repugnant  to  the  lawa  of  England, . .  • 
21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98,  a.  34.  Every  local  board  may  mate 
bye-law8  with  respect  to  the  following  mattere,  thai  ia  t» 
aay, . . .  with  respect  to  the  level,  width,  and  oonairaetioa 
of  new  atreeta,  and  the  proviaiona  for  the  aewera^  thaitoC ; 
with  respect  to  the  structure  of  walls  of  new  huHdirngt  for 
aecnring  atability  and  the  prevention  ctf  fires:  «i(k 
reapeot  to  the  anffideDcy  of  the  apaoe  abont  bnildmgo  to 
aeoore  a  free  circulation  of  air ; . . .  with  respect  to  ^ 
drainage  of  bnildinga,  to  waterdloeetai  pxiviaa,  a^^^ 
and  oeaapoola  in  connection  with  bnuomga,  and  W9 
may  further  provide  for  the  obaervation  off  the  aaae  V 
enacting  therein  auch  proviaiona  aa  ther  may  titSak 
neceaaary  ..."  aa  to  the  power  61  the  loeal  board  tote*  i 
move,  alter,  or  pull  down  cmht  wori;  hsgmi  er  4oim  in  eoa* 
travention  of  auoh  bye-lawa. 
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the  Local  Gk)vemineiit  Act  1858  did  not  authorise 
the  local  board  to  enforce  compliance  by  any 
penalty,  mach  less  by  a  continuing  penalty,  and 
that  if  a  penalty  coula  be  inflicted,  the  defendant 
mifl^t  be  punished  twice  for  the  same  offence ; 

That  the  local  bcMurd  had  no  power  to  make  two 
separate  bye-laws  with  separate  and  distinct 
peoialtieB  for  one  and  the  same  offence ; 

That  bye-law  42  was  inyalid  because  it  did  not 
specify  any  offence  except  by  reference  to  other 
bye  laws,  all  specifying  tneir  own  penalties; 

That  bye-law  42  was  inyalid  because  the  penalty 
imposed  thereby  was  not  restricted  in  its  applica- 
tion to  such  time  as  the  appellant  remained  owner 
of  the  property,  whereas  at  the  time  when  the 
offence  was  alleged  to  haye  been  committed  he  had 
ceased  to  be  owner ; 

That  as  the  offence  (if  any)  was  the  original 
building  of  the  said  wall,  and  as  nothing  whateyer 
had  been  done  by  the  defendant  since  that  time, 
no  continuing  offence  within  the  meaning  of  bye- 
law  42  had  been  committed ; 

That  if  any  offence  had  been  originally  com- 
mitted by  the  appellant,  it  had  been  purged  when 
he  paid  the  fine  that  was  inflicted  on  the  former 
summons. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  informant 
that  the  local  board  are  expressly  authorised  by 
s.  115  of  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63  (incorporated  in  21  & 
22  Vict.  c.  98,  by  s.  4  of  that  Act)  to  enforce  by  bye- 
laws  continuing  penalties  for  continuing  offences. 

The  justices  being  of  opinion  that  what  had 
been  done  by  the  appellant  came  within  the  mean- 
ing of  bye  law  42,  and  that  such  bye-law  was  yalid, 
aim  that  the  appellant  was  not  absolyed  from 
liability  by  haying  paid  the  fine  under  the  former 
conviction,  and  tnat  the  offence  (if  any)  was  a 
continuing  offence,  gaye  judgment  against  the 
appellant,  and  adiuc^ed  him  to  pay  a  continuing 
penalty  of  fiye  shillings  a  day  for  seyen  days 
previous  to  the  issuing  of  the  summons. 

Whereupon  the  judgment  of  this  court  was  re- 
quired as  to  whether  the  justices  were  correct  in 
point  of  law  in  such  determination. 

QvUy  for  the  appellant. — ^Although  the  offensive 
thiB^  which  the  Act  was  intended  to  prevent  may 
oontmue,  there  is  still  no  continuing  onence  on  the 
nart  of  the  appellant.  "  Structure"  in  sect.  34  of 
21  A  22  Vict.  c.  98  means  original  construction, 
not  the  keeping  constructed  any  number  of  years 
after.  The  remedy  which  ought  to  have  been 
taken  in  this  case  was  that  ^ven  by  a  subsequent 
part  of  the  section  by  which  the  board  is  em- 
powered to  make  provisions  for  remoying,  altering, 
or  pulling  down  any  work  begun  or  done  in  con- 
tmrention  of  the  bye-laws.  Taken  together,  the 
two  enactments  mean  that  bye-laws  may  be  made 
lor  regulating  building,  so  that  if  work  be  doing 
improperly,  a  preventive  penalty  may  be  inflicted, 
and  if  it  be  actually  done  improperly,  it  may  be 
polled  down.  If  it  were  not  so,  a  builder  might 
oe  liable  to  a  continuing  penalty  all  his  life,  whereas 
it  might  be  quite  out  of  his  power  to  abate  the 
oflbnoe  without  committing  a  trespass.  This  is  in 
fact  the  present  case,  the  appellant  having  sold  the 
house.  If  the  bye-law  can  hear  such  a  construction 
as  to  make  a  man  liable  for  ever  without  his  own 
fiuilt,  it  is  nnreasonable  and  bad. 

Oromaton  for  the  respondent. — By  sect.  4  of  21 
A  22  VWt.  e.  98,  that  Act,  and  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63 
are  to  be  read  together,  and  the  words  "  continuing 
000006**  must  be  read  with  express  reference  to 

KAfl.  Oat.— YoE.  TIZL 


the  offences  respecting  the  matters  specified  in  sect. 
34  of  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98,  of  which  the  "  structure  of 
buildings  "  is  one.  There  is  therefore  a  continuing 
offence  here.  [Keating  J. — The  offence  must  be 
one  capable  of  continuance.  How  do  you  propose 
to  make  the  continuance  of  the  wall  a  continuance 
of  the  offence  P  It  struck  me  at  first  that  if  it  were 
not  so  the  intention  of  the  Acts  might  be  defeated, 
but  that  is  met  by  Mr.  Gully  when  he  points  out 
that  the  wall  might  have  been  pulled  down.]  It  is 
submitted  that  the  board  are  not  confined  to  such 
a  high-handed  remedy  when  they  might  effect 
their  object  peaceably.  If  they  may  make  a  bye- 
law  regulating  the  structure  of  buildings,  surely 
they  may  mcuce  one  to  prevent  the  continuance 
of  buildings  improperly  constructed.  The  mean- 
ing contended  tor  is  the  more  obvious  one,  and 
should  not  be  narrowed.  As  to  the  suggested  un- 
reasonableness of  the  b^e  law,  and  as  to  its  pressing 
on  the  appellant,  notwithstanding  that  he  nad  sold 
the  house,  why  should  a  wrong-doer  be  excused, 
because  he  puts  it  out  of  his  own  power  to  abate 
the  wrong  P  If  a  man  were  to  put  a  noxious  thing 
on  his  neighbour's  land,  it  would  be  no  answer  to 
say  that  he  must  commit  a  trespass  in  order  to 
take  it  away.  He  then  cited  Roawell  v.  Prior,  12 
Mod.  635,  where  it  was  held  that  if  a  lessee  erect  a 
nuisance,  for  which  damages  are  recoyered,  and 
the  nuisance  is  continued  by  his  under  lessee,  an 
action  for  the  continuance  of  the  nuisance  may  be 
brought  against  either. 

Keating,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conyictiou 
cannot  be  supported.  It  appears  that  the  Local 
Board  of  Bisnopwearmouth,  acting  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Public  Health  and  L^»d  (xovemment* 
Acts,  proceeded  to  make  bye-laws  under  the  powers 
given  them  by  those  Acts.  Now  sect.  115  of  the 
Jrublic  Health  Act  of  1848  authorises  the  making 
of  bye-laws  in  the  following  *terms  :  [The  learned 
Judge  read  the  section.]  Then  sect.  34  of  the 
Local  Government)  Act  of  1858  specifies  the  various 
matters  in  respect  of  which  bye-laws  under  the 
Public  Health  Act  of  1848  may  be  made;  and 
amongst  these  matters  is  "  the  structure  of  walls  of 
new  buildings  for  securing  stability,  and  the  pre- 
vention of  fires."  This  is  a  yery  wholesome  pro- 
vision, and  should  be  carried  out  in  the  spirit  in 
which  it  was  passed  by  the  Legislature.  By  the 
12th  bye-law  it  is  ordered  that  party-walls  should 
be  at  least  nine  inches  in  thickness.  The  defend- 
ant constructed  a  party-wall  of  only  half  the 
proper  and  legal  width.  Having  so  done,  he  exposed 
nimself  to  a  penalty  under  the  bye  law,  and  was 
most  properly  convicted.  But  it  was  afterwards 
sought  to  make  him  liable  in  respect  of  the  same 
wall  for  a  continuing  offence  witnin  the  meaning 
of  sect.  115  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848,  and  the 
42nd  bye  law  which  apphes  that  part  of  it  which 
relates  to  continuing  offences.  I  tliink  that  this 
could  not  be  done.  I  think  "  continuing  offence  '* 
must  be  read  to  mean  an  offence  of  a  nature  which 
is  susceptible  of  continuance,  and  cannot  mean  an 
offence  similar  to  that  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
present  appeal.  That  continuing  penalties  can  be 
imposed  m  certain  cases  is  clear  enough.  Such 
cases  are  the  management  of  "drainage,  water- 
closets,  ashpits,"  &c.  with  respect  to  some  of  which 
there  may  be  continuing  offences.  But  in  this 
instance  tne  offence  was  that  the  defendant  built  a 
wall.  I  was  at  first  struck  by  the  argument  that 
unless  no  power  were  given  to  cont\n\]AtAi^^TkS&^r| 
until  the  waAl  was  puWed  ^owxl,  \Xi^  ksNi^  tqx^^\)^ 
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defeated;  and  if  it  had  been  impoesible  to  carry  oat 
the  intention  of  the  Acts  in  any  other  way,  I  might 
perhaps  have  yielded  to  the  force  of  that  argument, 
and  have  held  that  continuing  penalties  might  be 
enforced.  Bat  it  appears  from  the  latter  part  of 
sect.  34  of  the  Act  of  1848  that  the  board  has 
power  to  pall  down  walls  improperly  bailt.  1  think 
that  this,  and  not  a  continaing  penalty,  is  the 
appropriate  remedy  to  meet  the  evil.  Nobody 
coald  complain  of  it,  the  pablic  health  and  safety 
being  of  paramoant  importance.  I  am  far  from 
saying  that  there  might  not  be  cases  in  which  even 
the  continaance  of  a  wall  might  not  render  a  person 
liable  to  a  penalty,  for  instance,  if  having  began  to 
baild  improperlv,  he  were  to  go  on  improperly 
building ;  bat  tnis  is  not  the  present  case,  and  1 
think  the  conviction  coald  not  stand. 

HoNTMAN  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
appears  that  an  information  was  laid  against  the 
defendant,  charging  him  with  an  offence  against 
the  Local  Government  Acts  in  the  following  terms. 
[The  learned  Jadge  read  the  information].  The 
bye-laws  were  made  under  the  Acts  of  1848  and 
1858,  and  they  were  made  with  reference  to  sect. 
34  of  the  Act  of  1848,  as  may  be  seen  from  the 
heading.  In  bye-law  12,  the  offence  aimed  at  was 
the  offence  of  building.  Then  we  have  bye-law  42, 
which  must  not  be  read  as  if  it  came  aft«r  bye  law 
12  and  aimed  at  any  offence  under  bye-law  12,  but 
must  be  intended  to  meet  the  case  of  any  offence 
which  is  capable  of  continuance ;  and  I  agree  with 
my  brother  Keating  in  thinking  that  sect.  115  of 
the  Act  of  1848  means  b^  "  continuing  offence"  an 
"offence  of  a  nature  which  is  susceptible  of  con- 
tinuance." I  think,  therefore,  that  the  offence  in 
this  case  is  not  within  bye-law  42,  but  if  I  were 
driven  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was,  I  should  also 
be  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  bye-law  42  was 
unreasonable,  for  it  might  then  follow  from  it  that 
any  deviation  in  building  from  the  prescribed  limit 
— no  matter  how  small  the  deviation,  or  how  excus- 
able— might  render  a  man  liable  to  a  penalty  of 
700L  a  year  for  the  remainder  of  his  life. 

Conviction  quashed. 

Attorneys  for  the  appellant,  P.  K,  Wright,  for 
Oliver  and  BoitereU,  Sunderland. 

Attorney  for  respondents.  Bell,  Brodrich  and 
Oruy. 

Thursday,  May  1, 1873. 

TuTiL  V.  The  Local  Board  of  Health  for  West 

Ham. 

Highway — Eight  to  fill  up  ditches — Local  board  of 
health — Pf  esumption. 

By  the  16th  section  of  the  30  Vict.  c.  Ivi,  the  local 
board  when  they  think  fit  may  cause  the  ditches 
at  the  sides  of,  or  across  public  roads  and  publi4i 
footpaths  to  be  filled  up,  and  may  sulfstitute  pipe 
or  other  drains  alongside  or  cusross  such  roads. 

The  plaint^  was  possessed  of  a  freehold  close  ad' 
joining  a  public  highway.  By  the  side  of  the 
highwoAf  was  a  low  fence  about  2ft,  high.  Then 
a  strip  of  greensward  averaging  lOft,  in  width, 
with  a  broad  ditch  running  parallel  to  the  high' 
wa/u. 

Hie  close  wa^  separated  from  the  strip  of  greensward 
by  a  paling  Sft  high, 

2%e  local  board  wider  the  authority  of  the  Act  of 
JParliament  fitted  wp  the  ditch  and  imbstittUed 

drainpipes. 


Held,  that  the  diich  being  fenced  from  the  highway 
the  presumption  was  that  it  belonged  to  the  plaw- 
tiff,  and  also  thai  as  the  section  referred  only  to 
dttches  by  the  side  of  the  highway  the  Act  of 
Parliament  was  not  applicable. 

Specdll  Case. 

1.  Before  and  at  the  time  ol  the  alleged 
trespass  hereinafter  mentioned  the  plaintiff  wai 
possessed  of  a  close  of  land  in  the  district  of 
West  Ham,  in  the  county  of  Essex.  The  Bsid 
close  was  and  is  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  pablio 
road  called  Upton-lane,  in  the  said  district. 

2.  The  saia  land  of  the  plaintiffs  before  and 
at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass  was  and  if 
still  enclosed  by  a  close  fence,  8ft.  high.  Outside 
this  fencing,  and  between  it  and  the  metalled  road- 
way of  Upton-lane  was  a  slip  of  land  averafiiiig 
9ft.  in  width  and  separated  from  the  said  roamaf 
by  wooden  posts,  aoout  2ft.  in  height,  with  nib 
along  the  tops.  In  this  strip  of  land  was  a  ditch 
o  f  we  avera^  width  of  5ft.  Three  feet  in  width 
of  the  said  slip  was  occupied  by  the  bank  of  the 
said  ditch  which  was  on  tne  east  side  of  the  ditch 
next  to  the  said  high  fence,  and  was  covered  with 
grass,  and  on  the  west  side  of  the  ditch  next 
to  the  posts  and  rails  was  the  remaining  one 
foot  of  the  strip  likewise  covered  with  grass. 
The  said  posts  and  rails  abutted  on  the  said 
roadway.  The  said  ditch  was  the  only  means  of 
draining  Upton-lane,  there  being  no  ditch  on  ths 
other  side.  Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
trespass  there  were  remains  or  stumps  of  two  old 
posts  on  the  slip  of  land,  and  the  plaintiff  claimed 
and  still  claims  the  whole  strip,  including  the  ssad 
ditch  and  posts  and  rails.  The  said  strip  of  land 
was  open  to  the  said  roadway,  except  as  divided 
by  the  said  posts  and  rails. 

3.  The  said  ditch,  bank,  posts,  and  rails  had 
existed  as  above  described  for  forty  years,  and 
during  that  time  the  plaintiff  and  his  predecesson 
in  title  had  been  in  possession  of  the  said  dose  of 
land,  and  had  from  time  to  time  repaired  the 
said  posts  and  rails.  They  had  also  been  repaired 
during  the  said  period  two  or  three  times  by  the 
surveyor  of  highways  for  the  said  district,  and 
once,  twelve  years  since,  by  the  defendants,  bat 
there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  or 
his  predecessors  in  title  knew  of  the  repairs  being 
done,  either  by  the  surveyor  of  highways,  or  fay 
the  defendants. 

4.  Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  tres- 
pass there  were  and  still  are  standing  on  the 
south  side  wooden  posts,  about  3ft.  6in.  in  hei^|ht» 
with  an  iron  railing  from  one  to  the  other  fronting 
the  land  of  an  adjoining  owner. 

5.  The  defendants  are  the  Local  Board  of 
Health  for  the  district  of  West  Ham  mentioned  in 
the  Act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  the  30th  year  of 
the  reign  of  the  Queen  (c.  56)  a  copy  whereof  ac- 
companies and  is  to  be  taken  as  part  of  this  oase^ 
and  by  the  16th  section  of  the  said  Act  they  an 
empowered  to  cause  ditches  at  the  sides  of  puhUo 
roads  in  their  districts  to  be  filled  up  and  to  sab- 
stitute  pipe  or  other  drains  alongside  such  roadi^ 
and  the  surplus  of  land  gained  by  filling  up  sodi 
ditches  may  if  the  local  board  so  thinks  nt  and 
direct  be  thrown  into  such  roads  and  be  repairsUa 
as  part  thereof,  and  be  under  the  oontroi  of  ths 
local  board. 

6.  The  defendants  intending  to  ac^  under  ths 
\  provmoiiA  ol  tha  said  Act,  on  or  about  the  Ut 
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and  the  said  wooden  posts  and  rails  to  be  removed ; 
and  directed  that  the  sorface  of  the  land  gained 

5r  filling  np  the  ditch  should  be  thrown  into 
pton-lane.  Before  filling  up  the  said  ditch  they 
oanaed  to  be  laid  down  9in.  drain  pipes  in  the  bed 
of  the  ditch  to  join  a  then  existing  orick  drain  at 
or  near  the  northern  point.  These  pipes  also 
oommonicated  with  other  drain  pipes  laid  across 
the  road. 

7.  Afterwards  the  plaintiff  caused  to  be  erected 
other  posts  and  rails  on  the  site  of  those 
that  had  been  removed,  but  the  defendants  on  or 
about  the  14th  May  1869  caused  these  posts 
and  rails  also  to  be  removed. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 
whether  the  defendants  were  justified  in  causing 
the  said  ditch  to  be  filled  up,  and  the  said  posts 
and  rails  to  be  removed.  If  the  court  shall  oe  of 
opinion  in  the  affirmative,  judgment  shall  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendants  with  costs  of  defence.  If 
the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative, 
jadgment  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
sum  of  5{.  as  damages,  and  with  costs  of  suit. 
The  court  is  to  be  at  Imerty  to  draw  any  inferences 
or  find  any  facts  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
a  jury  ought  to  have  drawn  or  found. 

By  the  16th  section  of  the  20  Vict.  c.  Tvi.  it  was 
enacted  that  the  local  board  when  they  think  fit 
may  cause  the  ditches  at  the  sides  of  or  across 

Kblic  roads  and  bye  ways  and  public  footway  to 
fiUed  up,  and  to  substitute  pipe  or  other  drains 
alongside  or  across  such  roads  and  ways,  with  ap- 
propriate shoots  and  means  of  conveying  water 
otnn  such  roads  and  ways  thereunto,  and  from 
time  to  time  to  repair  and  amend  the  same,  and 
the  Burfoice  of  the  land  gained  b^  filling  up  such 
ditohes  may,  if  the  local  board  so  think  fit  and  direct, 
be  thrown  into  such  roads  and  ways  and  be  repairable 
•8  part  thereof  and  be  under  the  control  of  the  local 
board. 

Day,  Q.G.  (with  him  C  Lcunvon)  for  the  plaintiff. 
— ^The  point  arises  under  the  loth  section  ot  the  Act 
which  enables  the  local  board  to  fill  up  the  ditches. 
Hie  presumption  is,  that  the  railing  is  in  the  owner 
of  the  fipeehold  of  the  acyoining  land,  and  the  local 
board  must  establish  a  dedication.  In  Steel  v. 
Priekett  (2  Stark,  463)  the  presumption  was  stated 
to  be  that  waste  land  ad^oininjp^  the  road,  belongs 
to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  n'eehold,  and  not  to 
the  lord  of  the  manor,  and  so  also  in  Orove  v.  West 
(7  Taunt.  39)  it  is  aaidprimd  facie,  the  presumption 
ia  that  a  strip  of  land  lyin^  between  a  nighway  and 
the  adjoining  enclosure  is  as  well  as  the  soil  of 
the  highway  ad  medium  filwm  vice,  the  property  of 
the  owner  of  the  enclosure,  although  that  presump- 
tion is  capable  of  being  either  done  away  with  or 
oonaideraply  narrowed  b^  other  evidence. 

Prentice,  Q*C.  and  Tindal  Atkinson  for  the  de- 
fendants.— ^The  question  is  not  whether  the  ditch 
and  fence  belongs  to  the  plaintiff  or  not,  but  the 
oneetion  the  court  has  to  decide  is,  whether  the 
oltoh  is,  under  the  16th  section,  such  a  ditch  as  the 
locid  board  have  power  to  fill  up.  I  do  not  say 
the  ditch  is  not  the  plaintiff*s  propertv,  nor  that 
it  is  part  of  the  highway;  if  it  were  I  should  want 
an  Act  of  Parliament.  The  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature was  that  the  local  board  should  fill  up  the 
ditch  and  pat  down  drain  pipes.  The  ditch  is  by 
the  nde  of  the  highway,  therefore  it  is  of  no  im- 
portance whether  the  posts  and  rails  are  between 
tlie  ditoh  and  the  road  or  not. 

Kmassmb,  J. — ThiB  case  involvee  some  difficulty 


in  consequence  of  the  findings  of  the  arbitrator 
who  settled  the  case,  not  being  very  precise.  The 
defendants  claim  to  fill  up  the  ditch  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  16th  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
by  which  they  may,  when  they  think  fit,  cause  the 
ditches  at  the  sides  of  the  public  roads  to  be  filled 
up.  The  simple  cfuestion  comes  to  this,  whether 
the  ditch  in  Question  is  a  ditch  by  the  side  of  the 
road  within  tne  meaning  of  the  statute.  Now,  it 
appears,  that  first  there  is  a  low  fence,  then  a 
strip  of  ground,  then  the  ditch  in  question 
which  divides  the  strip  nearly  in  half,  and  then 
the  high  fence.  Now,  the  difficulty  I  have  in 
finding  that  this  is  a  ditch  hj  the  side  of  the 
road  IS  that  the  post  and  rails  come  between 
the  road  and  the  strip,  and  I  think  it  clear  the 
rails  had  been  put  up  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
injury  to  persons  using  the  highway.  If  this 
had  appeared  by  the  case  I  should  have  little 
difficulty  in  deciding  the  question,  but  it  dees  not 
appear.  The  posts  have  oeen  from  time  to  time 
repaired  hy  the  owner,  and  the  surveyors  have 
also  occasionally  done  repairs,  but  without  the 
knowledge  of' the  owner.  The  defendants  have 
taken  away  the  posts  and  rails,  and  therefore 
they  claim  a  right  of  interference  with  the  ditch, 
although  they  could  not  get  at  it  without  first 
removing  the  posts  and  rails.  Such  inter- 
ference was  never  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
Legislature.  I  find,  also,  that  the  fence  was 
carried  on  in  a  straight  line  beyond  the  point  at 
which  the  ditch  stopped,  whicn  strengthens  the 
Inference  that  it  was  not  put  up  by  the  surveyors, 
but  by  the  adjoining  owner.  It  was  argued  on 
behalf  of  the  defen&nts  that  the  fence  was  put 
up  for  the  protection  of  the  public  against  falbng 
into  the  ditch,  and  it  may  very  well  be  the  c&se 
that  the  fence  was  put  up  by  the  adjoining 
owner,  and  I  think  the  Legislature  did  not  intend 
to  interfere  with  such  cases.  If  it  were  a  nui- 
sance it  could  be  dealt  with  by  the  previous 
section,  and  the  board  would  have  ample  powers 
to  dec^  with  it.  Upon  the  best  consideration  I 
can  give  the  case  I  think  it  does  not  come 
within  the  16th  section,  and  our  judgment  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff. 

HoNTMAK,  J. — I  quite  a^ee  with  what  has 
been  said.  The  16th  section  gives  the  local 
board  power  to  fill  up  the  ditches,  and  to  sub- 
stitute pipes  and  drains,  and  the  surface  gained  by 
filling  up  the  ditches  may  be  thrown  into  the  high- 
way. Now,  the  ditch  must  adjoin  the  high  roii ; 
if  the  strip  be  part  of  the  road  or  part  of  the  ditch 
it  would  equally  join  the  road,  but  if  the  defendants 
do  not  mcUke  out  that  the  ditch  is  adjoining  the 
highway  to  our  satisfaction  (for  we,  sitting  here  as 
a  3ury,  must  determine  the  facts),  they  cannot  com- 
plain, the  onus  of  proof  being  upon  them,  if  our  con- 
clusions are  erroneous.  We  mow  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  in  possession  of  the  adjoining  close, 
and  had  from  time  to  time  repaired  the  posts 
and  rails,  so  that  he  had  exercised  acts  of  ownership 
over  the  ground.  If  there  had  been  no  posts 
and  rails  1  might  have  decided  differently,  but 
I  think  that  under  the  circumstances  our  judg- 
ment should  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Juagmentfor  the  plaintiff. 
Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  MilU  and  Lockyer,\ 
Attorney  for  the  defendant,  Fontifex, 
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COUBT  OF  SXCKSQUEB. 

Reported  by  T.  W.  Sadndsbs  and  H.  Lxigh,  Eiqn., 
Burrtflten-at-LAw. 


Friday,  June  6, 1873. 

The  Guardians  or  the  Poob  of  the  Kingston 
Union  v.  The  Landed  Estates  Cos£Fant  (Limited). 

Mistrial — View  by  the  jury — Trial  in  the  absence 

of  the  Viewers. 

The  defendants  had  obtained  a  rule  for  a  view, 
which  was  accordingly  had,  but  upon  the  trial 
coming  on  at  the  assizes  all  the  viewers  were  em- 
panelled and  engaged  in  trying  a  cause  in 
another  court.  As  this,  however,  was  the  last 
cause  on  the  list,  the  learned  judge  (against  the 
consent  of  the  defendants)  determined  upon  trying 
it,  and  other  jurors  were  empanneUed  instead  of 
the  viewers,  and  a  verdict  was  returned  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Held,  that  this  was  a  mistrial,  and  a  rule  for  a  new 
trial  was  accordingly  made  absolute. 

This  was  a  rule  caUing  upon  tho  plaintiffs  to  show 
cause  why  the  verdict  tound  for  the  defendants 
should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had»  on  the 
ground  that  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  wrong  jury 
after  the  rieht  juiy  had  been  sworn  to  try  the 
cause,  and  Sie  trial  had  been  adjourned  for  that 
purjpose. 

Tne  plaintiffs  were  the  local  authority  under  the 
23  &  24  Vict.  c.  77  (Nuisances  Removal),  and  the 
defendants  were  a  limited  liability  company  who 
had  purchased  certain  houses,  who  had  been  oon- 
victea  in  certain  penalties  and  costs  amounting  to 
1691.  6s.  2d.  for  certain  nuisances  conmiitted  with 
respect  to  these  premises,  and  to  recover  which 
penalties  the  present  action  was  brought.  The 
defendants  haa  obtained  a  rule  for  a  view  by  the 
jury,  which  was  accordingly  had,  and  the  cause 
was  set  down  for  trial  at  the  last  Kingston  Assizes, 
and  was  called  on  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
on  the  3rd  April,  when,  in  consequence  of  the 
indisposition  oi  Mr.  Montague  Gnambors,  the 
leading  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  the  trial  was 
postponed  to  a  later  period  of  the  Assizes.  Upon 
the  8th  April  the  cause  (whibh  was  then  the  last 
one  in  the  list)  was  called  on  for  trial  before  Mr. 
Justice  Brett  (the  other  judge  in  the  commission), 
when  it  appeared  that  the  jurors  who  had  had  the 
view  were  actually  empannelled  and  trying  a  cause 
in  the  other  court  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 
Being  the  last  cause,  his  lordship  decided  upon 
taking  it,  although  the  defendants  objected  to  tnat 
course  being  adopted.  The  jurors  who  had  had 
the  view  were  accordingly  ouled,  in  accordance 
with  sect.  24  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  which  enacts 
"  That  where  a  view  shall  be  allowed  in  any  case 
those  men  who  shall  have  had  the  view,  or  such  of 
them  OS  shall  appear  upon  the  jury  to  try  the  issue, 
shall  be  first  sworn,  and  so  many  only  shall  be 
added  to  the  viewers  who  shall  appear,  or  shall, 
after  all  defaulters  and  challenges  allowed,  make 
up  a  full  jury  of  twelve ;"  and,  being  all  engaged 
in  the  other  court,  none  of  them  answered, 
whereupon  other  jurors  were  empannelled  and 
the  cause  was  tried,  resulting  in  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Montague  Chambers,  Q.G.,  and  L.  D.  Powles 
showed  cause,  and  contended  that  there  was  no 
mistrial,  for  that  upon  a  correct  interpretation  of 
the  24th  section  of  the  6  G^.  4,  o.  50,  it  was  only 
neceaataj  that  the  jurors  who  had  had  the  view 


should  be  called,  and  that  upon  their  not  appear- 
ing, other  jurors  might  be  substituted. 

/.  Brown,  Q.C.,  and  F.  J.  Smith,  in  sa|^Mrt  of 
the  rule,  were  not  called  upon. 

Kellt,  C.B.— This  rule  must  be  made  abooLufte, 
as  there  has  unquestionably  been  a  mistrial.  The 
viewers  ought  to  have  been  present. 

Martin,  B. — I  quite  concur  that  the  rule  must 
bo  made  absolute,  tor  I  tiiink  that  it  is  imperative 
that  according  to  the  6  Geo.  4,  o.  50,  s.  24^  those  of 
the  jury  who  have  had  a  view  must  be  present  at 
the  trial.    There  was  clearly  a  mistrial. 

Pollock,  B.,  concurred.  Bute  absoluU, 

Plaintiff's  attorneys,  E.  C.  Sherrard  for  E.  F. 
Bartrop,  Kingston. 

Defendant's  attorneys,  Smith  and  Co. 


Friday,  June  13, 1873. 

Maw  v.  Hindmabsh. 

Implied  covenant  —  Public  house  —  Forfeiiwn  of 

licence  by  misconduct  of  tenant. 
Upon  the  letting  by  parol  of  a  public-house  there  it 
no  imnlied  agreement  or  covenant  that  the  tsnasU 
shall  da  no  act  whereby  the  licence  shall  beeoms 
forfeited. 
A.  took  by  parol  a  licensed  public-house  of  B.,  hU 
having  been  three  times  convicted  of  offences  eon- 
neded  with  the  mana>gement  of  such  house  tks 
magistraies  refrised  to  renew  the  licence.^    Upom 
an  action  by  B.  against  A.  uj^  his  implied  oow- 
nant  not  to  suffer  the  premises  to  be  used  in  s 
manner  calculated  to  produce  a  fotfeiiurs  of  ths 
licence : 
Held,  thai  no  such  covenant  could  be  implied,  ami 

that  tlie  action  could  not  be  maintained. 
This  was  a  rule  obtained  by  the  defendant  caUing 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  damagM 
should  not  be  reduced  to  25L  pursuant  to  leave 
reserved  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  warrantj 
that  the  licence  should  not  be  forfeited.  The  two 
first  counts  were  for  dilapidations,  and  the  third 
count  was  as  follows :  "That  the  defendant  be- 
came and  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  a 
messuage  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  that  is 
to  say  a  licensed  public-house,  upon  the  terms 
that  the  defendant  should  not  permit  or  suffer  the 
same  to  be  used  or  use  them  as  a  brothel,  or  a 
disorderly  house,  or  as  a  conmion  ^^aming  haam, 
or  knowingly  suffer  the  same  premises  to  be  used 
in  a  manner  calculated  to  proauce  a  forfeitare  of 
the  licenses  for  the  sale  of  wines,  spiritSj  and  beer, 
ffrantod  to,  or  prevent  the  renewal  theraof  to^  the 
defendant  as  tenant  of  the  said  public-house.  Tel 
the  defendant  did  permit  and  suffer  the  same  to 
be  used  and  did  use  the  same  as  a  brothel  and 
disorderly  house,  and  as  a  common  gaming  houses 
and  knowingly  suffer  the  same  to  be  used  in  a 
manner  calculated  to  create  a  forfeiture  of  the 
said  licences,  and  prevent  the  renewal  thereof 
whereby  the  said  licenses  were  lost  and  not 
renewed.  And  the  plaintiff  says  that  by  reason 
of  the  premises  in  the  declaration  mentioned  the 
plaintin  was  unable  to  let  the  said  messuage  and 
premises  as  a  public-house,  or  at  all,  and  the  same 
became  and  were  lessened  in  value,  and  the  plsdii- 
tiff  was  put  to  expense  in  and  about  certain 
reasonable  applications  to  the  proper  magistrates 
in  that  behalf  to  renew  the  said  lioenoea.*'  Thfb 
defendant  by  his  pleas  traversed  the  variouB  ooonta 
The  action  waa  tried  at  the  last  mamm&B  fbr  Dor* 
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bam,  before  Pollock,  B.,  when  it  appeared  that 
the  defendant  took  of  the  plaintiff  a  public-house 
ritoateat  Bishop's  Auckkmd,  called  "The  Alma 
HoteL'*  The  letting  was  hj  a  verbal  agreement 
only,  and  the  defendant  having  been  three  times 
tninmarily  convicted  by  the  magistrates  of  offences 
oonnected  with  the  manner  in  which  he  conducted 
the  house  they  ultimately  refused  to  renew  his 
liceaice«  and  the  licence  to  the  house  was  conse- 
quently lost.  This  action  was  accordingly  brought 
by  the  landlord  to  recover  the  amount  of  certain 
dilapidations,  and  compensation  for  the  loss  of  the 
Uoenoe  to  the  house ;  the  former  was  estimated  at 
252.  and  the  latter  at  502.  At  the  trial  the  learned 
jndge  was  of  opinion  that  the  action  for  the 
damage  for  the  loss  of  the  licence  could  not  be 
maintained.  He  however  left  the  case  for  the 
jury  who  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for 
52.,  502.  of  this  amount  being  in  respect  of  the 
loss  of  the  licence. 

Trotter  (Hersehell,  Q.O.  with  him)  showed  cause. 
— Although  the  letting  of  the  public-house  was  a 
parol  one  there  was  an  implied  agreement  that 
the  tenant  would  do  nothing  to  injure  the  pre- 
mises. In  consequence  of  the  defendant's  mis- 
conduct the  licence  to  the  house  was  lost,  and  so 
the  premises  were  greatly  deteriorated  in  value, 
equally  as  though  they  had  been  partially  de- 
stroyed. There  must  be  taken  to  be  an  implied 
undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  he 
would  keep  the  licence  alive,  and  was  to  restore 
the  property  in  the  same  condition  as  he  received 
it.  [Pollock,  B. — This  is  not  like  an  actual  phy- 
sical damage  to  the  house.  Take  the  case  of  a 
carriage  let  out  on  hire  to  a  part^.  If  he  does  a 
physical  injury  to  it  he  would  be  liable  to  make  it 
good ;  but  suppose  he  lets  it  out  to  a  person  who 
carries  on  an  infamous  trade,  it  may  oamage  the 
carriage  as  regards  its  letting  value  to  other  per- 
sons, but  that  would  not  be  an  actionable  damage. 
liAJurnr,  B. — ^I  cannot  see  that  there  is  any  implied 
contract  of  the  kind  in  this  case.  Kellt,  G.B. — 
The  tendency  of  modem  decisions  is  not  to  imply 
covenants.]  It  surely  must  have  been  in  the  min& 
of  the  parties  that  the  defendant  should  do  nothing 
whereby  a  forfeiture  of  the  licence  should  take 
place,  such  forfeiture  greatly  depreciating  the 
Talne  ci  the  premises.  [Kelly,  C.B.— The  im- 
pre^on  of  the  court  is  that  the  action  cannot  be 
maintained,  but  if  Mr.  Holker  has  any  authority 
by  which  to  assist  our  opinion  we  shall  be  glad  to 
besrit.] 

Holkor,  Q.O.  {Ahhs  with  him.) — There  is  no 
aathority  exactly  in  point  in  such  a  case,  but  it  is 
well  established  that  the  court  will  not  imply  a 
covenant  even  to  keep  premises  in  repair. 

Kbllt,  G.B. — In  the  absence  of  any  authority 
fbr  such  an  implied  contract  or  covenant  as  is 
contended  for  by  the  plaintiff,  I  am  undoubtedly  of 
opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  made  absolute. 

Mabtdt,  B. — I  quite  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
court  that  there  is  no  such  implied  contract.  To 
imply  snch  a  covenant  would  really  be  to  turn  a 
court  of  law  into  a  legislative  body.  Parties  must 
make  their  own  contracts. 

Pollock,  B.  concurred. 

Bvle  absolute. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  Mow,  Bishop's  Auck- 
land. 

Attorney  for  the  defendant,  /.  P.  Do2p^m, 
V^olaini^hanL 
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Saturday,  May  3, 1873. 

(Before  Bovill,  C. J.,  Biulmwell,  B.,  Blackburn,  J., 
ABCHiBiiLD,  J.,  and  Hontman,  J.) 

Beg.  v.  Cullum. 

Embezzlement — Servant — Receipt  of  money  as  such 
—24  ^  25  Vict,  c.  96,  s.  68. 

Prisoner  was  employed  by  B.  to  navigate  a  barge 
and  was  entitled  to  half  the  earnings  after  deduct' 
ing  the  expenses.  His  whole  time  was  in  S*s  ser- 
uice,  and  his  duty  was  to  account  to  S.  on  his 
return  after  every  voyage. 

In  October  prisoner  was  sent  with  a  barge  load  of 
bricks  to  L.,  and  was  there  Jorbidden  by  8.  to 
take  bach  manure  for  P.  Notwithstanding  this 
prisoner  took  the  manure  and  received  42.  for  the 
freight,  and  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use.  It 
was  not  proved  that  he  professed  to  carry  the 
manure  or  receive  the  freiaht  for  his  master,  and 
the  servant  who  paid  the  42.  said  that  it  was  for 
the  carria/je  of  the  manure,  but  he  did  not  know 
for  whom  it  was  paid. 

Held,  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  for 
emhezzlement,  as  the  money  was  not  received  in 
the  name  or  for  or  on  amount  of  his  m^aster. 

Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  at  the 
adjourned  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Kent 
held  on  the  7th  March,  1873. 

Samuel  Cullum  was  mdicted  as  servant  to 
Oeorge  Smeed  for  stealing  22.  the  property  of  his 
master  George  Smeed. 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  prisoner  was  em- 
ployed by  Mr.  Smeed,  of  Sittingboume,  Kent,  as 
captain  of  one  of  Mr.  Smeed's  barges. 

The  prisoner's  duty  was  to  take  the  barse  with 
the  cargo  to  London  and  to  receive  ba(^  such 
return  cargo,  and  from  such  persons  as  his  master 
should  direct. 

The  prisoner  had  no  authority  to  select  a  return 
cargo,  or  take  any  other  cargoes  but  those  ap- 
pointed for  him. 

The  prisoner  was  entitled  by  way  of  remu- 
neration for  his  services  to  half  the  earnings  of 
the  barge  after  deducting  half  the  sailing  expenses, 
Mr.  Smeed  paid  the  other  half  of  such  expenses. 

The  prisoner's  whole  time  was  in  Mr.  Smeed's 
service. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  prisoner  to  account  to 
Mr.  Smeed's  manager  on  his  return  home  to  Sit- 
tingboume after  every  voyage.  In  October  last, 
by  direction  of  Mr.  Smeed,  the  prisoner  took  a 
load  of  bricks  to  London.  In  London  he  met  Mr. 
Smeed,  and  asked  if  he  should  not  on  his  return 
take  a  load  of  manure  down  to  Mr.  Pye,  of  Cnxton. 
Mr.  Smeed  expressly  forbade  his  taking  the  manure 
to  Mr.  Pye,  and  directed  him  to  retui*n  with  his 
barge  empty  to  Burham,  and  thence  take  a  cai'go 
of  mud  to  another  place,  Murston. 

Going  from  London  to  Burham  he  would  pass 
Cuxton. 

Notwithstanding  this  prohibition,  the  prisoner 
took  a  barge  load  of  manure  from  London  down  t  o 
Mr.  Pye  at  Cuxton,  and  received  from  Mr.  Pye's 
men  42.  as  the  freight. 

It  was  not  proved  that  he  professed  to  carry 
the  manure,  or  to  receive  the  freight  for  his 
master.  The  servant  who  paid  the  42.  said  that 
he  paid  it  to  the  prisoner  tor  the  carriage  of  the 
mannre,  but  that  he  did  not  know  Cox  wVloxel. 
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Early  in  Deoember  the  prisoner  returned  home 
to  Sittingboame,  and  professed  to  give  an  account 
of  his  voyage  to  Mr.  Smced*s  manager.  The 
prisoner  stated  that  he  had  taken  the  l>ricks  to 
London,  and  had  returned  empty  to  Burham  as 
directed  by  Mr.  Smeed,  and  that  there  he  had 
loaded  with  mud  for  Murston. 

In  answer  to  the  manager's  inauiries,  the 
prisoner  stated  that  he  had  not  brougnt  back  any 
manure  in  the  barge  from  London,  and  he  never 
accounted  for  the  4Z.  received  from  Mr.  Pye  for 
the  freight  for  the  manure. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  not  guilty  of  lar- 
ceny, but  guilty  as  servant  to  Mr.  Smeed  of  em- 
bezzling 2l 

It  appearing  to  the  Justices  doubtful  whether 
the  prisoner  navin^  taken  the  cargo  of  manure 
without  the  authority  and  contrary  to  the  ex- 
pressed direction  of  his  master,  could  be  said  to 
nave  received  the  42.  for  his  master  or  by  virtue  of 
his  employment,  and  it  not  being  shown  that  he 
professed  to  receive  it  for  or  on  account  of  his 
master,  the  Justices  request  the  opinion  of  the 
Gourt  of  Crown  Gases  Beserved  upon  the  question, 
namely, 

Whether  on  the  above-mentioned  state  of  &cts 
the  prisoner  could  properly  be  convicted  of  em- 
bezzlement. 

(Signed)       John  G.  Talbot, 
Ghairman  of  West  Kent  Quarter  Sessions. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

E.  J,  Smith  (Morton  W.  Smith  with  him)  for 
the  prosecution. — The  question  is  whether  the 
conviction  for  embezzlement  as  a  servant  can  be 
sustained.  The  24  &  25  Vict  c.  96,  s.  68,  differs 
from  the  previous  enactment,  7^8  Geo.  4,  c.  29, 
s.  47,  by  the  omission  of  the  words,  "  by  virtue  of 
such  employment."  Under  the  former  Act  it  was 
not  sufficient  that  a  clerk  or  servant  had  received 
and  embezzled  the  money  of  his  employer,  unless 
he  had  received  it  by  virtue  of  his  employment. 
[BoviLL,  G.  J.— The  case  of  Bex  v.  Snowley  (4  Gar.  A  P. 
399),  is  almost  identical  with  this,  but  that  case 
was  before  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96.  Blackburn,  J. 
How  do  you  make  out  that  on  the  receipt  of  the 
money  by  the  prisoner,  it  was  received  into  the 
possession  of  tne  prosecutor,  his  employer?  If 
upon  that  receipt  it  became  the  master  s  property, 
there  would  be  an  end  of  the  case,  but  how  do  you 
establish  thatP]  The  money  was  paid  to  the 
prisoner  for  the  owner  of  the  barge.  In  Bex  v. 
Hartley  (Bus.  &  By.  139),  which  was  like  this  case, 
the  facts  were  these :  —  The  prosecutor  had  a 
colliery  and  barges,  and  employed  the  prisoner  as 
captain  of  one  of  his  barges  to  carry  out  and  sell 
coals,  and  his  dutv  was  to  bring  iMuik  the  money 
for  which  the  coals  sold,  but  he  vras  entitled  to 
two-thirds  of  the  difference  between  such  money 
and  the  value  at  the  colliery  and  duties.  He  sold 
coals  so  received  by  him  at  188.  per  chaldron,  the 
value  at  the  collierv  being  148.  He  embezzled  the 
money  received,  it  was  held  that  he  was  a  servant 
within  the  statute,  and  guilty  of  embezzling  so 
much  of  the  money  as  equalled  the  value  at  the 
colliery  and  duties.  [Blacrbubn,  J. — ^The  waj^  the 
money  was  earned  here  was  in  express  disobedience 
of  the  master's  commands.  Bovill*  G.  J. — It  seems 
to  be  a  misuser  of  his  employer's  property  by  the 
prisoner  to  earn  monev  for  himself.  Archibald,  J. 
—Gould  the  master  have  brought  an  action  for 
money  had  and' received  for  this  money  P]  In 
Beg,  V.  HarriM  (6  Gox  G.  G.  363 ;   Dears.  G.  G. 


334),  a  miller  of  a  county  gaol,  grinding  oom 
contrary  to  his  dutv  and  appropriating  the 
money  received  for  the  grinding,  was  held  not 
to  have  received  the  money  by  virtue  of  his  em- 
ployment, and  upon  a  case  reserved.  Pollock,  G.  B. 
delivered  the  following  judgment : — "  The  only 
point  on  which  we  give  our  unanimous  opimon  is, 
that  upon  the  facts  stated  it  appears  that  the  prisoner 
had  no  right  to  receive  ana  grind  any  oom  on 
behalf  of  his  masters,  except  such  as  was.  bron^ 
to  him  with  a  ticket  The  reasonable  condosiQii 
to  be  drawn  from  his  receiving  and  grinding  the 
grain  without  a  ticket  is,  that  he  intended  to 
make  an  improper  use  of  the  machineiy  introsted 
to  him,  by  using  it  not  for  the  benefit  of  his 
masters,  but  for  the  benefit  of  himself.  We  think 
therefore  that  the  money  which  he  received  was 
not  received  on  account  of  his  masters,  and  that 
he  cannot  be  said  to  be  guilty  of  embezzlement** 
Mr.  Greaves,  in  2  Bus.  on  Gnmes,  453  (4th  edit), 
has  the  following  note  upon  Be^.  v.  Harris:— 
In  B^g.  V.  Harris,  Pollock,  G.  B.,  in  the  argn* 
ment  said,  "  If  a  workman  emploved  in  a  black- 
smithes  shop,  who  has  engagea  to  give  his 
master  his  whole  services,  is  asked  by  some  one  to 
do  a  little  work  in  the  shop  which  only  requires 
labour,  and  he  does  the  work  and  says  to  the  man, 
'  Pay  me  twopence  for  the  job  and  say  nothing 
about  it,'  the  workman  could  not  be  indicted  for 
embezzling  the  twopence,  though  he  might  be 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  contract,  which  was  to  give 
his  master  his  entire  labour.  The  supposed  case 
is  plainly  distinguishable  from  this  case.  There 
the  man  s  own  bodily  labour  would  earn  the  monej. 
Here  the  money  was  earned  by  the  mill  of  toe 
county,  and  clearly  for  any  work  done  hj  it  the 
county  might  recover  payment.  The  decision  itself 
seems  to  oe  erroneous ;  for  the  prisoner  ooold 
only  work  the  mill  '  by  virtue  of  his  employ- 
ment,' and  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  counter  midu 
recover  from  the  prisoner  any  money  reoeived  Dj 
him  as  monev  had  and  received  to  their  use,  for  it 
was  earned  bv  their  mill,  and  the  prisoner  waa 
paid  for  all  the  work  he  contributed  towards  il^ 
and  this  plainly  proves  that  the  money  was  in  ftot 
received  tor  and  on  account  of  his  masters,  thoogh 
by  a  fraudulent  juggle  he  attempted  to  show  it 
was  not  so  received.    Bex  v.   Snotcleu,  was  Mh 

S roved  of  by  Parke,  B.,  in  this  case ;  but  in  m 
Committee  of  the  Lords  on  the  Griminal  Bills  of 
1860,  on,  my  reading  that  case,  Lord  Wensleydide 
and  all  the  law  lords  greatly  disapproved  of  it, 
and  unanimously  agreed  to  the  propriety  of  pre- 
venting such  a  failure  of  justice  in  future  by  alter- 
ing the  clause  as  it  now  stands,  and  there  is  no 
doubt  that  it  will  meet  such  a  case  as  the  present** 
In  Beg.  v.  Thorpe  (8  Cox,  G.  G.  28,  D.  &  B.),  the 
prisoner,  a  servant  of  the  i^nt  of  a  railway  com- 
pany who  was  employed  to  deliver  goods  acoordinff 
to  a  delivery  book  furnished  by  the  company,  and 
to  account  for  moneys  received  to  his  master,  re- 
ceived moneys  and  gave  receipts  in  name  of  the 
company.  Held  nevertheless  that  the  moneys 
were  received  on  account  of  his  master. 

BoviLL,  G.  J. — Under  the  former  Act  the  words 
"  virtue  of  such  employment  '*  led  to  difficulties. 
And  in  Bex  v.  Snowley,  and  Beg,  v.  Harm,  where  the 
mone^  embezzled  had  been  received  by  a  servant 
for  his  master,  but  not  by  virtue  of  his  employ- 
ment, it  was  held  that  the  servant  could  not  be 
convicted  of  embezzlement.  In  24  A  25  Vict 
c.  96,  s.  68,  those  words  have  been  left  out,  Mid  it 
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loted  that  whosoever  being  a  clerk  or  servant 
aing  employed  for  the  purpose  or  in  the 
dty  of  a  clerk  or  servant,  snail  fraudulently 
sue  any  money,  &c.,  which  shall  be  delivered 
*  received,  or  taken  into  possession  by  him  for 
the  name,  or  on  the  account  of  his  master  or 
oyer,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  feloniouslv 
1  the  same  from  his  master  or  employer.  It 
ill  necessary,  therefore,  that  the  money  be 
Bred  to,  or  received,  or  taken  into  possession 
be  servant  for,  or  in  the  name,  or  on  the 
int  of  the  master  or  employer  to  constitute 
izzlement.  Now  in  this  case  what  the  prisoner 
ma  to  use  the  barge  for  his  own  purpose  to 
money,  not  for  his  master,  but  for  himself, 
expressly  stated,  "  that  it  was  not  proved 
he  professed  to  carry  the  manure,  or  to 
ve  the  freiffht  for  his  master,  and  that  the 
jit  who  paid  the  41.  said  that  he  paid  it  to  the 
ner  for  the  carriage  of  the  manure,  but  that 
d  not  know  for  whom."  On  the  ^ts  stated, 
nore  consistent  to  infer  that  the  prisoner  was 
;  his  master*s  property  for  his  own  purposes 
for  those  of  his  master.  If  that  be  the 
view,  the  money  was  received  by  the  prisoner 
imself  and-  not  for  his  master.  The  case  is 
fore  not  within  the  statute,  and  the  con- 
m  must  be  quashed. 

AHWELL,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We 
look  at  the  substance  of  the  thing.  The 
g  done  was  not  in  not  paying  over  the  money 
i  master,  but  in  improperlv  using  his  master's 
el,  and  the  case  is  well  illustrated  by  a  man 
jperly  using  his  master's  barge  at  a  boat 
and  charging  persond  so  much  apiece  to 
I  upon  it  to  see  the  race.  The  man  is  no 
wise  dishonest  except  in  usinj;  his  master's 
i  improperly.  The  case  is  certainly  not  within 
fords  of  the  statute.  The  money  was  not 
red  bv  the  prisoner  for  or  in  the  name  or  on 
int  of  his  master.  I  doubt  whether,  though 
id  used  his  master's  name  in  the  transaction, 
ue  would  have  been  within  the  statute.  For 
Me  a  servant  had  a  cart  and  a  horse  of  his 
and  had  used  that  as  if  it  had  been  his  mas- 
would  a  receipt  of  money  in  his  master's 
>  have  done  then  P  In  the  desire  to  avoid 
dlties,  words  have  been  introduced  into  the 
iment,  which  I  think  may  at  some  future 
create  a  difficulty. 

ACKBU&N,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
necessary,  under  the  present  Act,  that  the 
nt  should  have  stolen  his  master's  property, 
it  must  still  be  the  master's  monev  when  re- 
d  by  the  servant.  I  cannot  see  that  that  is 
me  here.  The  prisoner  had  no  authority  to 
the  manure  in  his  master's  barge ;  he  was 
gin  A  way  that  he  had  been  forbidden  to  do 
B  master,  and  so  earned  the  money.  In  what 
I  can  it  be  said  that  the  money  so  earned  was 
oaster's  P  If  the  monev  had  not  been  paid, 
.  the  master  have  sued  for  it  P  There  was  no 
act  made  with  him. 

jCHIBald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
doubt  raised  is,  whether  the  money  earned 
le  use  of  the  master's  barge  could  be  said  to 
e  master's  on  an  implied  contract,  but  I  think 
irhen  the  manure  was  carried,  as  in  this  case, 
tio&  oould  have  been  brought  by  the  owner 
B  buge  for  the  freight  of  the  manure. 
vniAVy  J.  ooncorred. 

OonvicHon  qwuihed. 


Beg.  v.  W.  Bbown  Matthews. 

Larceny — Finding — Bailee, 

The  prisoner  fotmd  two  heifers  which  had  strayed, 
and  put  them  on  his  own  marshes  to  graze,  aoon 
afterwards  he  was  informed  by  8.  thai  they  had 
been  put  on  8.*s  marshes  and  nad  strayed,  and  a 
few  aays  after  thai  thai  they  belonged  to  H. 
Prisoner  left  them  on  his  marshes  for  a  day 
or  two,  and  then  sent  them  to  a  long  distance  as  his 
ovm  property.  He  then  told  S,  that  he  had  lost 
them,  and  denied  aJU  knowledge  of  them. 
The  jury  found  (1)  thai  ai  the  time  the  prisoner  found 
the  Keif&rs  he  had  reasonable  expectation  thai  the 
oumer  could  be  found,  and  that  he  did  not  believe 
thai  they  had  been  abandoned  by  the  owner. 
(2)  Thai  ai  the  time  of  finding  them  he  did  not 
intend  to  steal  them,  but  that  the  intention  to  steal 
cams  on  him  subsequsnily,  (3)  That  the  prisoner 
when  he  sent  them  away  did  so,  for  the  purpose 
and  with  the  intention  of  depriving  the  owner  of 
them,  and  appropriating  them  to  his  own  use. 
Held,  thai  a  conviction  of  larceny,  or  of  larceny  as 
bailee  could  not  be  sustained  under  the  above  cir* 
cumstances. 
Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  by  the 
Beoorder  of  Norwich. 

This  was  an  indictment  tried  before  me  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions  for  the  City  of  Norwich,  held  on 
the  81st  day  of  December,  1872. 

It  charged  that  William  Brown  Matthews,  in  the 
month  of  cleptember  last,  at  the  Hamlet  of  Thorpe, 
in  the  county  of  the  City  of  Norwich,  feloniously 
did  steal  two  heifers,  the  property  of  Bobert 
Huggins,  value  SOL 

Tne  prisoner  is  a  publican,  and  also  hires 
marshes,  which  he  uses  for  the  agistment  of  stock 
belonging  to  various  persons.  These  marshes 
adjoin  Carron  Brid^e-rcMEMl,  and  on  the  other  side 
of  the  road  are  similar  marshes,  under  the  charge 
of  Christopher  Stiles,  which  are  used  for  the  same 
purpose,  and  cattle  are  sometimes  left  by  the 
owners  on  these  marshes,  without  notice  to  the 
persons  in  charge,  and  the  agistment  afterwards 
paid  on  their  being  taken  away.  They  are  near 
to  the  prisoner's  house,  but  the  fences  thereof  are 
defective. 

The  prosecutor,  on  the  14th  of  September,  sent 
the  two  heifers  in  question  to  be  agisted  on  the 
marshes,  under  the  management  of  Stiles.    The 

Eerson  who  brought  them  did  not  inform  Stiles 
e  had  done  so,  out  Stiles  afterwards  saw  them 
there. 

On  or  about  the  following  Wednesday,  the  18th 
September,  the  heifers  strayed  out  of  the  marshes 
on  to  the  public  road,  and  were  there  found  by  the 
prisoner,  who  put  them  upon  his  own  marshes. 

Soon  after,  the  prisoner  told  Stiles  that  he  had 
found  two  heifers,  and  asked  if  he  knew  to  whom 
they  belonged.  Stiles  told  the  prisoner  that  he 
did  not  then  know,  but  that  they  nad  been  put  on 
the  marshes  which  were  under  his  care,  and  the 
prisoner  then  said  he  had  them  on  his  marshes,  to 
which  Stiles  made  no  objection. 

A  few  days  after  Stiles  told  the  prisoner  that  tho 
heifers  belonged  to  Mr.  Huggins.  At  that  time 
the  prisoner  had  the  heifers  on  his  aforesaid 
marsnes,  and  so  kept  Uiem  for  a  day  or  two,  and 
until  the  10th  of  October,  when  he  sent  them  away 
25  miles  from  Norwich,  to  be  taken  care  of  for  him, 
at  a  place  called  Bybargh,  by  a  yefrvoTL-^Vv^  >B:xi^es« 
nothing  of  the  drcnuna^AXkOM,  «aA  tqc^c^^  ^(^^sa^ 
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as  the  property  of  the  prisoner.  About  three  days 
afterwu^  the  prisoner  told  Stiles  he  had  lost  the 
heifers,  and  though  he  perfectly  well  knew  where 
the  heifers  were,  he  on  two  other  occasions  denied 
all  knowledge  of  where  they  were  or  what  had 
become  of  them.  On  the  16th  of  December,  the 
police  found  the  heifers  at  Byburgh,  where  they 
nad  be^i  kept  for  the  prisoner,  and  with  his  know- 
ledge, for  more  than  two  months  after  he  had 
learned  who  the  owner  was. 

I  told  the  jury  first  that  if  the  prisoner,  at  the 
time  he  foand  the  heifers,  had  a  reasonable  ex- 
pectation of  ascertaining  who  the  owner  was,  and 
did  not  believe  that  the^  were  abandoned,  and 
took  them  into  his  possession  with  the  intention  of 
appropriating  thom  to  his  own  use  and  depriving 
the  owner  of  them,  that  would  amount  to  a 
felonious  taking  in  law,  and  they  ought  to  find  the 
prisoner  guilty. 

Secondly,  that  if,  after  the  conversation  with 
Stiles,  in  which  he  had  been  informed  that  the 
heifers  had  been  left  in  his  (Stiles's)  marshes  by  an 
owner  then  unknown,  he  continued  to  hold  them  for 
such  owner,  and  shortly  afterwards  sent  them  away 
with  the  intent  and  for  the  purpose  of  depriving 
the  owner  of  his  heifers,  and  appropriating  them  to 
his  own  use,  I  should  advise  them  to  fina  that  he 
was  guilty  of  a  felonious  taking. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  but  in  order 
to  raise  the  questions  submitted  by  the  counisel 
for  the  prisoner,  I  put  the  following  questions  to 
the  jury,  and  received  the  following  answers : — 

Firstly,  whether  at  the  time  the  prisoner  first 
took  the  heifers  he  had  reasonable  expectation 
that  the  owner  could  be  found,  or  did  he  believe 
that  they  had  been  abandoned  by  their  owner. 

Secondly,  when  the  prisoner  first  took  the  heifers 
did  he  intend  to  steal  them,  or  did  the  intention  to 
steal  come  upon  him  subsequently  to  his  first 
conversation  with  Stiles  on  the  subject  of  the 
heifers. 

Thirdly,  whether  when  the  prisoner  sent  them 
aw^  on  the  10th  October,  it  was  for  the  purpose 
of  depriving  the  owner  of  them,  and  appropriating 
them  to  his  own  use. 

At  the  request  of  the  prisoner's  counsel  I  sub- 
mitted the  question  also  to  the  jury  whether  at  the 
very  time  he  first  possessed  himself  of  the  heifers 
the  prisoner  had  an  intention  of  appropriating 
them  to  his  own  use.    The  jury  found  : — 

Firstly,  that  at  the  time  uie  prisoner  found  the 
heifers  he  had  reasonable  expectation  that  the 
owner  could  be  found,  and  that  ne  did  not  believe 
that  they  had  been  abandoned  by  the  owner. 

Secondly,  that  at  the  time  of  nnding  the  heifers 
the  prisoner  did  not  intend  to  steal  them,  but  that 
the  intention  to  steal  came  on  him  subsequent  to 
his  first  interview  with  Stiles. 

Thirdly,  that  the  prisoner,  when  he  sent  the 
heifers  away  on  the  10th  of  October,  did  so  for 
the  purpose  and  with  the  intention  of  depriving 
the  owner  of  them,  and  that  the  prisoner  did 
intend  to  appropriate  them  to  his  own  use. 

But  as  to  the  question,  also  submitted  to  the 
juiT,  whether  at  the  very  time  he  found  the 
heifers  the  prisoner  had  an  intention  of  appro- 
priating them  to  his  own  use,  the  jury  replied 
"  No."  Upon  the  foregoing  finding  of  the  jury, 
I  directed  the  verdict  of  guilty  to  be  recorded, 
and  allowed  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  take  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  directed  that 
the  prisoner  aboald  be  admitted  to  bail  upon  his 


finding  sufficient  sureties.     Judgment  was  de- 
ferred until  next  sessions. 

As  the  prisoner  is  unable  to  obtain  bail  he  still 
remains  in  custody. 

(Signed)        P.  Fbed.  O'Mallbt, 

Beoorder  of  NorwidL 
No  counsel  appeared  to  argue  on  either  side. 

BoviLL,  O.J. — We  have  consid^^ed  this  case, 
and  have  oome  to  the  conclusion  that  the  oonvio- 
tion  must  be  quashed.  The  jury  have  foond  that 
at  the  time  the  prisoner  found  the  heifers  he  had 
reasonable  expectation  that  the  owner  could  be 
found,  and  that  he  did  not  believe  that  they  had 
been  abandoned  by  the  owner.  But  at  the  sum 
time  they  have  found  that  at  the  time  of  finding 
the  heifers  the  prisoner  did  not  intend  to  steal  tbem, 
but  that  the  intention  to  steal  came  on  him  sub- 
sequently to  the  first  interview  with  Stiles.  Thai 
being  so,  the  case  is  undistinguishable  from  Beg, 
V.  Thurhom  (1  Den.  CO.  §38),  and  the  cases 
which  have  followed  that  decision.  Not  having 
any  intention  to  steal  when  he  first  found  them, 
the  presumption  is  that  he  took  them  for  safe 
custody,  and  unless  there  was  something  equiva- 
lent to  a  bailment  afterwards,  he'oould  not  be  con* 
victed  of  larceny.  On  the  whole  we  think  there 
was  not  sufiicient  to  make  this  out  to  be  a 
of  larceny  by  a  bailee. 

Convietian  qwuh^ 


Bso.  V,  Negus. 

Embezzlement — Clerk  or  servcML 

A  person  engaged  io  solicit  orders  and  paid  hy  comr 
mission  on  ike  sums  received,  which  sums  Ks  ww 
forthwith  to  hand  over  to  the  prosecutors,  uhu  <d 
liberty  to  apply  for  orders  when  he  thought  most 
convenient,  avid  was  not  to  employ  himself  for  any 
other  persons. 
Held,  not  a  derh  or  servant  wiihin  24  ^  25  Fid  c 

96,  s,  68  (embezzlement.) 
Oase  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

John  Negus  was  tried  before  me  at  the  Middle- 
sex sessions  on  the  25th  March,  1873  for  em- 
bezzling the  sum  of  V?l  as  clerk  and  swvant  to 
Boape  and  others. 

Tne  prisoner  was  engaged  by  the  proseoaton 
to  solicit  orders  for  them,  and  ne  was  to  be  ptid 
by  a  commission  on  the  sums  received  throog^ 
his  means.  He  had  no  authority  to  receive  moiMj> 
but  if  any  was  paid  to  him,  he  was  forthwith  to 
hand  it  over  to  his  employers.  He  was  at  liberty 
to  apply  for  orders  whenever  he  thought  mosk 
convenient,  but  was  not  to  employ  bimseH  ftr 
any  other  persons  than  the  prosecutors. 

Uontrary  to  his  duty  he  applied  for  payment  of 
the  above  sum,  and  having  received  it  he  spplMjl 
it  to  his  own  use,  and  domed  when  asked  tnat  it 
had  been  paid  to  him. 

The  prisoner's  counsel  contended  that  he  was 
not  a  clerk  or  servant  within  the  meaninff  of  the 
statute,  but  I  refused  to  stop  the  oase,  and  oiieotod 
the  jury  to  find  him  guilty,  subject  to  a  ease  to 
be  reserved  for  the  decision  of  this  Hononnbfe 
Oourt. 

The  c[ue6tion  for  the  opinion  of  this  Honoiuible 
Oourt  IS :  Whether  upon  the  fiM^ts  herein  stated 
the  prisoner  was  a  clerk  or  servant,  and  as  snoh 
rightly  convicted  of  the  crime  of  embesaleiiiSDi 
if  this  Honourable  Oourt  shall  decide  this  quit- 
tion  in  the  affirmative,  the  oonyiotioii  ia  to  be 
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affirmed.    If,  on  the  contrary,  the  conviction  is  to 
be  quashed. 

The  prisoner  remains  in  the  Middlesex  House 
of  Correction,  Clerkenwell. 

(Signed)  W.  H.  Bodkin, 

Assistant  Judge. 

No  counsel  appeared  to  argue  for  the  prisoner. 

F.  H.  Lewis  for  the  prosecution. — It  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  prisoner  was  a  clerk  or  servant 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  This  is  not 
like  the  case  of  Beg,  v.  Bcxwers  (10  Cox  C.  0.  250 ; 
35  L.  J.,  M.  C,  206),  where  a  person  who  was  em- 
ployed to  sell  coals  on  commission,  and  to  collect 
monies  on  account  of  such  orders,  was  held  not  to 
be  a  clerk  or  servant,  he  being  at  liberty  to  dis- 
pose of  his  time  as  he  thought  best,  and  to  get  or 
abstain  from  getting  orders  as  he  might  choose. 
[BoviLL,  O.J. — Here  the  case  states  that  the 
prisoner  was  at  liberty  to  apply  for  orders  when- 
ever he  thought  most  convenient.]  In  Beg.  v. 
BaUev  (12  Cox  C.  C.  56),  a  person  employed  as 
traveller  to  solicit  orders  and  collect  monies  due 
on  the  execution  of  the  orders,  and  paid  by  com- 
mission, and  who  was  at  liberty  to  ^et  orders 
when  and  where  he  pleased  within  his  district, 
bat  was  to  give  his  whole  time  to  the  service  of 
the  prosecutors,  was  held  to  be  a  clerk  or  servant 
within  the  statute.  So  in  Beg,  v.  Tite  (L.  &  C. 
13 ;  8  Cox  0.  C.  458),  where  a  traveller  paid  by 
commission,  and  employed  to  get  orders  and 
receive  payments,  but  bound  to  devote  the  whole 
of  his  time  to  his  emplover*s  service,  was  held  to 
be  within  the  statute,  although  he  was  at  liberty 
to  receive  orders  for  other  persons  also.  So  in 
Beg.  v.  WiUiam  Turner  (11  Cox  C.  C.  551),  a 
traveller  who  agreed  to  eniploy  himself  in  going 
from  town  to  town  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and 
solicit  orders  for  the  prosecutor,  and  not  to  act 
without  the  prosecutor's  assent  for  himself  or  any 
other  person,  was  held  to  be  a  clerk  or  servant 
within  the  statute.  In  this  case  the  prisoner 
engaged  not  to  employ  himself  for  any  other 
persons. 

BoviLL,  C.J. — The  question  submitted  to  us  is 
whether  on  the  facts  stated  the  prisoner  was  a 
derk  or  servant,  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial 
having  directed  the  jnrv  to  find  him  guilty,  sub- 
ject to  a  case  reserved  for  the  decision  of  this 
ooort  Grenerally  sp)eaking  the  question  whether 
a  person  employed  is  a  c^rk  or  servant  depends 
on  so  many  considerations,  that  it  should  be  left 
to  the  jury.  It  is  extremely  difficult  on  the  mere 
rtatements  in  this  case  to  say  whether  the  prisoner 
was  a  clerk  or  servant.  It  appears  to  me  that 
there  is  not  enough  stated  to  make  out  that  he 
was  a  clerk  or  servant.  One  ground  is  to  ascertain 
whether  the  person  was  bound  to  obey  the  orders 
of  his  employer  so  as  to  be  under  the  control  of 
bis  employer.  There  is  not  sufficient  stated  here 
to  show  that  the  prisoner  was  under  the  control 
and  bound  to  obey  the  orders  of  or  to  devote  the 
whole  of  his  time  as  his  employer  directed,  all  that 
is  stated  is  that  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  employ 
himself  for  any  other  persons  than  the  prosecutors ; 
he  was  at  liberty  to  amuse  himself  or  get  orders 
as  be  pleased.  The  facts  stated  do  not  make  out 
that  the  prisoner  was  a  clerk  or  servant.  In  all 
these  cases  it  is  more  convenient  that  the  question 
dioold  be  left  to  the  jury. 

BaAXWiLL»  B. — ^The  conviction  must  be  quashed 
imlast  we  see  on  the  hctM  stated  that  the  prisoner 
must  hare  been  a  derk  or  servant.     1  am  of 

Uab.  Oas.— tol.  ym 


opinion  that  the  court  cannot  see  that.  The  statute 
applies  not  to  the  cases  of  agents,  but,  in  popular 
language,  to  cases  of  master  and  servant.  In 
Beg,  V.  Bowers,  Erie,  C.J.,  says :  "  The  cases  ha^e 
established  that  a  clerk  or  servant  must  be  under 
the  orders  of  his  master  or  employer  to  receive 
the  monies  of  his  employer  to  be  within  the 
statute ;  but  if  a  man  be  entrusted  to  get  orders 
and  receive  money,  getting  the  orders  when  and 
where  he  chooses,  and  getting  the  money  when 
and  where  he  chooses,  he  is  not  a  clerk  or  servant 
within  the  statute*'  That  I  think  is  good  law  and 
applicable  to  this  case. 

biiACKBURN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
test  whether  a  person  is  a  clerk  or  servant 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  is  whether  the 
person  is  under  the  control  of  and  bound  to  obey 
the  orders  of  his  employer ;  he  may  be  so  without 
being  bound  to  devote  the  whole  of  his  time  to 
his  employer's  service.  In  this  case  there  is 
nothing  inconsistent  with  the  prisoner's  being  a 
commission  agent,  except  that  he  engaged  not  to 
employ  himself  for  any  other  persons  than  the 
prosecutors.  On  these  facts,  I  think  he  was  not 
shown  to  be  a  clerk  or  servant  within  the 
statute. 

AscHiBALD  and  Hoxtman,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Conviction  qiKuhed. 
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Thursday,  June  19,  1873. 
(Before  Mr.  Serjt.  Cox,  Deputy  Assistant  Judge). 

Beg.  V,  Badcliffe. 

False  pretences — Larceny  —  Second  suit  for  same 
offence — Distinction  between  a  false  pretence  and 
larceny  by  trick. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  feloniously  stealing  a 
dress,  a  shmol,  and  other  articles  of  wearing 
apparel. 

The  evidence  was  thai  the  prisoner,  who  had  a  wife 
living,  but  who  represented  himself  as  a  widowei', 
was  paying  his  addresses  to  the  prosecutrix,  wJio 
was  a  widow ;  thai  in  the  course  of  conversation 
he  told  her  thai  his  laie  wife's  father  had  just 
died  (which  was  true),  that  his  sister-in-law  was 
unable  to  go  to  the  funeral,  being  too  poor  to  pur- 
chase mourning ;  thai  thereupon  the  prosecutrix, 
without  request  or  suggestion  from  him,  offered  to 
lend  her  cwthes  for  the  purpose,  and  placing  the 
articles  in  question  in  a  oag  gave  them  to  the 
prisoner  to  take  to  his  sister-in-law.  Sows  of 
these  articles  of  dress  were  worn  by  tJie  priso7ier  s 
wife  at  the  funeral,  others  were  found  to  have 
been  pawned  by  a  woman  not  identified,  who  gave 
her  name  as  that  of  the  prisoner's  wife.  The 
prosecutrix  afterwards  made  repeated  requests  to 
the  prisoner  to  return  the  clothing  she  haa  lent  to 
his  sister-in-law,  but  could  not  obtain  them.  It 
appeared  that  the  prisoner's  wife  hod  two  sisters. 
One  of  them  only  was  caUed  for  the  prosecution 
to  prove  thai  the  clothing  had  not  been  given  to 
her  by  the  prisoner. 

It  was  contended  for  the  prosecution  thai  this  was 
larceny  by  a  bailee,  Tlie  prosecutrix  had  given 
the  clothes  to  the  prisoner  to  deliver  them  to  his 
sister-in-law,  but  instead  of  doing  so  he  luid  con- 
verted them  to  his  own  use. 

Held,  that  there  was  no  case  for  the  jur^y  %tva«nw\MA\ 
<M,  t^ere  being  tioo  sister  s-WVaw^tV^^  v)qa  tv^ 
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evidence  that  the  prieoner  had  not  delivered  the 
clothes  to  a  sister-in-law  in  pursuance  of  the 
terms  of  the  bailment,  and  also  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  conversion  to  his  own  use,  it  not  being 
proved  that  the  clothes  were  pawned  by  the 
prisoner,  but  by  a  woman  who  might  have  been 
the  sister-in-law,  who  was  not  called  to  prove  the 
non-receipt  of  the  clothes  by  her. 
The  prisoner  was  then  indicted  for  the  misdemeanor 
of  obtaining  the  same  articles  of  clothing,  by 
falsely  pretending,  inter  alia,  that  his  sister-in- 
law  was  poor  ana  unable  to  buy  mourning  where- 
with to  attend  th^  funeral  of  her  father. 
An  objection  wa^  taken  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner 
that  ina,smuch  as  the  possession  otily  and  not  the 
property  had  been  passed  or  intended  to  be  passed 
oy  the  prosecutrix,  the  ojfence,  if  any,  wa^  larceny 
and  not  false  pretences. 
So  held. 

It  was  then  contended  for  the  prosecution  thai  by 
sect,  88  of  24^  25  Vict.  c.  96,  it  had  been  expressly 
enacted   that   the  defendant    may  be  convicted, 
although  it  appear  ai  the  trial  that  the  offence 
amounts  to  larceny  and  not  merely  to  obtaining 
money,  ^c,  by  false  pretences,  and  therefore  thai 
if  the  jury  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  property 
was  obtained  by  a  trick  toith  intent  to  steal,  it 
would  amount  to  a  larceny  in  law,  and  the  pri- 
soner might  be  convicted  under  this  indictment  by 
virtue  of  this  provision  of  the  statute. 
For  the  prisoner  it  was  contended,  tliat  having  been 
acquitted  upon  the  same  evidence  on  a  charge  of 
larceny  for  stealing  these  very  articles,  it  woiud  be 
contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  law  if  he  could  be 
convicted  of  the  same  larceny  under  the  form  of 
an  indictment  for  false  pretences. 
The  whole  case  was  left  to  the  jury,  the  judge  in- 
timating his  concurrence  with  the  views  advanced 
on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  and  stating  thai  if  neces- 
sary, he  should  reserve  the  question  for  the  Court 
of  Criminal  Appeal. 
The  distinction  between  a  false  pretence  and  a  trick. 
Indictmbnt  for  larceny. 
Besley  for  the  prosecution. 
The  prisoner  was  undefended. 
The  facts  proved  may  be  shortly  stated  thus : — 
The  prosecutrix  was  a  widow ;  as  she  was  walking 
through  the    Strand  the  prisoner,    who    was   a 
stranger  to  her,  accosted  her,  said  he  knew  what 
she  was  by  her  dress,  stated  that  he  was  a  widower, 
and,  expressing  sympathy  with  her,  asked  her  to 
meet  him  again.    They  met  accordingly,  and  ulti- 
mately he  became  a  formal  suitor.    But  the  pri- 
soner s  wife  meeting  them  together  in  the  street, 
a  scene  ensued  and  the  intimacy  was  broken  off. 
Shortly  before  this  the  prisoner  told  her  that  the 
father  of  his  deceased  wife  had  just  died,  which  was 
true,  and  that  his  deceased  wife's  sister  wanted  to 
go  to  the  funeral,  but  was  too  poor  to  buy  mourn- 
ing.   Upon  this  the  prosecutrix,  out  of  compassion 
to  the  prisoner's  sister-in-law,  put  a  quantity  of 
her  own  mourning  clothes  into  a  bag  and  gave  it 
to  the  prisoner,  directing  him  to  take  them  to  his 
sister-in-law,  and   to  return    them  to  her  after 
the  funeral.     The  clothes  were  not  returned,  and 
when   she  asked    for  them   the    prisoner  made 
evasive    answers.      Subsequently    some    of    the 
clothes  were  found  to  have  been  pawned,  but  not 
by  the  prisoner.    The  person  pawning  them  was  a 
woman,  not  identified  by  the  pawnbrokers,  who 
^ve  the  name  of  the  prisoner's  wife.    A  sister- 
m-law  of  the  pneoner  was  caUed  to  prove  that  she 


was  at  the  funeral,  but  that  the  clo&ee  in  t^aestion 
had  not  been  given  to  her,  and  that  the  pnaoner's 
wife  wore  some  of  them  on  that  ocGasion.  She 
proved  also  that  she  had  another  sister  living,  who 
was  not  called,  but  of  whom  all  she  oonld  say  was 
that  she  was  not  in  circumstances  likely  to  require 
borrowed  mourning.  After  the  warrant  had  been 
issued  for  the  apprehension  of  the  prisoner,  the 
prosecutrix  had  repeated  private  interviews  with 
nim. 

Besley  for  the  prosecution,  said  that  he  charged 
this  as  a  larceny  by  a  bailee.  The  dothes  End 
been  given  to  the  prisoner  to  give  to  his  sister-in- 
law,  which  he  had  not  done. 

The  Judge.  —  This  is  not  proved-  There  are 
two  sisters-in-law,  and  only  one  is  called.  Ntm 
constat  but  that  the  prisoner  may  have  given  them 
to  the  other  sister-in-law,  and  then  he  would  have 
done  with  them  what  he  was  directed  to  do.  The 
burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  prosecution.  It  must 
be  proved  that  the  pnsoner  did  not  execute  his 
contract  of  bailment,  and  that  instead  of  so  doing 
he  feloniously  converted  the  property  to  his  own 
use.  This  has  not  been  done.  I  must  direct  an 
acquittal. 

The  prisoner  was  again  indicted  for  obtaining 
the  same  articles  of  clothing  by  false  pretences. 

The  false  pretence  chargCMi  as  being  that  which 
induced  the  prosecutrix  to  give  the  prisoner  the 
clothes  was,  in  substance,  a  statement  by  the  pri- 
soner that  his  deceased  wife's  father  was  dead,  tiist 
his  sister-in-law  had  no  mourning,  and  was  there- 
fore unable  to  go  to  her  father's  mneral. 

The  evidence  was  the  same  as  stated  above. 

Moody  (amicus  curim)  said  that  as  the  prisoner 
was  undefended  he  wished  to  direct  his  Lordship's 
attention  to  the  cases  in  which  it  had  been 
decided  that,  if  the  possession  merely,  and  not  the 
property,  had  been  passed,  or  intended  to  be 
passed,  the  charge  of  misdemeanor  could  not  be 
sustained. 

The  Judge. — Here  the  prosecutrix  had  clearly 
parted  with  the  possession  only  and  designed  no 
more.  The  charge  of  false  pretences  could  not  be 
sustained. 

Besley,  for  the  prosecution,  submitted  that  it 
was  competent  for  him,  under  this  indictment,  to 
show  it  to  have  been  a  larceny.  The  88th  sectioD 
of  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  expressly  enacts  thit 
"  if  upon  the  trial  of  anv  person  indicted  for  sadi 
misdemeanor  it  should  be  proved  that  he  obtained 
the  property  in  question  in  any  such  manner  as  to 
amount  in  law  to  larceny,  he  shall  not  by  reason 
thereof  be  entitled  to  be  acquitted  of  such  misde- 
meanor; and  no  person  tried  for  such  misde- 
meanor shall  be  liable  to  be  afterwards  prosecoted 
for  larceny  upon  the  same  facts."  Under  this 
provision  it  would  be  a  question  for  the  vaaj  if 
the  possession  was  obtained  by  a  tridc,  and,  if  so^ 
it  would  be  larceny,  and  thus  the  case  would  dearly 
come  within  the  provision. 

Moody  {amicus  curias). — ^That  raises  another  ob- 
jection. The  prisoner  has  been  already  tried  and 
acquitted  of  tne  larceny  of  the  self-same  articles 
upon  the  same  evidence.  He  could  not  now  be 
convicted  of  the  offence  of  which  he  has  been  ac- 
quitted. 

Besleu. — ^The  statute  makes  no  snoh  ezoqitkm. 
The  only  proviso  is  that,  if  acauitted  of  the  mis- 
demeanor, he  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  kumny. 
It  makes  no  provision  for  such  a  case  as  tfaA  pM- 
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sent  where  he  has  been  tried  for  the  larceny  and 
acqnitted. 

The  Judge.  —  The  point  is  new  and  very  im- 
portant, for,  if  Mr.  Besley's  argoment  is  right,  the 
effect  of  this  statute  will  be  to  destroy  the  great 
principle  of  our  law,  that  no  man  shall  be  twice 
put  in  peril  for  the  same  offence.  It  deprives  the 
prisoner  of  his  plea  of  autrefois  acquit,  I  cannot  take 
upon  myself  to  set  aside  the  express  words  of  the 
section,  but  I  shall  reserve  the  point  for  the 
judges.  The  question  here  raised  is  most  impor- 
tant. I  will  leave  the  facts  to  the  jury,  and  on 
their  finding  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal  on  all  the  poiuts  that  have  been 
mooted,  and  1  thank  Mr.  Moody  for  the  assistance 
he  has  rendered  to  the  court. 

The  Judge  to  the  jury. — It  is  distinctly  proved 
that  the  clothes  were  parted  with  to  the  prisoner 
by  reason  of  a  statement  that  his  sister-in- 
law  was  too  poor  to  buy  mourning,  and  there- 
fore was  prevented  from  attending  her  father's 
funeral.  This  statement  roused  the  compassion  of 
the  prosecutrix,  who  thereupon  offered  to  lend  her 
own  clothes  to  the  woman,  and  delivered  them  to 
the  prisoner  for  that  purpose,  with  an  injunction 
to  return  them  after  such  use.  It  is,  therefore, 
clearly  shown  that  the  prosecutrix  parted  with  the 
possession  only  and  not  the  property,  and  it  has 
Deen  decided  that  where  this  is  the  case  the 
offence,  if  any,  is  larceny,  and  that  an  indictment 
for  fidse  pretences  cannot  be  sustained.  Here, 
then,  I  should  have  withdrawn  the  case  from  your 
consideration,  but  for  a  provision  of  the  Criminal 
Law  Amendment  Act,  that  in  any  trial  on  a  charge 
of  false  pretences,  if  the  offence  proved  shall 
amount  in  law  to  larceny,  the  prisoner  shall  not  be 
therefore  acquitted,  but  may  be  convicted  as  if  he 
had  been  inoicted  for  larceny.  It  is  contended  on 
the  part  of  the  prosecution  that  this  is  a  case 
coming  directly  within  that  provision  of  the  Act, 
and  that  if  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner 
obtained  possession  of  the  clothes  by  a  trick,  the 
offence  would  amount  in  law  to  larceny,  and  he 
might  be  convicted  under  this  indictment.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  has  been  suggested  that  as  the 
law  says  that  no  man  shall  be  put  in  peril  twice 
for  the  same  offence,  and  as  the  prisoner  has  been 
already  tried  for  larcenv  of  these  very  clothes  and 
acquitted,  it  would  oe  a  violation  of  a  most 
wholesome  law  if  it  could  be  permitted  that,  under 
the  form  of  an  indictment  for  false  pretences,  he 
should  be  tried  again  and  possibly  convicted  of 
the  larceny.  I  fuUy  share  in  this  objection,  and  I 
have  great  doubt  whether  such  a  construction 
would  DC  put  upon  the  statute.  But  as  the  lan- 
guage is  clear  and  express,  and  there  is  no  pro- 
hibition, as  in  the  contrary  case  of  an  indictment 
for  hlae  pretences  being  first  preferred,  I  cannot 
take  upon  myself  to  say  that  the  statute  does  not 
intend  what  it  appears  to  declare,  and,  if  necessary, 
I  shall  reserve  the  point  for  the  consideration  of  a 
saperior  court.  But  the  question  which  I  now 
leave  to  you,  and  of  which  I  ask  your  opinion 
iSy  if  npon  the  evidence  it  is  proved  to  your 
imtinfartifm  that  the  prisoner  obtained  the 
clothes  by  a  trick  and  not  by  a  false  pretence ; 
if  joa  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  a  trick,  and  not 
merely  a  false  pretence,  it  would  amount  to  a 
laiceiiy  in  law,  and  the  prisoner  might  be  con- 
Tiofced.  Therefore,  I  will  endeavour  to  assist  you 
io  4f^^^^g  this  by  directing  your  attention  to 
the  diffieraioe  between  fidse  pretence  and  larceny 


by  a  trick.  I  can  find  no  clear  definitions  in  the 
books  from  which  I  can  show  you  distinctly  where 
the  two  offences  differ.  The  boundary  line  is 
very  fine  indeed,  and  the  cases  are  not  clear,  and 
upon  this  point  also  I  shall  ask  the  opinion  of  the 
judges.  My  own  view  of  it  is  this :  That  a  false 
pretence  is  a  lie  told  or  acted  to  infiuence  the 
mind;  but  obtaining  by  a  trick,  so  as  to  con- 
stitute larceny,  is  an  imposition  upon  the  senses. 
If  this  is  not  the  distinction,  I  do  not  know  what 
it  is.  Obviously,  every  indictable  false  pretence 
is  in  one  sense  a  trick  and  a  fraud,  and  any- 
thing obtained  by  it  is  obtained  by  trickery 
and  fraud.  And  if  the  contention  of  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  be  right,  every  false  pretence 
would  amount  to  larceny  in  law,  and  the  mis- 
demeanor might  be  abolished.  My  reading  of 
the  statute  is  this :  That  if  the  alleged  false  pre- 
tence should  turn  out  not  to  be  what  is  familiarly 
termed  "a  good  false  pretence,"  by  reason  of 
being  something  more,  that  is  to  say,  if  it  appeared 
upon  the  evidence  to  be  a  larceny  and  not  a  false 
pretence  (as  was  often  found  before  the  statute, 
when  the  endeavour  was  to  prove  that  the  pri- 
soner had  committed  larceny  and  not  merely  a 
alse  pretence,  and  which,  if  sustained,  procured 
an  acquittal)  in  such  case  the  prisoner  should  not 
be  acquitted,  but  might  be  convicted  of  the  larceny. 
Was  this,  then,  a  false  pretence  merely,  or  a 
trick  P  If  you  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  a  false 
pretence  merely,  for  the  reason  that  I  have  stated 
you  must  acquit  the  prisoner.  But  if  it  be  your 
opinion  that  it  was  a  trick,  and  that  it  was 
done  with  design  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
clothes,  and  with  intent,  at  the  moment  of  taking 
them  into  possession,  to  convert  them  to  his  own 
use — that  is,  to  steal  them — you  will  say  that  he  is 
^ilty.  But  you  must  be  satisfied  that  he  had  such 
intent  in  his  mind  at  the  time  of  practising  the 
trick,  and  at  the  moment  of  receiving  the  clothes 
from  the  prosecutrix ;  for  if  it  arose  subsequently, 
as  after  having  given  them  to  his  wife  she  had 
pawned  them,  or  otherwise,  he  would  not  be  guilty 
of  larceny.  Should  you  convict  him,  I  shall  reserve 
both  the  points  I  have  stated  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal. 

Not  Guilty. 


V.C.   KALISrS'   COUBT. 

Reported  by  T.  H.  Cabsov,  and  F.  Qould.  Esqn., 
Barritt6r«4it-Law. 


TJiursday,  June  5, 1873. 

Clark  v.  School  Board  por  London. 

Light  and  air — Elementary  Educaiion  Act  1870 — 
Lands  Clauses  Act  1845 — Injury  to  premises  7wt 
taken  under  compulsory  powers — Injunction, 
The  defendants  haviiig,  under  the  above  Acts,  ac- 
quired land  as  a  site  for  a  school,  j^roceeded  io 
iuild  so  as  to  interfere  with  tits  light  of  an  adjoin- 
ing owner  whose  houses  they  had  not  acquired 
power  to  take. 
Held,  thai  the  hoard  were  not  entitled  hy  their  build- 
ing to  interfere  with  the  plaintiff's  rights,  leaving 
him  to  claim  compensation  under  sect,  68  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Ad,  hut  tJuit  the  plaintiff  was  en' 
titled  to  an  injunction. 
The    School  Board   for  London  had,  under  the 
Elementary  Education  Act  1870  and  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  1845,  taken  a  piece  of  land  at  Penton- 
^  ville,  for  the  purpose  of  building;  «k%OckS)K\  >Xi^x«atv> 


204 MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 

Q.  B.]        Makkbt  Habbokocsh,  £c.,  TsimEEs  «.  Majuxt  HABBOBonoH  Hiqhwat  Boaxd.        [Q.  B. 


and  the  plointifi'  was  the  owner  of  some  leasehold 
honses  Bajoining  the  land. 

The  bourd  bad  not  token  the  plaintiff's  honms, 
nor  had  they  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the 
snit  any  compnlBOrv  power  to  take  them. 

In  ifaj  1873  tbeDoard  bsRan  to  erect  the  school 
bouse  within  a  distance  of  about  4ft.  ft«m  the 
plaintiff's  windows,  which  were  ancient  lights,  and 
nad  already  built  np  higher  than  the  windows, 
when  the  plaintiS'  filed  a  bill  to  raatrain  them 
from  interfering  with  bis  lights.  An  interim 
injunction  having  already  been  granted,  the  plain- 
tiff now  moved  to  coatinua  it. 

Qltute,  Q.C.  and  F.  A.  Lewin  for  the  motion. 

Cotton,  Q.C.  and  Speed,  for  the  defendants,  buIv 
milted  that  as  the  board  were  acting  under  their 
parliamentary  powers,  and  had  not  taken  any  of 
the  plaintiff's  land,  his  remedy  was  under  sect.  66 
of  the  Lands  Clanses  Act.  The  board  were  willing 
They  cited : 
r.  London  and  South  Wettem  Sailteay  Com 

pang,  7  Ea.  350  ; 
Brand  t.  Hammemnitk  Kailuay  CmHuiiu,  L.  Bop. 

4  E.  ft  I.  App.  171 ;  21  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  2SS ; 
Thiekntttt  v.  Laneatter  Canal  Company,  4  M.  Ht 

472; 
Broadbait  *.  Jmpffrial  Oat  Company,  7  De  O.  U.  ft 

0.436,457;  ^L.T.Bef.0.a.m; 
Eaglt  T.  Charing  Oou  Railioay  Comvanv,  L.  Bep.  2 

C.P.638i  16L.T.  Bep.  N.8.  BBS. 
Gkute,  Q.C.  in  reply,  eit«d: 
CrMt  T.  Baldatu,  L.  Bep.  S  Q.  B.  lU ;  leL.  T.  Bep. 

'        B^  T.'  Co^peraliifn  oj  London,  15  Eq.  876  ;  28  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  B.  336. 
[He  was  stopped  by  the  court.] 

The  Vicb-Chancellor.— Nobody  donbta  that 
thie  is  an  unlawful  act.  The  proprietors,  vnder 
whom  the  Board  claim,  could  not  have  done  that 
which  they  are  doing.  The  injunction  must  be 
continued. 

Plaintiff's  soticitors,  Xeioin  uid  Co. 

Defendants'  solicitors,  Sydttey  Gedge  and  Co. 


COQKT  or  QVEEVS  BBNCH. 

K^purUd  br  J.  Bhobtt  ud  H.  W.  KcEiLua,  Stan., 
B»nirt8»M.I*w. 

AprU  30  and  May  23, 1873. 

Maeket  Hahbokouqh    akd   Bbampton  Tdbvfikb 

Trustees  (appellants)  v.  Habket  Habborol'oh 

HiGHWAT  DiBT&iCT  BoAKD  (respondents). 

Highway — Coniribuiion  —  Tollt  eondittimal  upon 

repairs — Apportionment — %  S;  S  Vict  e.  59, «.  1. 
Thf  appellanla  were  auihorited  to  take  tolU  upon 
a  pifce  of  road  in  nne  of  the  reipondenla'  paritkee, 
in  cate  they  thouid   keep   and   continue,   at  all 
tiinet,  in  yood  repair  that  part  of  Ike  aaid  road ; 
thry  received  a  larger  amount  in  folia  upon  thie 
piece  of  road  than  the  repairi  coat ;  butlke  funds 
JOT  the  whole  trait,  which  with  llie  exeeptum  of 
this  Jtiece  uf  road  was  outnde  the   retpondenla' 
dittricl,  were  iiiauficienl  to  meet  the  repairs. 
Held,   thai  the  justices  were  right  in  refusing   to 
make  an   m-der  of  coniribuiion  upon  the  respon- 
dent!, under  4^5  Viet.  e.  59,  «.  1. 
This  was  a  case  stated  by  four  justices  for  the 
county  of  Leicester,  under  statute  20  &  21  Vict., 
c.  +3,  on  the  application  in  writing   of  the  appel- 
lants, who  were  disaadsfied  with  their  doteimina- 
tion  upon  the  question  of  law  which  arose  as  hore- 
inmfter  stated  on  the  14th  Hay  1872,  at  Market 


Harborough,  in  the  sud  oonntf.  The  appcdlanta 
had  duly  entered  into  a  recognuaace  to  inxwecoto 
the  appeal. 

At  a  special  sessions  for  highwaya.  held  at 
Uarket  Harborongh,  in  the  county  of  Leioeater,  cm 
the  14th  May  1872,  an  information  by  GeoBieT 
Hawkins,  clerk  to  the  appellants,  was  ezhibitea 
before  the  justicee,  under  4  A  5  TicL,  c.  59  (which 
statute  has  been  continued  by  several  subsequent 
statutes  to  the  present  time)  stating  that  the  fonda 
of  the  said  Turnpike  troat,  called  the  Martot 
Harhorough  and  Brampton  Turnpike  Trust,  were 
insufficient  for  the  repairs  of  the  tnmpike  read, 
within  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden  in  the  counh 
of  Leicester,  and  within  the  Market  Harborongh 
Highway  district,  and  praying  that  the  jiuticea 
would  proceed  to  make  such  indgment  and  order 
in  the  premises  aa  upon  examination  to  the  jostwn 
should  seem  meet,  and  as  to  law  did  appertain- 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  infonnation,  the 
following  facta  were  proved  or  admitted  by  bolli 

That  this  turnpike  trust  originated  under  an 
Act  of  Farhament,  25  Qeo.  2.  c.  Ivii.,  being  an  Act 
for  repairing  and  widening  the  road  leading 
from  Market  Harborough,  in  the  county  m 
Leicester,  to  the  Pound,  in  the  parish  of  Brampton, 
in  the  county  of  Huntingdon,  but  such  road  did 
not  enter  or  affect  the  pansh  of  Great  Bowden. 

The  tnisteee,  by  virtue  of  sereial  clauaes  in 
the  said  Act  d  25  Geo.  2  contained,  diverted,  and 
tnmed  apart  of  the  old  road  into  an  old  hif^waj 
in  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden,  which  piece  n 
road  is  the  subject  of  this  appeal ;  and  the  Act  of 
27  Geo.  2,  c.  ixviii.,  was  nassed  to  remove  doubt* 
as  to  the  legality  of  sucn  alteiation ;  and  powen 
were  given  to  the  trustees  to  collect  tolls  thereon. 

That  the  turnpike  trust  was  continued  l^  the 
Acts  of  Parliament,  33  Geo.  2,  o.  xxxniL,  and 
39  Geo.  3,  c.  ].,  and  1  Geo.  4,  o.  Ixzx. 

That,  by  the  Act  1  Qeo.  4,  c.  Izzx.,  which  redlcs 
the  former  Acts,  at  p.  13,  the  powen  cf  llw 
trustees  to  take  tolls  on  part  of  the  pcMticm  of 
the  road  in  Great  Bowden  parish  were  ■«• 
stricted. 

That,  by  an  Act  4  Tict.,  c.  isiv.,  all  the  formv 
Acts  were  repealed,  and  the  whole  of  the  road 
was  put  into  tne  general  trusts  without  any  special 
clauses  affecting  the  piece  of  road  in  Groat  Bowden 
poriBh. 

That,  in  the  following  session,  5  Yict.,  c.  Izii., 
an  Act  reciting  the  last  Act  was  obtained,  which 
relates  solely  to  the  part  of  the  turnpike  rtiad 
in  Great  Bowden  parish,  and  the  subject  of  this 

That,  at  the  present  time,  the  tmstoea  maintain 
double  toll  gates,  one  being  aoroBB  the  piece  ef 
road  which  is  not  affected  by  the  said  Act  <i. 
5  Vict.,  the  other  across  the  piece  of  road  affected 
by  that  Act.  At  the  former  gate  they  charge 
the  higher  rate  of  tolls  as  r^(ulated  in  the  Ad 
of  1841.  at  the  latter  the  lower  rate  oi  tolls  as 
Bet  out  in  the  Act  ot  1842. 

That  the  funds  for  the  whole  trust  are  insuf- 
ficient to  meet  the  repairs  for  the  year  ending 
3lBt  Dec.  1872  to  the  extent  of  8001,  atid  that  the 
proper  proportion  to  be  contributed  for  the 
pansh  of  Great  Bowden  would  be  211.  16i.  4a. 

That,  the  tolls  received  at  the  gate  acroea  the 
portion  of  road  affected  by  the  Act  5  Yict.  (184S) 
are  considerably  more  than  anffioient  to  ntntir  that 
portion  of  the  road. 
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Q.  B.]        MuLKiT  Habbobouoh,  Ac,  Trustees  v.  Market  Harborouoh  Hiohwat  Board.        [Q.  B. 


The  several  Acts  above  mentioned  are  made  part 
of  this  case. 

The  respondents  contended  that  under  the 
operation  of  the  above-mentioned  Act  the  piece  of 
road  between  Market  Harborough  and  St.  Mary^s 
Boad-bridge  has  always  been  separated  firom,  or 
been  made  a  special  part  of  the  entire  trust ;  and 
that  the  trustees  may,  or  may  not,  avail  them- 
selves of  the  discretionary  powers  vested  in  them 
of  receiving  the  tolls  ana  repairing  the  road; 
ihAt  the  Highway  Board  is  not  liable  to  make  up 
the  deficiency  on  the  whole  road ;  but  if  the  trus- 
tees decline  to  receive  the  tolls  and  repair  the  road, 
the  board  must  repair  the  same  as  an  ordinary 
hifl^way  within  their  district. 

The  appellants  contended  that  this  portion  of 
the  road  still  formed  part  of  the  entire  trust ;  that 
the  tolls  received  therefrom  must  be  brought  into 
the  general  fund;  and  that  the  Highway  Board 
were  liable  to  contribute  to  the  general  defi- 
ciency. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  respondents' 
contention  was  right,  and  made  an  order  dis- 
missing the  information. 

The  appellants  were  dissatisfied  with  the  de- 
termination of  the  justices  as  being  erroneous  in 
point  of  law. 

[f  the  court  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision 
of  justices  was  correct,  then  the  same  is  to  be 
affirmed. 

If  the  court  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  was 
erroneous  in  law,  then  the  decision  is  to  be  amended 
by  ordering  that  the  sum  of  212.  16«.  Ad,  shall  be 
paid  b^  the  said  EEighway  Board  to  the  trustees  of 
the  said  turnpike  trust. 

The  appellants*  points  were.  First,  that  a  portion 
of  the  Market  Harborough  and  Brampton  Turn- 
pike Boad  (which  portion  of  the^id  road  is  the 
subject  of  this  appeal)  lies  within  the  parish  of 
Great  Bowden,  in  the  respondents'  highway  dis- 
trict, and  that  the  whole  of  such  portion  of  road, 
or  some  part  of  such  portion,  is  comprised  within, 
and  forms  part  of,  the  said  turnpike  trusts;  secondly, 
that  the  appellants,  as  trustees  of  the  said  turnpike 
trasts,  are  empowered  to  demand  and  take,  and  do 
demand  and  take,  certain  tolls  upon  the  said  portion 
d  road,  which  lies  in  the  said  parish  of 
Great  Bowden  in  the  said  respondents'  said 
highway  district ;  and  the  appellants  have  kept,  and 
continue  to  keep  the  said  portion  of  road  in  good 
repair ;  thirdly,  that  the  tolls  so  demanded  and 
tajcen  on  the  whole  of  the  said  portion  of  road  are 
brought  into,  and  the  same,  or  the  tolls  taken  over 
•  part  of  the  said  portion  of  road  belong  to,  and 
form  part  of  the  general  funds  of  the  appellants' 
aaid  trust ;  fourthly,  that  the  funds  of  tne  appel- 
lants' said  trust  being  insufficient  to  meet  the 
repairs  of  the  said  turnpike  road,  as  found  in  the 
said  case,  the  respondents  are  liable  to  contribute 
towards  the  repairs  of  the  said  portion  of  the  said 
turnpike  road,  or  of  a  part  of  such  portion  thereof 
as  lies  within  the  said  parish  of  Great  Bowden,  in 
the  said  respondents'  highway  district. 

The  respondents*  points  were.  First,  that  the 
pieoe  of  road  between  Market  Harborough  and 
St.  Mary's  Boad-bridge  was  an  ancient  queen's 
highway,  and  formed  no  part  of  the  appellants' 
trust ;  and  by  the  Acts  passed  since  the  creation 
of  snoh  trust  relating  to  such  trust,  that  highway 
has  ahrajB  been  treated  separately  and  made  a 
special  pari  oi  sooh  trust ;  secondly,  that  if  the 
appeDsnts  keep  the  said  highway  in  repair  they 


are  limited  by  5  Yict.,  c.  Ixix.,  referred  to  in  the 
case  of  the  tolls  therein  mentioned  for  remunera* 
tion  for  snch  repairs,  and  have  no  right  to  contri- 
bution to  the  deficiency  of  the  entire  trust,  under 
4>  &  b  Yict.  c.  59 ;  thirdly,  that  the  tolls  received 
by  the  appellants  under  5  Vict.,  c.  Ixix.,  in  respect 
of  the  said  highway  are  considerably  more  than 
sufficient  to  keep  that  highway  in  repair ;  fourthly, 
that  the  obvious  intention  of  the  Acts  was  to 
relieve  the  said  highway  from  liability  as  much  as 
possible;  fifthly,  that,  as  seen  by  the  preamble 
to  the  27  Geo.  2,  c.  xxviii.,  the  appellants  trust  was 
considerably  in  debt  before  the  highway  in  question 
was  induded  in  such  trust ;  and  although  oy  that 
Act  the  highway  was  added  in  general  terms,  still 
bv  1  Geo.  4.  c.  Ixxx.  no  toll  was  to  be  levied  on 
the  said  highway,  unless  the  appellants  repaired  it, 
and  then  they  were  limited  to  one-half  of  their 
ordinary  tolls;  sixthly,  if  the  appellants  do  not 
repair  tne  said  highway,  the  respondents  could  be 
compelled  to  do  so ;  seventhly,  that  the  determi- 
nation of  the  justices  appealed  against  was  riti^ht 
in  point  of  law. 

Manisty,  Q.C.  (with  him  Speke)  argued  for  the 
appellants. — The  first  section  of  4  <fe  5  Yict.  c.  59, 
empowers  justices  at  highway  sessions  to  examine 
the  revenues  and  debts  of  turnpike  trusts,  and  to 
ascertain  the  repairs  and  length  of  the  roads; 
"  and  if,  after  such  examination,  it  shall  appear  to 
the  justices  necessary  or  expedient  for  the  pur- 
poses of  any  turnpike  road  so  to  do,  then  to  adjudge 
and  order  what  portion,  if  any,  of  the  rate  or  as- 
sessment levied,  or  to  be  levied  by  virtue  of  5  & 
6  Wm.  4,  c.  50,  shall  be  paid  by  the  parish  sur- 
veyor, and  at  what  time  or  times,  to  the  trustees, 
or  to  their  treasurer,  or  other  officers  appointed 
by  them ;  such  money  to  be  wholly  laid  out  in  the 
actual  repairs  of  such  part  of  such  turnpike  road 
as  lies  within  the  parish  from  which  it  was  received." 
There  is  nothing  in  the  local  Acts  to  compel  the 
trustees  to  devote  the  whole  of  the  tolls  taken  on  this 
piece  of  road  to  this  piece  only.  The  deficiency  for 
the  repairs  of  the  whole  trust  should  be  made  up 
rateabW  by  the  several  parishes. 

H.  James,  Q.C.  (with  him  /.  0.  Oriffits)  for  the 
respondents. — Here  the  trustees  are  authorised  to 
take  tolls  on  this  portion  of  the  road  only  on 
condition  that  they  keep  it  in  repair.  It  was  held 
in  The  Brighton^  Sfc,  Twmpike  Roods  Trustees  v. 
the  Surveyors  of  the  Parish  of  Preston  (L.  Bep. 
5  Q.  B.  146),  that  where  the  roads  of  a  turnpike 
trust  pass  through  several  parishes,  and  the  funds 
of  the  trusts  applicable  to  the  repairs  of  the  roads 
are  insufficient,  the  funds  ought  to  be  apportioned 
to  the  roads  in  each  parish,  according  to  the 
amount  of  repairs  in  each  parish,  and  not  accord- 
ing to  the  mileage  in  each ;  and  the  deficiency  thus 
left  in  each  parish  may  be  supplied  by  contribution 
out  of  the  highway  rates,  under  4  &  5  Yict.  c.  59, 
s.  1.  The  trustees  are  not  bound  to  repair  this 
road  if  they  give  up  the  tolls;  it  would  then 
become  the  duty  of  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden 
to  keep  it  in  repair :  (B,  v.  Netherthong,  2  B.  &  Aid. 
179.) 

Manisty  in  reply. 

Cur,  adv,  vult. 

May  23.— QuAiN  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  court  (Blackburn,  Quain,  and  Archibald,  JJ.). 
— This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  certain 
justices  of  the  county  of  Leicester,  refusing  to 
make  an  order  under  the  4  &  5  Yict.  o.  59^  a.  l^ 
on  the  parish  of  GreaX.  Bo'w^<»i/vcL>2ti^«aiccL^<:»^x^^^ 
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Q.  B.]       Mabxit  Habbobottgh,  &c.,  Trustees  v.  Market  Habbobough  Highway  Boabd.       [Q.  B. 


to  pay  a  portion  of  the  highway  rate  to  the  appel- 
lants, in  aid  of  the  funds  of  the  above  tampike  trost. 
The  case  states  that  a  portion  of  an  old  highway 
within  the  parish  of  Bowden  was  made  a  part  of 
the  turnpike  trust,  and  that  the  funds  for  the 
whole  trust  were  insufficient  to  meet  the  repairs 
of  the  roads  within  the  trust,  for  the  year  ending 
31st  Dec.  1872,  to  the  extent  of  8001.,  and  that  the 
proper  proportion  to  be  contributed  by  the  parish 
of  Crreat  Bowden  was  211,  68.  4d,  The  justices 
refused  to  make  an  order  for  the  payment  of  this 
sum,  on  the  ground  of  a  special  exemption  of 
the  parish  of  Great  Bowden,  with  regara  to  the 
part  of  the  turnpike  road  within  that  parish,  by 
virtue  of  the  5  Vict.  c.  Ixix.  The  first  Act  to 
which  it  is  necessary  to  refer  as  originating  the 
alleged  exemption  of  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden 
is  1  Greo.  4,  c.  Ixxx.,  ss.  18  &  19.  Sect.  18, 
after  reciting  that  the  trustees  have  collected  tolls 
on  that  part  of  the  road  leading  from  Market 
Harborough  to  St.  Mary's  Bridge  (the  road  now 
in  Question),  but  **  have  not  expended  any  part  of 
sucn  tolls  in  putting  that  part  of  the  road  in 
repair,"  prohibits  the  trustees  from  collecting  any 
tolls  on  that  part  of  the  road.  Sect.  19,  how- 
ever, enacts  that,  in  case  the  trustees  shall  put 
and  keep  at  all  times  this  part  of  the  road  in  good 
and  effectual  repair,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  them  to 
take  on  this  part  of  the  road  one  half  the  tolls 
which  they  were  authorised  by  the  recited  Act 
to  take  on  the  other  roads  within  the  trust.  By 
the  4  Yict.,  o.  xxxv.  this  Act  and  the  other  Acts 
regulating  the  turnpike  trust  were  repealed,  and 
the  repealing  Act  by  which  the  trust  was  in  future 
to  be  regulated,  contained  no  special  provisions  as 
to  that  part  of  the  road  between  Market  Har- 
borough and  St.  Mary*s  Bridge.  This  omission 
was,  however,  supplied  hj  an  Act  passed  in  the  fol- 
lowing year,  viz.,  5  Vict.  c.  Ixix.  This  Act  in 
effect  re-enacts  the  provisions  of  1  G^eo.  4,  c.  Ixxx., 
in  favour  of  that  part  of  the  road  between  Market 
Harboroagh  and  St.  Msuy's  Bridge,  and  is  the 
Act  now  in  force.  After  referring  to  the  Act 
1  Geo.  4,  c.  Ixxx.  s.  1.  it  recites,  "  that  the  repeal 
of  certain  provisions  of  that  Act  is  injurious  to 
the  public,  inasmuch  as  they  are  thereby  sub- 
jected to  the  payment  of  an  excessive  toll  for 
travelling  on  that  part  of  the  road  between 
Market  Hiarborough  and  St-Manr's  Bridge ;"  and  the 
Act  then  prohibits  the  trustees  from  taking  any  toll 
on  that  part  of  the  road.  But  sect.  2  of  the  same 
Act  provides  (in  the  same  manner  as  the  19th 
section  of  1  Geo.  4,  c.  haa.  above  cited),  that  "  in 
case  the  said  trustees  shall  keep  and  continue  at 
all  times  in  good  repair  that  part  of  the  said  road 
which  lies  between  the  town  of  Market  Harborough 
and  St.  Mary*s  Bridge  aforesaid,  then  and  in  sach 
cases  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  trustees, 
from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  to  demand 
or  take,  or  cause  to  be  demanded  or  taken,"  cer- 
tain tolls  therein  specified.  It  seems  to  us  that 
the  effect  of  this  legislation  is  to  create  a  special 
bargain  between  the  trustees  and  the  inhabitants 
of  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden,  to  the  effect  that 
the  trustees  can  only  take  tolls  on  this  part  of 
the  road  on  the  express  condition  that  they  keep 
it  in  repair,  and  that  as  long  as  they  take  the  tolls  an 
obligution  is  imposed  on  them  to  keep  the  road 
in  good  repair  at  all  times.  Since  the  passing 
of  this  Act  the  trustees  have  continued  to  take 
tolls  on  the  part  of  the  road,  and  it  is  stated  in  the 
caee  that  the  tolls  received  at  the  gate  across  it 


are  considerably  more  than  sufficient  to  keep  it 
in  repair.  Under  these  circumstances  the  derk 
of  the  trustees  has  exhibited  an  information  befiore 
the  justices  under  the  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59,  a.  1  (a 
public  Act)  alleging  that  the  funds  of  the  tampike 
trust  were  insufficient  for  the  repairs  of  the  turn- 
pike road,  within  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden»  and 
asking  that  a  portion  of  the  highway  rate,  amount- 
ing to  211. 3«.  4ei.,  should  be  ordered  to  be  paid  by 
the  parish  surveyor  to  the  trustees,  for  the  purpose 
of  such  repairs.  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of 
the  trustees  that  notwithstanding  the  special 
legislation  before  mentioned,  the  parish  of  ureat 
Bowden,  as  one  of  the  parishes  within  the  trust, 
was  liable  to  pay  a  contribution  under  the  4  &  b 
Yict.  c.  59,  s.  1,  when  the  funds  of  the  whole  trust 
were  insufficient  to  keep  in  repair  the  turnpike 
roads  passing  through  the  several  parishes  within 
it.  The  justices  refused  to  make  the  order  prayed 
for  on  the  grounds  stated  in  the  case,  and  we  thmk 
they  were  right  in  so  refusing.  It  i^pears  to  us 
that  as  long  as  the  trustees  continue  to  take  tolls 
on  the  part  of  the  road  in  question,  under  the 
5  Vict.  c.  Ixix.,  and  those  tolls  are  sufficient  to  keep 
in  repair  such  part  of  the  road,  they  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  allege,  as  they  do  in  the  present  infor- 
mation, that  the  funds  of  the  trust  are  insufficient 
to  repair  that  part  of  the  road,  inasmuch  as  they 
are  themselves  bound  to  keep  such  part  of  the 
road  in  good  repair,  as  long  as  they  continue  to 
take  tolls  upon  it.  If  an  order  to  pay  a  oontriba- 
tion  were  made  on  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden, 
under  the  4  &  5  Yict.  c.  59,  s.  1.  the  money  when 
received  would  not  go  into  the  general  mnds  of 
the  trust,  to  be  expended  in  repair  of  all  the  roads 
within  the  trust;  but,  on  the  contrary,  by  the 
express  words  of  the  Act,  it  would  have  to  be 
wholly  laid  out  in  the  actual  repairs  of  that  part 
of  the  turnpike  road  which  lies  within  the  peurish 
of  Great  Bowden.  The  contribution,  therefore, 
if  ordered  to  be  paid  would  go  to  relieve  the  tros- 
tees  from  the  performance  of  the  duty  of  repairing 
the  road  expressly  imposed  on  them  by  tne  Act 
of  Parliament,  as  long  as  they  take  the  tolls,  and 
those  tolls  are  sufficient  to  repair  it.  It  would  be, 
in  effect,  to  permit  the  trustees  to  take  the  tolls 
without  performing  the  conditions  (the  performance 
of  which  is  expressly  imposed  by  the  Legislatare) 
before  any  tolls  are  allowed  to  be  taken  on  this 
part  of  the  road.  The  trustees  may,  if  thej 
please,  cease  to  collect  the  tolls  in  question,  and 
then  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden,  or  the  hi^wsy 
district  within  which  it  is  situate,  would  have  to 
rapair  the  road  like  any  other  parish,  but  we  are 
of  opinion  that,  as  long  as  the  trustees  continue  to 
take  the  tolls  specified  in  the  5  Yict.  c.  Ixix.  on  the 
part  of  the  road  between  Market  EEarborou^h  and 
St.  Mary's  Bridge,  and  those  tolls  are  sufficient  to 
keep  in  repair  such  part  of  the  road,  they  most 
themselves  keep  that  part  of  the  roeyd  in  good 
repair,  and  cannot,  in  addition  to  the  tolls,  daiffl 
to  have  an  order  made  on  the  pariah  of  Qrett 
Bowden,  for  the  payment  of  a  further  sum  under 
the  4  &  5  Yict.  c.  59,  s.  1.  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
doing  of  the  same  repairs  which  the  trustees  are 
themselves  already  bound  to  perform.  For  ihese 
reasons  we  think  that  this  appeal  should  be  dis- 
missed. Jiidffment  for  remondenU, 

Attorneys    for  appellants,  Milnet  Biddls,  and 
Mellor,  for  Archbotdd  and  Hawkins,  Thrapston. 

Attorneys  for  respondents,  Vizard,  Orawder  and 
Co. 


QB.] 


MAOISTBATES'  CASES. 
Beg.  v.  Powell. 


Wednetday,  May  28, 1873. 
Bed.  v.  Powell. 
Highway  —  8U)j>ping-vp  of  hif/kaay — Notice  of 
"  tpeetal    twrpose  "    of    ve»lry  —  SvMdencg    of 
tw(»«e— 5  ^  6  WUl.  4,  c.  50,  t.  84—59  Geo.  3.  c.  69, 
».  1. 
FrocMdingt  having  heen  intlitufeA  by  one  J.  P. 
agaimi  the  surveyor  of  a  dittrict  highivay  hoard, 
to    compel    the    repairing  of   a  road  coiled   the 
Slaenan  Bach  road,  a  notice  tigned  by  the  over-   ' 
a«eTt  of   (he  parish  toai  published   that  a  meet-   ' 
ing   of  the    rat^ayere    of  the    hamlet    wotdd 
be  held  on  a   day  named    "for   the   purpoee  of 
taking  into   consideration  the   proceedings   now 
taken   by  Mr.   J.  P.  againtl  the  surveyor  of  the 
district  highteay  respecting  JBla&nan  Bach  road, 
and  for  other  purposes  connected  with  the  high- 
icays  of  the  above  hamlet." 
At  the  meeting  held  in  vureaance  of  this  notice,  a  re- 
eolutiffn  tool  passed  that  Blaenan  Bach  road  should 
he  stopped  up,  upon  which  a  certificate  was  made 
bu  jutttees  to  stop  it  up. 
Held,  that  the  above  notice  was  a  auffident  notice  of 
ike  "  special  purpose  "for  which  the  meeting  was 
tuTnjnoned  with\n  the  tneaning  of  sect,  1   of  h9 
Geo.  3,  e.  69. 
Ix    this  case  r  mla  had  been  obtained  bj  Byles 
calling  on  the  proaacutors  to  show  cause  why  on 
order  of  seasions  confinnine  a  certain  certificate 
of  the  Bev.  H.  Bold  and  the  Bev.  Beea  Price, 
two  of  H.U'b.  jneticeB  of  the  peace  for  the  county 
tt  Brecon,  dated  the  27th  Feb.  last,  for  etoppini; 
np  a  certain  hiehway,  called  the  Blaenan  Bach 
TOkd,  in  the  hamtet  of  Trevecca,  in  the  pariah  of 
TUgBTtb,  in  the   said   county,   together  with  the 
ne<;eiiBai7  proofs,  and  ordering  the  same  together 
with    the  plan  thereto  annexed,   to  bo   enrolled 
amongst   the   records    of    the    court   of    quarter 
oeaaions  for  the  said  county,  and  also  why  tne  said 
oertificBte  should  not  be  quashed  on  account  of  the 
insufficiency  thereof. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  order  of  quarter 
■esBtons  difrmisBiog  the  appeal  against  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  magistrates : 

Srwon  fo  vnt.  —  At  the  generkl  qnartei  Bsutona  of 
tb*  p«>e>  held  >t  the  Shir«  ^11.  Braooa,  in  and  for  the 
eoiulT  of  Breoon.  on  Taeaday  in  the  firgt  weak  nait 
after  the  Slst  Huroh,  to  wit,  on  Tneed&r  the  9th 
April,  in  the  35th  year  of  tba  rei^  of  oar  Bovereigii  Udj 
Tiottnia,  b;  the  gnuw  of  Ood,  uid  in  the  ;ea.-  of  out 
Lord,  1872,  before  Panrj  Willi»mB,  B»q.  Henry  Allen, 
E»q.  J.F.,  Gwrnna  Holford,  Eaq.  U.P.,  Uajor  Conway 
Lwyd,  and  otlign,  their  Maooiatea,  jneticea.  £o. 

John  Jathb,  Esq.  Sheriff. 
Etam  Powill  (app.)  ahd  Thb  Pabibh  OrriccBS  or  thi 
Pakish  or  Talqabth,  and  Wm.  Bhtb  Daviis  (tha 
Bnrreyoi  of    tha  Talgarth   Diatriet   of    Highwaya) 


Uw  omtifioata  of  tiie  Bet.   Hegh  Bold  and   .__  

Baaa  Prioe,  two  mafiattatea  ik  tMB  ooonty,  bearing  date 
tbe  27th  Feb.  last,  fOr  Btopping  up  a  aertain  bigbmy 
eaUad  the  Blaenan  Baob  road,  in  tbe  hamlet,  of  TreTeooa, 
in  the  pariah  of  Talgarth,  in  t^ia  eonity,  of  whiah  the 
faDowing  ia  a  eopy. 

CmaUy  of  Brecon,  (o  wie.— Whereaa  on  the  13th  Jan. 
1871  the  inhabitanta  of  the  hamlet  of  Trerecoa,  in  the 
paiiah  of  Klgarth,  in  tha  aaid  ooan^  of  Breooo,  beine 
Ihm  duly  aaaembled  in  Tevtry,  at  the  veatry  room  of 
TUoarth  ehoreh,  in  the  aaid  pariah,  in  porananoe  of  a 
BOOM  eifned  b7  Tbomaa  Wllliama,  oTersear  of  tbe  poor 
at  tt*  Hud  hamlet  ol  Tiereoca,  and  duly  alfixsd  to  the 
pciae^al  door  of  tlie  ohnreh  of  Tal^irth  aforeaaid, 
Iwlaia  the  omimenoement  of  dirine  aerrioe,  on  Snnday, 
thaSa  Jan.  1871,  forthepnrpoaeof  determining  whether 
».  „ »._.  „.,_  .t .j_g  jj(  ^^  ^^  pMB«i 


_  that  part  of  Qreat  Briton,  oalled  Engu 
certain  highway,  aitoate,  lying,  and  being  in  uw  luuun 
of  Trereoca,  in  Uia  pariah  ot  Talgarth,  in  the  eaid  oonntr 
of  Breoon,  called  Blaenan  Baob  road,  and  leading  from  and 
out  ot  a  oertaiu  liigh«»,  situate  in  tbe  hamlet  aforeeaid, 
commonly  called  the  Old  road,  and  paaaiog  near  to  and 
between  oeitain  farm  honaaa,  land,  and  premiaea,  called 
repeetavely,  Pendie  and  Blaenan  Baoh,  witfajn  tha  hamlet 
□f  Treveooa  aforeaaid  to  and  into  a  oertaJn  other  high- 
way aitnate  and  within  the  said  hamlet  ot  Treveoca,  com- 
monly called  tbe  New  road,  Isading  from  the  town  ol 
Talgarth,  towarda  Criokhowell,  in  the  aaid  ooonty,  a 
diatanoe  of  610  ]^rde,  or  thereabouts,  and  oommencing 
at  a  certain  gate  in  the  plan  hereinafter  referred  to  and 
marked  "  B."  now  atanding,  and  being  where  tbe  aaid 
highway  now  oropoeed  to  be  entirely  atopped,  and  mdjm- 
o«nt  to  tiia  before  mentioned  highway,  commonly  called 
the  Old  road,  and  leading  from  thenoe  and  psaaing  by  and 
through  oertein  landa  and  hsreditaments,  the  napeetive 
properties  of  Hr.  John  Ftxij,  Mr.  Eran  Powell,  and  Mra. 
Anna  Haria  Elenora  Qw^na  Holford,  and  terminating 
at  its  junotion  with  the  highway  before  mantionod,  called 
tbe  New  road  on  the  said  plan,  marked  "  A.,"  shall  be 
entirely  etopped  up,  aa  being  unnecessai^,  did  resolve 
that  it  was  expedient  that  the  said  public  higbway  ahould 
be  stopped  up  as  being  neeless  and  nnneoeaaary,  nnder 
the  proTiaions  of  the  uid  Aot,  and  tbe  chairman  of  tha 
■aid  Testiy  meeting,  by  an  order  in  writing,  onder  hia 
band,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  direoted  the 
Bnrre^or  of  tbe  mghway  of  the  diatriot  of  Talgarth  afore- 
said, m  which  the  aaid  hamlet  of  Treveoca  and  parish  of 
Tat^orth,  are  oompriaed,  to  apply  to  two  of  Her  Majes^'a 
juatioeB  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  awd  county  of 
Breoon,  to  view  the  said  highway  as  aforeaaid,  in 
purananoe  of  the  said  statute ;  and  whereas,  in  pnr- 
ananoe  of  an  application  of  the  aaid  aurrayor  of  the 
highwaya  of  and  for  the  said  diatriot  of  Talgarth, 
in  which  the  aaid  hamlet  of  Treveoca  is  compriaed 
OS  aforesaid,  in  that  behalf  made  onto  as,  the  Bev. 
Hugh  Bold  and  the  Bev.  Bees  Price,  whose  namea  are 
hereunto  eet,  being  two  of  Her  Majeaty's  jaatiaea  of  the 
peace,  in  and  for  the  said  oonnty  of  Brecon,  and  acting 
in  and  for  the  aaid  oounty,  and  in  and  for  the  petty 
aaaaionol  division  of  Talgarth,  within  which  tbe  aaid 
iiamlet  and  parish  are  aitoated,  we,  tba  aud  jaaticea, 
on  tha  19th  Deo.  18T1,  together,  and  in  the  preaenoe  of 
each  other,  and  at  the  aame  time,  viewed  tha  said  public 
highway  hereinbefore  dasoribad,  and  so  reaolved  to  lie 
entirely  atopped  up  as  aforeaaid,  and  which  is  wholly 
■itnated  in  the  said  hamlet  and  pariah  ;  and  whereaa 
upon  aach  view  made  on  the  application  of  the  aaid  anr- 
veyoras  aforeaaid,  it  appeared  to  us,  the  said  jtutioea, 
that  the  said  public  highway  hereinbefore  described, 
and  so  reaolved  to  be  entirely  stopped  np  aa  afore- 
aaid, ia  naeleaa  and  unnecessary;  and  whersaa  we, 
tbe  aaid  josticea,  on  tbe  aaid  ISth  Deo.  1S71,  did 
direct  the  aaid  anrveyor  of  the  aaid  highway  diatriot 
of  Talgarth,  in  wliiah  the  aaid  bamlet  and  pariah 
are  oompriaed,  to  oEEx,  and  in  porananoe  of  aneb 
direotiona  in  that  behalf  the  aaid  aorveyor  for  four  auo- 

the  said  poblio  highway  hereinbefore  deaoribed,  namely, 
on  the  23i;d  and  Slat  days  of  Dec.  18T1,  on  tbe  Tth  and 
Htb  days  of  January  laHt  reepectively,  did  affix,  a  nutioe 
to  the  effect  of  schedute  19  annexed  to  the  statute,  in 
legible  aharaot«ra  at  tbe  place  and  by  the  aide  of  each 
enda  of  the  aaid  public  highway  hereinbefore  described, 
and  so  resolved  to  be  enticaty  atopped  np  as  aforesaid, 
and  hereby  gave  notice  that  on  the  9th  April  next,  ot  on 
anch  other  day  oe  the  aaid  next  general  quartet  sessions 
of  the  peace  for  the  aaid  count;  ahall  be  held,  application 
would  ba  made  to  her  Majeatj'a  juaticea  of  the  peace, 
aaaembled  at  quarter  aeaaiona,  in  and  for  the  oonnty  of 
fireooQ,  at  the  Shire  Hall,  in  the  town  of  Bteoon,  for  an 
order  for  entirely  stopping  up  tbe  aaid  public  highway. 
BO  resolved  to  be  entirely  stoppfd  up  aa  aforeaaid,  and 
that  the  oortifioate  of  two  inaticea  liaving  viewed  the 
same  together  with  the  plan  of  the  aaid  highway  would 
be  lodged  with  the  alerk  of  the  peace  for  the  BMd  oonnty, 
at  his  office  at  Brecon,  in  the  aaid  oonnty,  on  tbe  lat 
March  next,  and  wbereae  the  said  anrveyor,  m  purananoe 
of  the  like  directiona  to  him,  by  na  given,  in  thoit  VwiWJ.., 
tor  font  Buooeiaive  weeln  ttev^,  ahan  w«,'^  w^\aa!Bi«A, 
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QB.] 


Beg.  v.  Powell. 


[Q-B. 


BO  Tie  wed  the  said  pablio  highway  hereinbefore  deeoribed, 
namely,  on  the  2%rd  and  Slat  Deo.  1871,  and  on  the  6th 
and  13th  Jan.  last  repeotiToly,  inserted  the  same  notice, 
as  last  aforesaid,  and  the  same  notice  for  the  said  four 
snccessiye  weeks  appeared  in  a  certain  newspaper,  oom- 
monly  colled  the  Brecon  County  Times,  pnblished  and 
generally  circolated  in  the  said  oonnty  of  Brecon,  and 
also  on  four  snccessiye  Sundays,  after  the  making  of 
snoh  Tiew  bv  us,  the  said  justices  as  aforesaid,  namely, 
on  Sunday  the  24th  and  Sunday  the  Slat  days  of  Dec. 
1861,  and  Sunday,  the  7th  and  14th  days  of  Jan.  last,  the 
said  surveyor  affixed  a  like  notice,  as  last  aforesaia,  on 
the  principal  door  of  the  parish  church  of  the  said  parish 
€i  Talgarth.  And,  whereas,  proof  hath  now  this  day 
been  here  given  unto,  and  before  and  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  us  the  said  justices,  as  well  by  the  evidence  of 
witnesses  upon  oath,  as  otherwise,  that  the  said  several 
notices  and  resolutions  of  vestry  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
have  been  respectively  given,  made,  agreed  to,  affixed, 
and  published  in  the  manner,  and  at  the  times  and  places 
herembefore  particularly  mentioned  and  recited,  and  in 
manner  and  form  as  by  the  said  statute,  in  that  case 
made  and  provided  is  required,  and  a  plan  has  now,  at 
the  same  time,  been  here  delivered  to  us  the  said  justices, 
particularly  describing  the  said  highway  bv  metes, 
Dounds,  and  admeasurements  thereof,  and  which 
said  plan  has  now  this  day  been  here  verified  to,  and 
before  us,  the  said  justices,  by  the  evidence,  upon  oath, 
of  Bees  Davies,  a  competent  surveyor.  Now,  we,  whose 
names  are  hereunto  set,  so  being  such  justices  as  afore- 
said, in  pursuance  of  the  aforesaid  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  do  hereby  certify  that  on  the  19th 
Deo.  1871,  we,  together,  and  in  the  presence  of  each 
other,  at  tlie  same  time  viewed  the  said  highway,  so  re- 
solved to  be  entirely  stopped  up  as  aforesaid,  and  that 
upon  such  view  we  found  that  the  said  highway  is  useless 
and  unnecessary,  and  we,  the  said  justices,  hereby  further 
certify  that  the  reason  why  the  said  public  highway  so 
proposed  and  resolved  to  be  entirely  stopped  up  as  un- 
necessary, are.  that  for  several  years  last  past  there  have 
been  and  still  are  more  convenient  ana  better  public 
highways  situate  in  the  said  hamlet  of  Trevecca,  and 
parish  of  Talgarth,  and  delineated  on  the  said  plan,  which 
lead  directly  horn  and  to  the  same  several  points  and  places 
as  the  said  highway,  so  proposed  and  resolved,  to  be  en- 
tirely stopped  up  as  aforesaid,  and  which  public  highways 
are  at  present,  and  for  several  vears  last  past  have  been, 
used  by  the  public,  and  all  the  liege  subjects  of  our  lady 
the  Queen,  and  be<»u8e  the  said  highway  so  resolved  to 
be  stopped  up  is  narrow  and  unfit  for  travelling  with 
horses  and  cuts,  and  carriages,  and  travelling  of  every 
description  is  rendered  impracticable.  Given  under  our 
hands  at  the  Police  station.  Talgarth,  in  tiie  said  county 
of  BreooD,  and  within  wnich  the  aforesaid  hamlet  of 
Trevecca  and  parish  of  Talgarth,  are  situated,  the  27tii 
Feb.  1872.  Hugh  Bold, 

B.  Pbice. 

After  hearing  the  advocates  on  both  sides  it  is  ordered 
that  the  appeal  be  dismissed  and  tiiat  the  said  certificate 
with  the  necessary  proofs  now  read  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  in  open  court  be  confirmed,  and  that  the  same,  to- 
gether with  the  plan  thereunto  annexed,  be  enrolled  by 
uie  clerk  of  the  peace,  amongst  the  records  of  quarter 
sessions  for  this  county,  and  that  the  said  highway  be 
stopped  up  accordingly,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion 
of  one  of  the  superior  courts  at  Westminster,  as  to 
whether  the  notice  oi  appeal  griven  by  the  appelluit  to 
the  respondents  was  served  in  time,  there  not  being 
fourteen  days  between  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal, 
and  the  day  of  holding  the  quarter  sessions, 
By  the  court, 

Edward  Williams,  Clerk  of  the  Peace. 

The  following  is  the  notice  which  was  posted  on 
the  church  door  during  divine  service  on  Sunday 
8th  Jan.  1871 : 

Hamlst  of  Trevecca. 

I,  the  undersigned  hereby  give  you  notice  that  a  meet- 
ing of  the  ratepayers  of  the  above  hamlet  will  be  held  at 
the  vestry,  room  of   Talgarth  church,  in  Talgarth  at 
10  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  Thursday  the  12th  Jan. 
JS72,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  into  consideration  the 
proceedinga  now  taken  bj  Mr.  John  Parry,  of  Treben- 
fbun,  Bg&inat  Mr.  Bbye  Davies,  surveyor  of  the  Talgartli 
Ihatriot  Highwmj  Botad,  respecting  Blaeman  Baoih  toad, 


and  for  other  purposes  oonneoted  with  the  highways  of 
the  above  hamlet. 

Thomas  Williams,  over  hoot  of  the  poor 
for  tiie  hamlet  of  Treveooa  af oreaaid. 
College  Farm,  Jan.  7, 1871. 

A  number  of  affidavits  were  filed  in  the  case, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  a  Mr.  John  Ftoy 
had  instituted  proceedings  against  the  surveyor  of 
the  highway  board  to  compel  the  repairing  of  the 
road.  The  affidavits  dealt  with  other  matters  to 
which  the  court  refused  to  take  into  consideration 
as  not  affecting  the  only  question  in  the  case,  ris. 
whether  the  notice  above  set  out  was  sufficient, 
under  the  Act  58  Geo.  3,  c.  89,  s- 1. 

B.  T.  WilliamSf  showed  cause  against  the  rule, 
and  contended  that  the  notice  was  sufficient, 
58  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  s.  1,  enacts  "  that  no  vestry  or 
meeting  of  the  inhabitants  in  vestry  of  or  for  anv 
parish  shall  be  holden  until  public  notice  shaU 
nave  been  given  of  such  vestry,  and  of  the  place 
and  hour  of  holding  the  same,  and  the  special 
purpose  thereof,  three  days  at  least  before  the  day 
to  be  appointed  for  holding  such  vestry,  by  the 
publication  of  such  notices  in  the  parish  church  or 
chapel,  on  some  Sunday,  during,  or  immediately 
after  divine  service,  and  by  affixing  the  same, 
fairly  written  or  printed,  on  the  principal  door  of 
such  church  or  chapel."  Before  any  highway 
can  be  stopped  up,  certain  steps  must  be 
taken  which  are  enumerated  at  length  in 
5  &  6  Will.  4.  c.  50,  ss.  84,  et  seq.  Any 
notice  is  good  which  states  in  general  terms  the 
object  for  which  the  vestry  is  summoned,  seas  to 
enable  the  vestry  to  pass  any  resolution  whidi 
comes  within  the  ^neral  purpose  for  which  the 
yestry  is  summoned.  Here  notice  was  given  Uiat 
the  object  of  the  meeting  was  to  take  "  into  con- 
sideration '  the  proceedings  now  taken  by  Mr. 
John  Parry,  of  Trebinshun  against  Mr.  Rhys 
Davies,  surveyor  of  the  Talgarth  District  Highway 
Board  respecting  Blacnan  Bach-road,  and  for  other 
purposes  connected  with  the  highways  of  the 
above  hamlet."  Everyone  knew  the  nature  of  the  t 
proceedings  which  Mr.  John  Parry  was  taking 
against  the  surveyors,  and  everyone,  therefore, 
had  sufficient  notice  of  the  object  of  the  meeting. 
In  Warner  v.  Gates  (2  Curt.  315)  where  a  rate  wai 
made  for  defraying  the  expense  of  consecrating  a 
new  parish  church,  the  notice  given  of  the  vestry 
meetmg  was  "  for  making  of  a  church  rate,  and 
other  purposes.*'  Sir  Herbert  Jenner,  in  delivering 
the  juagment  of  the  court,  said,  ''certainly  there  is 
no  specification  of  the  exact  object  or  purpose  to 
whicn  the  rate  was  to  be  applied ;  but  there  is  a 
notice  that  the  meeting  was  to  be  for  the  making 
of  a  church  rate,  and  it  is  hypercritical  to  say 
that  every  particular  circumstsoice  and  object  is  to 
be  stated  in  the  notice.  Mr.  Grates  was  present  at 
the  meeting,  and  he  proposed  a  rate  oi  a  fourth 
part  of  what  was  proposed  by  the  church  wazden ; 
out  a  shilling  rate  was  carried  by  a  large  ma- 
jority of  the  vestry  for  the  purpose  of  making 
provision  for  the  consecration  of  the  church.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  notice  was  sufficient> 
and  that  no  one  could  have  been  taken  by  sor* 
prise."  In  Smith  v.  Deighton  (8  Moore,  P.  C.  C. 
179)  the  notice  of  a  vestry  meeting  issued  bj  the 
churchwardens  stated  that  the  olject  of  the 
meeting  was  "  to  levy  a  rate  for  the  purpose  of 
defraying  the  expenses  incurred  by  tne  ohmdi- 
"waxdeuA  vu  «:iid  «»bout  the  repairing  and  restorioff 
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red  necessary  by  reason  of  the  late  fire ;  or 
rifle  to  consider  the  expediency  of  borrowing 
noont  of  sach  expenses  on  the  credit  and 
ties  of  the  chnrch  rates  of  the  said  parish, 
ant  to  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the 

0.  3,  c.  45,  or  of  the  59  Greo.  3,  c.  134,  and  in 
t  shall  be  considered  expedient  to  borrow 
noant  of  sach  expenses,  to  authorise  the 
liwardens  to  take  the  necessary  proceedings 
lat  purpose,  and  to  do  all  matters  incident 
o,"     At  the  meeting  two  resolutions  were 

1,  the  first  authorising  the  churchwardens  to 
w  upon  security  of  the  church  rates,  the 
at  to  be  paid  by  annual  instalments  of  not 
lan  one  tenth  of  the  loan  with  interest ;  the 
d,  that  in  payment  of  the  first  instalment  of 
an  and  the  ordinary  expenses  of  the  parish 
h,  a  rate  should  be  granted  to  the  church- 
(ns.    It  was  held  that  as  to  the  second  reso- 

the  notice  was  insufficient,  though  sufficient 
the  first.  But  it  will  be  observed  that  there 
no  general  words  in  the  notice  in  this 
18  there  were  in  the  former  case,  and  in 
resent  one.  Warner  v.  Gates  (ubi  sup,) 
g  been  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  ar- 
nt,  Lord  Granworth  said,  "  In  that  case  the 
don  was  that  the  notice  was  too  general; 
;he  appellant  contends  that  it  is  too  particu- 
justify  the  rate."  And  Sir  John  Patteson 
'*  Does  not  the  court  in  that  case  seem  to 
that  a  notice  in  general  terms  might  be  suf- 
b,  but  that  if  you  choose  to  particularise  you 
»nfined  to  the  special  purpose  stated  in  the 
)  ?*'  The  notice  in  the  present  case,  besides 
tng  specifically  to  the  proceedings  against 
urveyor,  with  reference  to  the  Blaenan  Bach 
way,  which  Mr.  John  Parry  was  taking,  con- 
the  words,  "and  lor  other  purposes  con- 
1  with  the  highways  of  the  aoove  hamlet ;" 
It  the  objection,  as  put  hj  Sir  John  Patteson, 
lot  apply.  The  affidavits  filed  in  the  case 
that  tne  matter  was  one  of  public  notoriety 
»  hamlet.  [BLACKBUsy,  J. — n  the  notice  was 
proper  one,  I  do  not  think  it  will  do  to  show 
he  thing  was  generally  known.  We  cannot 
any  notice  of  these  affidavits.]  In  Blunt  v. 
^ood  (8  A.  &  E,  610)  certain  plans  having 
produced  at  a  vestry  meeting  and  referred  to 
.mittee,  at  a  subsequent  vestry  meeting  their 
b,  recommending  an  enlargement  of  the 
1  church,  was  received  and  adopted,  and  a 
ition  passed  for  borrowing  money  on  the 
1  rates  to  carry  the  plans  into  execution. 
i  notice  of  holding  the  latter  the  vestry  stated 
irpose  of  it  to  be  "  to  receive  a  report  from 
inrch  committee,  and  to  adopt  such  measures 
y  appear  necessary  for  carrying  that  report 
xecution;"  and  this  was  hela  to  be  sufficient 
>  of  the  intention  to  borrow  money  on  the 
h  rates  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the 
[Blackburn,  J. — That  case  seems  to  ^o 
further  than  you  require.]  "  Referring,"  said 
Denman,  C.  J.  **  to  the  former  proceedings 
I  led  to  the  report,  no  one  would  suppose 
t  could  be  carried  into  execution  witnout 
g  money ;  and  I  think  the  notice  does,  in 
,  call  upon  the  parishioners  to  consider  of 
wing  a  sum  for  the  purposes  which  the  report 
i  bring  under  consideration.  The  statutes 
a  8.  a  45  and  59  Geo.  3.  c.  134,  do  not  require 
tbricter  notice  than  has  been  given  here. 
£8  Oea  3,  o,  45,  a.  1,  doea  indeed  require 
A0.  Cas,—Vol,  vin. 


notice  to  be  given  of  the  vestry,  '  and  the  special 
purpose  thereof,'  but  I  think  the  word  '  special  * 
carries  us  no  further  than  the  word,  '  purpose,' 
alone  would  have  done  if  we  really  ard  satisfac- 
torily see  that  the  parish  had  had  notice  of  what 
was  intended."  So  Littledale,  J.  —  "I  agree 
that  the  notice  under  stat.  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  s.  1, 
ought  to  inform  the  parishioners  of  the  intention 
with  which  a  vestry  is  called;  but  it  was  not 
necessary  that  this  notice  should  say,  in  so  many 
words,  that  a  proposal  would  be  made  to  borrow 
money  if  it  stated  that  that  would  be  taken  into 
consideration  which  necessarily  includes  such  a 
proposal.  Now  the  words,  '  such  measurefl  as 
may  appear  necessary  for  carrying  that  report  into 
execution '  do  so  include  it ;  and  I  therefore  think 
that  the  parishioners  had  notice  that  a  proposal 
would  be  made  at  the  vestry  for  borrowing  the 
money  requisite  for  giving  effect  to  the  report." 
The  court  here  called  on — 

Broum,  Q.C.  and  Byles  to  support  the  rule. 
— They  contended  that  the  notice  was  not  suf- 
ficient. The  Act  of  Parliament  requires  that  the 
"special  purpose"  of  the  meeting  should  be 
stated  in  the  notice.  The  statute  5  &  6  Will. 
4,  c.  50,  in  the  provisions  (ss.  84,  89)  re- 
lating to  the  stopping  up  of  highways  sur- 
rounds the  proceeding  with  every  sort  of  pre- 
caution, so  as  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  any 
person  who  had  an  interest  in  preventing  the 
stopping  up  not  having  an  opportunity  of  knowing 
of  the  intention,  and  of  taking  steps  to  prevent  it. 
See  the  form  of  notice  of  divertinff  a  highway 
given  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act.  The  notice  in 
the  present  case  should  have  stated  that  it  was 
intended  to  be  considered  whether  the  bishway 
should  be  stopped  up  or  not.  This  would  have 
carried  out  the  object  and  spirit  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  which  the  notice  actually  given  does 
not.  There  are  several  affidavits  filed  in  this  case 
to  show,  if  the  court  will  allow  them  to  be  read, 
that  as  a  matter  of  fact  the  intention  to  stop  up 
the  highway  was  not  generally  know  in  the  ham- 
let. [Blackburn  J.  —  The  question  is  simply 
whether  the  notice  was  a  sufficient  one  or  not]. 
In  Smith  v.  Dei^hton  \ttbi  sup,)  Dr.  Lushington, 
delivering  the  judgment,  said,  "  Undoubtedly  it 
was  the  mtention  of  the  Legislature  in  framing 
this  statute  to  provide  that  due  information  should 
be  given  to  all  the  parishioners  of  the  special  pur- 
pose for  which  tneir  attendance  is  required. 
These  enactments  were  made  to  remedy  the  great 
evils  that  had  aidsen  from  convening  a  meeting 
upon  a  general  notice,  the  parishioners  being 
entirely  ignorant  of  the  particular  purpose  for 
which  they  were  called  upon  to  meet.  We  are 
clearly  of  opinion  that  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  the  speciid  purpose 
intended  to  be  discussed  should  be  statea  in  the 
notice  calling  the  vestry,"  language  which,  it  is 
submitted,  is  strictly  applicable  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  present  case.  As  to  Bhmt  v.  Har- 
wood  (ubi  sum,)  the  true  view  of  it  is  given  in 
Prideaux  on  Churchwardens,  p.  104,  "  The  Coui-t  of 
Queen's  Bench  gave  no  decided  opinion  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  notice,  as  in  the  course  of  the  proceed- 
ings it  became  unnecessary  for  them  to  do  so ; 
but  the  opinion  of  the  court  seemed  to  be  against 
the  sufficiency  of  the  notice ;  anditv^^^^t^^^siA^^^ 
both  from  the  \aiig;vi«y^  ol  VJfci'^X^aiTw^Y^^^^'^ 
that  case,  andiroxntVie  \atvot  ot  ^^  ^cfcVKvwv^  ^K 
the  Court  di  QuoeD^a  ^qi\!(^  ^  \ft  ^^  twjqSkvXw^  ^ 
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notice  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  against  the  re- 
moval of  a  pauper,  that  the  court,  if  it  had  been 
necessary  to  determine  the  question,  would  have 
decided  against  the  notice,  and  granted  a  pro- 
hibition." [QuAiN,  J. — The  decision  turned  upon  the 
words,  "and  to  adopt  such  measures  as  maj  be 
necessary  for  carrying  that  report  into  execution," 
which  are  omittea  in  Mr.  Pndeaux's  book].  No 
such  words  are  contained  in  the  notice  in  the 
present  case.  It  was  not  a  fair  inference,  from 
the  notice  given,  that  the  stopping  up  of  the  high- 
way was  contemplated.  [Blackburn,  J. — If  the 
only  action  which  the  vestry  could  effectually  take 
was  the  stopping  up  of  the  highway,  was  not 
sufficient  notice  given  of  that  P]  The  "  other  pur- 
poses "  mentioned  in  the  notice  might  well  be 
thought  to  refer  to  the  proceedings  mentioned  in 
the  111th  section  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  which 
provides  that  "if  the  inhabitants  of  any  parish 
shall  agree  at  a  vestry  to  defend  any  indictment 
found  against  any  such  parish,  or  to  appeal 
against  any  order  made  by  or  proceeding  oi  any 
justice  of  the  peace  in  the  execution  of  any  powers 
given  by  this  Act,  or  to  defend  any  appeal,  it  shall 
and  may  be  lawful  for  the  surveyor  of  such  parish 
to  charge  in  his  account  the  reasonable  expenses 
incurred  in  defending  such  prosecution,  or  prose- 
cuting or  defending  such  appeal,  after  the  same 
shall  have  been  agreed  to  by  such  inhabitants  at  a 
vestry  or  public  meeting  as  aforesaid,  and  allowed 
by  two  justices  of  the  peace  within  the  division 
where  such  highway  shall  be,'*  &c, 

Blackbttbit,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  in 
this  case  must  be  discharaed.  The  question,  and 
the  only  one,,is  whether  the  vestry  had  authority 
to  resolve  that  they  would  direct  the  surveyor  to 
stop  up  this  highway,  and  this  sends  us  back  to 
the  General  Vestry  Act  of  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  s.  1  of 
which  enacts  that  "  no  vestry  or  meeting  of  the 
inhabitants  in  vestry  of  or  for  any  parish  shall  be 
holden  until  public  notice  shall  have  been  ^ven  of 
such  vestry,  and  of  the  place  and  hour  of  nolding 
the  same,  and  the  special  purpose  thereof,  three 
days  at  least  before  the  day  to  be  appointed  for 
holding  such  vestpr,  by  the  publication  of  such 
notice  in  the  parisn  church  or  chapel  on  some 
Sunday,"  &c.  Now  the  objection  taken  to  this 
notice  is,  that  the  special  purpose  for  which  the 
vestry  was  called  was  to  pass  a  resolution  for 
stopping  up  the  highway,  and  it  has  been  said, 
ana  in  my  opinion  correctly  said,  that  if  the  notice 
is  not  in  sucn  terms  as  would  give  the  inhabitants 
notice  that  that  was  one  of  the  special  purposes 
for  which  the  meeting  was  summoned,  it  is  not 
sufficient.  I  am  disposed  to  agree  with  the  argu- 
ment, that  unless  the  notice  given  states  that, 
amongst  other  things,  one  of  the  purposes  of  the 
meeting  is  to  stop  up  the  highway,  if  necessary, 
a  resolution  that  it  should  be  stopped  up  would  be 
ultra  vires.  Now  the  notice  given  was  this,  that 
the  meeting  was  convened  "for  the  purpose  of 
taking  into  consideration  the  proceedings  now 
taken  by  Mr.  John  Parry,  of  Trebinshun,  a^nst 
Mr.  Bhys  Davies,  surveyor  of  the  Talgarth  District 
Highway  Board,  respecting  Blaenan  Bach  road, 
and  for  other  purposes  connected  with  the  high- 
ways of  the  above  hamlet."  That  is  the  special 
purpose  mentioned.  Now  the  fact  was,  that  Mr. 
Parry  had  taken  proceedings  against  the  surveyor 
to  enforce  the  repairing  of  this  road  which  liad  got 
oai  of  repair.  Now  it  does  seem  to  me  that  wben 
the  vestry  ia  sammoiied  to  take  that  into  con- 
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sideration,  as  well  as  for  other  purposes  oonnected 
with  the  highways  of  the  hamlet,  the  case  oomes 
within  the  spirit  of  the  observations  made  by  Sir 
John  Patteson  in  BUmt  v.  Harwood  {ubi  fuf,), 
where  he  says :  "  No  particular  form  of  notice  is 
directed  by  any  of  the  three  statutes;  we  have 
only  to  see  that  the  notice  published  f^ivee  snf- 
ficient  information  to  the  inhabitants."  Here  I 
think  that  no  person  applying  common  sense  to 
the  subject  coidd  have  tne  sUghtest  doubt  about 
the  purpose  of  the  meeting;  that  it  would  be 
understood  that  the  object  and  intention  of  the 
meeting  was  to  take  steps  to  oppose  and  baffle 
the  proceedings  which  Mr.  Parry  was  taking 
against  the  surveyor  as  to  this  very  road«  and  that 
with  a  view  to  that,  they  would  exercise  ai^ 
powers  which  they  had  relating  to  the  higfawaji 
of  the  hamlet.  The  counsel  who  argued  in  support 
of  the  rule  have  not  been  able  to  point  oat  any 
other  purpose  for  which  the  vestry  could  be  sum- 
moned in  order  to  oppose  the  prooeedinge  taken 
against  the  surveyor,  except  to  stop  up  the  high- 
way. It  was  argued  that  the  vestry  might  pos- 
sibly have  been  summoned  to  consider  the  qnestiao 
of  the  surveyor*s  expenses  in  defending  the  indict- 
ment against  him  for  non-repair  of  this  road;  but 
even  that  could  not  be  taken  to  be  the  sole  and 
exclusive  object ;  and  seeing  that  one  of  the  moit 
effectual  steps  which  could  be  taken  to  stop  the 
proceedings  of  Mr.  Parry  was  to  stop  up  the 
nighway  altogether,  that  must  be  taken  to  fasTS 
been  brought  to  the  notice  of  any  person  reading 
the  notice.  The  object  of  the  meeting  beinff  to 
originate  proceedings,  I  think  thiub  so  ixr  fiom 
greater  particularity  being  required  in  the  notice, 
the  very  opposite  is  the  case.  The  object  of  the 
statute  is  that  notice  should  be  given  of  the  sort 
of  business  to  be  transacted  by  the  vestry,  and  a 
notice  which  gives  sufficient  information  of  that  to 
the  inhabitants  is,  as  Sir  John  Patteson  said,  a 
sufficient  notice.  I  think  we  should  not,  as  to 
these  notices,  fall  into  the  error,  on  the  skle  of 
minuteness  and  particularity,  committed  as  to  poor 
law  notices  of  appeal,  which  rendered  neoessvy 
the  interposition  of  the  Legislature  to  remedy  it 
We  should  see  what  might  reasonably  be  expected 
to  give  to  an  ordinary  parishioner  notice  of  what 
was  intended  to  be  done  at  the  meeting ;  and,  in 
every  case,  this  is  a  question  of  common  sense 
applied  to  the  particular  words  used. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  woold 
be  extremely  undesirable  that  recourse  to  a  lawyer 
should  be  necessary  before  framing  each  notice  of 
the  purpose  for  which  a  vestry  meeting  is  sum- 
moned ;  and  this  would  be  the  consequence  if  the 
notice  is  to  be  construed  with  such  strictness  as 
has  been  contended  for.  It  would  never  be  safe 
to  ^ve  a  notice  otherwise.  In  my  opinion,  the 
notice  in  the  present  case  gives  sufficient  informa- 
tion to  every  parishioner  of  the  special  purpose  of 
the  meeting,  so  as  to  induce  any  person  who  takes 
an  interest  in  the  particular  subject,  to  attend. 
Now  the  person  who  complains  m  the  present 
case  was  a  gentleman  specially  interested  in  the 
road  referr^  to  in  the  notice.  He  knew  thit 
proceedings  had  been  taken  against  the  surveyor 
to  compel  him  to  repair  the  road — prooeedinsi 
which  might  end  in  an  indictment.  Now  the 
notice  calls  express  attention  to  the  fiust  that  the 
meeung  was  to  take  into  consideration  '*  the  mo- 
ooedingft  noNv  Xjb^ilcsii  Vi  ^^>  ^^Sua.  '?%acrsr^  ol  Tire> 
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the  Talgaiih  DiBtrict  Highway  Board,  respecting 
Blaenan  Bach  road,  and  for  other  purposes  con- 
nected with  the  highways  of  the  above  hamlet," 
in  other  words,  to  consider  what  was  best  to  be 
done  as  resards  these  proceedings  ag^ainst  the 
sonreyor,  whether  nnder  the  111th  section  of  the 
Highway  Act  of  Will.  4,  or  nnder  any  other 
aauionty  which  they  possessed,  and  to  take  steps 
to  bafBe  these  proceedings.  It  seems  to  me  to 
follow  from  this,  that  one  of  the  questions  to  be 
oonaidered  by  the  vestry  might  well  be  whether 
the  road  was  not  an  entirely  useless  one,  and  one 
idiich  oaghr  to  be  stopped  up.  If  we  were  to 
require  as  much  strictness  in  the  notice  as  has 
been  contended  for,  we  should  not,  I  think,  be 
oarrying  out  the  intention  of  the  Legislature. 
The  notice  gives  suflScient  information  as  to  the 
anbject  matter  which  was  to  be  considered  by  the 
veetry,  one  of  the  considerations  naturally  being, 
as  I  have  said,  whether  it  was  more  expedient  to 
repair  the  road,  or  to  stop  it  up  altogether.  I 
a^^^e  that  the  rule  should  be  discnarged. 

Abchibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
real  question  is,  whether  the  resolution  to  stop 
np  the  road  falls  reasonably  within  the  scope  of 
the  purpose  mentioned  in  the  notice.  The  special 
purpose  of  the  meeting  must  be  stated ;  but  it  is 
not  necessary  to  state  it  with  any  greater  parti- 
oolarity  than  is  recjuisite  to  give  sufficient  in- 
formation to  the  parishioners.  If  it  is  couched  in 
soch  terms  as  to  mislead,  it  would  be  open  to 
objection.  If  it  had  been  restricted  to  the  objects 
mentioned  in  the  111th  section,  the  case  would  be 
different.  But  when  we  look  at  the  notice  itself, 
we  see  that  it  does  fairly  include  the  terms  of  the 
reeolation.  Taking  into  consideration  "  the  pro- 
ceedings taken  by  Mr.  Parry  against  the  surveyor 
as  to  this  road,  means  taking  into  consideration 
the  stepe  which  it  would  be  requisite  to  take  in 
respect  of  these  proceedings,  which  would  be 
either  by  defending  the  proceedings,  or  perhaps 
by  resolving  that  it  would  be  better  to  stop  up  tne 
road  altogether  as  not  worth  repairing.  Giving 
the  notice  a  reasonable  construction,  and  avoiding 
the  laying  down  of  any  rule  which  would  render 
it  necessary  to  construe  these  notices  with  undue 
particularity,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  notice  was 
soifficient,  and  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Bide  discharged. 

Attorney  for  prosecutor,  C  E.  Abbott^  for  Bisliop, 
Brecon. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Dobinson  and  (hare. 


Saiwrday,  MoAf  31, 1873. 
Hatwcod  (app.)  V,  Holland  (resp.). 

Alehouse  licence— SelUna  beer  ai    a    fair — Non' 

neeeeeity  of  oecaeional  licence  —  Liceneing  Act, 

1872  (35  ^  36  Vict,  c,  94),  m.  3,  72. 

An  alehauee  keeper,  who  has  obtained  on  ordinary 

ju9Uce*8  and  eoNnse   licence,  may,  by  virtue  of 

euek  Ueeneet  seU  beer  in  booths  at  any  lawful 

fatir.    It  is  not  necessary  to  get  a  speeici  licence 

far  that  purpose, 

Casb  stated  by  Justices  nnder  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43. 

This  is  a  case  stated  by  us  the  undersigned,  two 

of  Her  Migesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace  in  and  for 

the  ooon^  of  Lancaster,  under  the  statute  20  &  21 

Viot.  a  48,  on  the  appJioatiozi  in  wiiting  of  the 

lyjpsllaii^  wbo  mm  disaatMed  with  oar  determi- 


nation upon  the  question  of  law  which  arose  before 
us,  as  hereinafter  stated,  on  the  19th  Sept.  1872, 
at  a  Petty  Sessions  for  the  division  of  Bolton  in 
the  said  county,  holden  at  the  county  sessions 
room,  in  the  town  hall  in  Little  Bolton,  in  the 
said  county,  the  appellant  having  duly  entered 
into  a  recognisance  to  prosecute  the  appeal. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  a  certain  information 
preferred  by  the  respondent  against  the  appellant 
under  sect.  3  of  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  94 : 

That  he  the  said  James  Haywood,  on  the  4th  Sept.  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1872,  at  Tnrton,  in  the  oonnt^  of 
Luioaster,  unlawfully  did  sell  by  retail  certain  quantities 
of  intoxicating  licmors,  to  wit,  ale,  beer,  and  porter,  to 
certain  persons  whose  names  are  unknown,  in  a  certain 
tent  there  situate,  the  said  James  Haywood  not  being 
then  and  there  duly  licensed  bo  to  do. 

We  convicted  the  appellant  of  the  said  offence, 
and  adjudged  him  to  pay  the  sum  of  20«.  and  costs, 
to  be  paid  and  applied  according  to  law. 

The  following  facts  were  either  proved  before 
us  or  admitted  oy  both  parties. 

That  the  appellant  was  a  licensed  victualler 

residing  at  Bury,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and 

was  in  possession  of  a  licence  granted  to  him  by 

the  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster,  acting  in, 

and  for,  the  division  of  Bury,  in  the  said  county, 

in  pursuance  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  sect.  1,  of  which 

the  following  is  an  extract : 

At  the  General  Annual  licensing  Meeting  of  the 
justices  acting  in  and  for  the  division  of  Bury,  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster,  on  the  4th  Sept.  1871,  the  majority 
of  justices  then  present  authorised  and  empowered  James 
Ha^ood,  then  dwelling  at  Fleet-street,  Bury^  in  the 
division  and  county  aforoaaid,  and  keeping  an  inn,  ale- 
house, or  victualling  house,  at  the  sigrn  of  the  Old  Boar's 
Head  Inn,  in  the  township  of  Bur^,  in  the  division  and 
coun^  aforesaid,  to  sell  by  retail  therein  and  on  the 
premises  thereunto  belonging,  all  such  excisable  liquors 
as  the  said  James  Haywood  should  be  licensed  ana  em- 
powered to  sell  under  the  authority  and  permission  of 
any  excise  licence,  and  to  permit  all  such  liquors  to  be 
drunk  or  consumed  in  his  said  house,  or  in  the  premises 
thereunto  belonging,  until  the  10th  Oct.  then  next. 

Upon  this  licence  the  appellant  obtained  from 
the  excise  authorities  a  licence,  dated  the  11th  Oct. 
1871,  of  which  the  following  is  an  extract : 

The  said  James  Haywood  therein  described  as  residing 
in  a  house,  known  by  the  sign  of  the  Old  Boar's  Headj 
in  Fleet-street,  in  the  parish  of  Burv,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster's  authorised  to  exercise  andcsrry  on  the  under- 
mentioned trades  or  businesses  in  the  said  house  and  pre- 
mises, but  nowhere  else,  such  house  and  premises  being 
all  adjoining  or  contiguous  to  each  other,  and  situate  in 
one  place  and  held  together  for  the  same  trades  or  busi- 
nesses. 

The  following  is  the  enumeration  of  trades,  and  the 
duties  paid  in  respect  thereof  to  the  excise  authorities 
namely: 

£     s,    d. 
Betailerofbeer.cider,  or  perry  .    .      3     6      1| 

Do.     ofspinto U      0     6 

Do.     of  foreign  wines    ....     2      i     1 
Dealer  in  tobacco 0     5     8 


Total 


16    15    Hi 


Chablss  Sheriff,  Collector  (L.S.) 
J.  COLXMAN,  Supervisor  (L.S.) 

That  the  townshio  of  Turton  forms  no  part  of 
the  petty  sessional  aivision  of  Bury,  but  is  in  the 
petty  sessional  division  of  Bolton,  in  the  said 
county. 

That  it  was  proved   that  for  more  than  forty 
vears  last  past  a  horse  and  cattle  fair  has  been 
held  in  the  aidd  UmTia^oi^  ^  T\rc\»ii  VDL\ix>a^^>  ^si^ 
the  4tV\  ai\d  5t]h  ^p\i.  _  -. 

That  on  t\ie  4fc\i  Ee^\.,^M^.  >iJ^^  «:^v3^a^D^.  wi#**^ 
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Hatwood  (app.)  V,  Holland  (reap.)* 


[Q.B. 


a  tent  or  booth  in  the  said  township  of  Turton, 
where  the  said  fair  was  being  held,  and  sold  in  the 
said  tent  spirits  and  beer. 

That  the  said  appellant  had  no  anthority  what- 
ever to  sell  spirits  and  beer,  except  the  magistrate's 
license,  and  the  excise  licence,  extracts  from  which 
are  set  forth  in  the  3rd  and  4lh  paragraphs  of  this 
case. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended 
that  under  the  6  Greo.  4,  c.  81,  s.  11,  the  appellant, 
being  a  licensed  Tictoaller,  was  legally  entitled  to 
sell  at  a  public  fair,  without  further  or  other  au- 
thority than  his  excise  licence,  which  permitted 
him  to  sell  at  a  certain  house  and  premises  at 
Bury,  as  set  forth  in  paragraph  4  of  this  case 

It  was  also  further  contenoled  on  behalf  of  the 
appellant  that  he  was  entitled  to  sell  at  the  said 
Turton  Fair,  on  the  said  4th  Sept.  last,  b^  virtue  of 
the  20th  section  of  the  32  &  33  Vict,  c  27,  inasmuch 
as  that  section  was  in  the  schedule  to  the  Li- 
censing Act,  1872,  distinctly  left  unrepealed,  and 
was  then  in  force,  and  also  by  the  Licensing  Act, 
1872,  sect.  72,  6th  subsection  thereof,  exempted 
from  the  operation  of  the  3rd  section  of  the  last 
named  Act  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  on 
special  occasions  in  pursuance  of  tne  provisions 
in  that  behalf  enacted. 

By  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  22,  s.  12,  the  exemptions 
contained  in  6  G^.  4,  c.  81,  s.  11,  were  taken  away, 
but  by  26  &  27  Vict.  c.  33,  s.  21,  the  riffht  to 
licensed  persons  to  sell  at  public  races  and lawf  ul 
fairs  was  again  granted  s.  21  of  26  &  27  Vict.  c.  33, 
after  recitii^  the  12th  section  of  25  &  26  Yict.  c. 
22,  enactinjB^  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this 
Act,  nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to 
prohibit  anj  person  duly  licensed  by  the  excise 
to  retail  spirits,  beer,  or  wine,  as  in  the  11th  sect, 
of  the  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  81  is  mentioned,  from  carry- 
ing on  his  trade  or  business  for  which  he  shall  be 
so  licensed,  in  booths,  tents,  or  other  places,  at  the 
time  and  place,  and  within  the  limits  of  holding 
any  lawful  and  accustomed  fair,  by  virtue  of  any 
law  or  statute  in  that  behalf,  or  any  public  races, 
in  like  manner  as  such  person  might  lawfully  have 
done  under  the  said  last-mentioned  Act,  if  the  said 
Act  of  the  last  session  of  Parliament  had  not 
been  passed. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended 
that  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  81,  and  the  26  &  27  Yict. 
c.  33,  are  both  excise  Acts,  and  that  the  sections 
relating  to  fairs  and  races  contained  in  both  the 
said  Acts  only  exempt  persons  selling  at  fairs  and 
races  from  obtaining  an  additional  excise  licence ; 
and  that  therefore  a  magistrate's  licence  was 
necessary  to  enable  the  appellant  to  sell  at  Turton- 
fair. 

That  the  35  &  36  Yict.  c.  94  is  what  may  be 
termed  an  Act  for  police  purposes,  and  sect  3  of 
that  Act,  under  wnich  these  proceedings  was 
taken  enacts  that  *'  No  person  shall  sell  or  expose 
for  sale  by  retail  anv  intoxicating  liquor  without 
being  duly  licensed  to  sell  the  same,  or  at  any 
place  where  he  is  not  authorised  by  his  licence 
to  sell  the  same.  An^  person  selling  or  exposing 
for  sale  by  retail  any  intoxicating  liquor  which  he 
is  not  licensed  to  sell  by  retail,  or  selling  or  ex- 
posing for  sale  any  intoxicating  liquor  at  any 
place  where  he  is  not  authorised  by  his  licence 
to  sell  the  same,  shall  be  subject  to  certain  penal- 
ties;"and  by  sect  74  of  the  said  35  and  36  Yict. 

c,  94,  the expreaaion,  "licence,"  is  defined  as  !oA- 
Jow8 : 


lioenoe  means  a  lioenoe  for  the  sale  of  intoxioatiiig 
liquors,  ^franted  by  justioea  in  porsnanoe  of  the  Intozi- 
eating  Liqaor  Act  1&^  inolnding  a  oertifiQate  of  joatiees 
granted  under  the  Wine  and  Beerhoosa  Aots  and  in- 
olndin^  a  lioenoe  for  the  lale  of  sweets,  whioh  is  hereby 
anthonsed'  to  be  granted  in  the  same  manner  as  if  awaets 
were  wine,  and  inclndinga  lioenoe  for  the  retail  of  apinti 
granted  to  a  wholesale  spirit  dealer  by  the  jnatioea  in 
porsnanoe  of  this  Act. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondent,  the  case  of 
Ash  (app.)  V.  Lxfnn  (resp.)  (35  L.  J.,  N.  S.. 
159,  M.  G.)  was  cited,  which  decided  that  the 
exemption  in  6  Geo.  4,  c.  81,  s.  11,  in  favour  of 
persons  duly  licensed  to  sell  beer,  &c.,  and  carry- 
mg  on  their  trade  in  booths,  tents  or  other  places 
within  the  limits  of  any  lawful  fair  or  public  races, 
relates  only  to  the  excisable  penalties  imposed  by 
the  Act,  and  does  not  protect  any  person  selling 
beer,  &c.  from  his  liabilities  under  35  G^eo.  3,  c. 
113,  s.  1,  for  selling  without  a  magistrate's 
licence. 

We,  beinff  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  ou^t 
to  have  had  a  magistrate's  licence  authorising 
him  to  sell  at  Turton  fair,  gave  our  determination 
against  the  appellant  in  the  manner  before  stated. 

The  question  of  law  upon  which  this  case  is 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  therefore,  ia 
whether  the  appellant  was  duly  licensed  to  sell 
spirits,  &c.  at  Turton  fair,  he  having  only  a 
magistrate's  licence  and  an  excise  licence  to  seU 
at  fiury,  and  having  no  magistrate's  licence  to  sell 
at  Turton. 

Given  under  our  hands  this  25th  day  of  Nov.  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord,  1872,  at  Little  lEolton  in  the 
county  aforesaid.  Jno.  Gannon. 

Sam.  Gsb. 

Baylia,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  the 
conviction  was  wrong,  as  a  special  licence  was 
not  necessary  to  entitle  the  appellant  to  sell  at 
a  fair.  Sect.  3  of  the  Licensing  Act,  1872  (35  A 
36  Yict.  c.  94)  no  doubt  exacts  that  '*  no  person 
shall  sell  or  expose  for  sale,  by  retaD,  any  in- 
toxicating liquor  without  being  duly  licensed  to 
sell  the  same,  or  at  any  place  where  he  is  not 
authorised  by  his  licence  to  sell  the  same," 
and  subjects  to  penalties  any  persons  so 
doing;  but  sub-sect.  6  of  the  72nd  section 
excepts  from  the  application  of  the  Act, 
**  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  on  special  occa- 
sions in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  in  that 
behalf  enacted."  Now,  bv  the  interpretation 
clause  (sect.  7v),  **  licence  means  a  licence  for 
the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  gnmted  by  jastioee 
in  pursuance  of  the  Intoxicating  Liquor  Licensing 
Act.  1828  (9  Geo.  4,  c.  61),  including  a  certificate 
of  justices,  granted  under  the  Wme  and  Beer- 
house Acts;  and  sect.  36  of  the  Intoxicating 
Liquor  Licensing  Act  1828  (9  Gea  4,  o.  61)  pro- 
vides that  nothing  in  that  Act  contained  is  "to 
prohibit  any  person  from  selling  beer  in  booths 
or  other  places  at  the  time  and  within  the  limits 
of  the  ground  or  place,  in  or  upon  which  is  holden 
any  lawful  fair,  in  like  manner  as  such  person 
was  authorised  to  do  before  the  passing  of  this 
Act."  The  earlier  Acts  contain  a  similar  exemp- 
tion in  the  case  of  beer  sold  at  fairs.  [The  learned 
counsel  went  through  the  various  Acts  back  to  the 
time  of  £dw.  6.]  The  appellant,  therefore,  did  not 
require  a  special  licence  to  enable  him  to  sell  at 
the  fair. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

'B\ACiL&\3B»ti. — I  think  jou  have  made  out  a 
primd  Jocve  ^sdA^  VX^Xi  >^<^  YveXlvM&^ii^c^'mt^Tii^  in 
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C.P.] 


The  Ysstrt  op  The  Parish  of  Bermondsst  c,  Johnson. 


[C.P. 


oonvicting  the  appellant,  and  there  is  no  one  here 
on  their  behalf  to  contend  that  they  are  right, 
thongh  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  it  is  a  case 
wlu<£  should  be  argued  by  counsel.  In  order  to 
find  out  the  meaning  o!  the  Act,  from  the 
manner  in  which  it  is  drawn,  the  justices 
have  to  do  what  no  ordinary  justice  can  be  ex- 
pected to  do,  that  is,  to  go  through  the  various 
preceding  statutes  on  the  subject  back  to  the  time 
of  Edw.  6.  It  is  not  to  be  wondered  at  that  they 
have  made  a  mistake. 
QuAiN,  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant. 


COUBT   OF    COMMON    FLEAS. 

B«port6d  bj  H.  F.  Poolst  and  Johh  Boss,  EBqn., 

Burristerft-ai-Law. 


Tuesday,  May  6,  1873. 

The  Yestrt  of  the  Parish  of  Bermondset  v. 

Johnson. 

General  line  of  huildings  —  Penalty  within  six 
months — Metropolis  Local  Oovemment  Act  (25  ^ 
26  Vict,  c.  102),  8S,  76.  107. 

The  respondent  erected  a  building  in  1871,  beyond 
the  generaZline  of  buildings  in  the  metropolitan  dis' 
trict,  without  the  written  consent  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works.  In  June  1872,  the  superintending 
architect  decided  that  the  appellants  premises 
were  not  in  the  general  liyie  of  building,  but  had 
been  erected  beyond  that  line,  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act 
(25  ^  26  Vict.  c.  102),  s.  75.  The  respondent,  on 
being  summoned  before  the  magistrate,  contended 
thcU  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate  was  ousted 
by  the  107th  section,  the  offence  having  been  com- 
mitted more  than  six  months  ago,  and  accord- 
ingly the  magistrate  dismissed  the  summons : 

Held,  that  the  \(y?th  section  did  not  apply,  and  that 
therefore  the  fact  that  more  than  six  months  had 
elapsed  prior  to  the  complaint  being  rftade  was 
immatenat, 

Brutton  v.  The  Guardians  of  St.  George's,  Hanover- 
square  (L,  Rep.  13  Eg.  339),  dissented  from. 

(3asb. 

1.  Cass  stated  under  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43. 

2.  This  was  a  summons  under  the  Metropolis 
Management  Amendment  Act  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102), 
8.  75,  charging  that  Bobert  Johnson,  the  defen- 
dant, did,  in  the  parish  of  Bermondsey,  unlawfully 
erect  a  certain  building  bevond  the  general  line  of 
buildings,  in  a  street  called  Mark-place,  in  the  said 
parish,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  The  date  of  the 
complaint  and  summons  was  the  29th  Aug.  1872. 
The  complaint  alleged  no  special  date  as  the  time 
of  commission  of  the  offence. 

3.  It  was  proved  that  the  building  in  question 
was  erected  in  Jan.  1871,  and  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  its  coming  formally  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  vestry  till  towards  the  end  of  Dec.  1871. 

4.  In  Jan.  1872,  the  vestry  applied  to  the  superin- 
tending architect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
to  decide  the  general  line  of  ouildings,  but  did  not 
obtain  his  decision  till  the  26th  June  1872. 

5.  I  was  of  opinion  that  the  general  line  so  de- 
cided by  the  superintending  architect  was  the 
raieralline  ofbmldings  in  the  street  in  question; 
Uuit  tibA  building  erected  by  the  defendant  was  a 
building  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  had 
heea  erected  beyond  such  general  lii^ 


6.  But  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defen- 
dant that,  the  building  having  been  erected  so  far 
back  as  Jan.  1871,  and  having  been  discovered,  if 
not  before,  at  least  as  far  back  as  December  in  the 
same  year,  more  than  six  months  had  elsmsed, 
within  which  complaint  respecting  such  offence 
must  be  made  under  sect.  107  of  the  same  Act,  in 
order  to  make  offending  parties  liable  to  a  penalty 
or  forfeiture  by  order  or  a  justice. 

7.  By  the  vestry,  the  present  appellants,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  was  contended  that  the  offence  was 
not  completed  until  the  general  line  of  buildings 
had  been  established  by  the  decision  of  the  super- 
intending architect ;  that  the  complaint  was  there- 
fore maae  in  time,  and  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
conviction. 

8.  I  decided,  much  guided  in  my  opinion  by  the 
case  of  Brutton  v.  The  Vestry  of  the  Parish  of  8t, 
George's,  Hanover -sqiui/re  (41  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  134,  Ch.), 
that  lapse  of  time  had  taken  away  the  rights  of  the 
vestry  or  of  the  justice  to  demolish  or  interfere 
with  the  buildings  forming  the  subject  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  I  accordingly  dismissed  the  summons. 

9.  I  request  the  opmion  of  the  court  whether, 
in  point  of  law,  having  regard  to  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  my  decision  was  right,  or 
whether  I  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine 
the  case  on  its  merits.  Should  the  latter  be  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  I  request  that  the  case  be 
remitted  to  me  for  rehearing. 

Alfred  Wilts,  Q.C.  (with  him  E.  Thomas),  for  the 
appellant,  referred  to  the  107th  section  of  the 
25  &  26  Yict.  c.  102,  and  contended  that  it  applied 
only  to  the  liabiUty  of  persons  for  the  payment  of 
any  pecuniary  penalty  and  forfeiture  within  six 
months  after  the  commission  or  discovery  of  an 
offence,  and  not  to  proceedings  under  the  75th 
section,  by  which  buildings  erected  out  of  the 
general  line  can  be  demolished. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

Keatiko,  J. — I  come  to  the  conclusion,  although 
with  considerable  reluctance,  that  the  limitation 
clause,  that  no  person  shall  be  liable  for  the 
payment  of  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  unless  the 
complaint  respecting  such  offence  have  been  made 
before  such  justice  within  six  months  next  after 
the  commission  or  discovery  of  such  offence,  does 
not  apply.  I  have  great  reluctance  in  so  deciding, 
but  tne  answer  is,  that  so  the  Legislature  have 
willed  it,  and  we  must  execute  their  direction.  The 
75th  section  creates  the  offence,  or  rather  the  pre- 
liminary procedure,  and  by  the  statute  passea  in 
the  reign  of  George  IV.  (7  Geo.  4,  c.  142),  power 
was  given  to  the  authorities  to  pull  down  ouild- 
ings without  any  limitation  as  to  time.  That  was, 
however,  thought  hard ;  and,  by  the  75th  section, 
now  the  vestry  may  make  a  complaint  to  a  justice 
of  the  peace  in  case  any  infringement  of  the  line  of 
buildings  takes  place,  and  then  the  justice  will,  if 
the  complaint  be  proved,  make  an  order  directing 
the  demolition  of  the  offending  erection.  In  the 
present  case,  proceedings  were  taken  under 
that  section,  ana  a  summons  taken  out  charging 
the  defendant  with  wrongfully  erecting  a  certain 
building  beyond  the  general  line  of  buildings  in  a 
street  called  Market-place,  in  the  parish  of  Ber- 
mondsey, without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  The  case  came  on 
to  be  heard  before  the  magistrate,  and  h&  ^^^  ^^ 
opinion  that  tVie  1^*7^  \iocXA<ii\  '^i^a  ^y^'^^^*^^  V^ 
tnis  case  •,  lie  5ovxivde^\i\%  o^mvoii  «ii>&ft  wi^i^w^!^ 
of  a  dedBion  m  «k  caa©  tw^tl^i  ^wsAr^  Xj^^qpn^  w» 
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of  the  learned  jndjtes  of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
Noir  the  magiatrate,  on  that  anthoritr,  decided 
that  this  was  noder  the  107th  section  a  proceeding 
to  make  »  person  liable  for  a  penalty  or  a  f  orf  eitore. 
I  cannot  myself  see  how  this  case  can  be  bronf^ht 
within  those  words.  The  magistrate  defeTTed  to 
the  opinion  of  the  Vice- Chancellor,  and  diamisaed 
the  case.  The  case  comes  before  as,  and  we  should 
defer  to  the  opinion  of  that  learned  jadge  as  fiff 
as  we  consistently  .can.  Theoase  of  BmHon  v.  Tk« 
Veitry  of  the  Parish  of  8t.  Oeorge'g,  Hanover-Bquare 
(L.  Bep.  13  Eq.  339 ;  41  L.  J.  134,  Ch.)  was  similar 
to  the  present.  The  certificate  of  the  snperintend' 
ing  architect  being  obtained,  the  veetry  proceeded 
against  the  bnilder ;  thepoints  called  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  court  were,  that  the  sis  months'  limit  of 
time  had  eipired,  and  that  the  proceedings  were 
wrong  aa  against  the  builder,  and  not  against  the 
owner  of  the  houve.  Although  the  fact  was  pointed 
out  by  the  counsel  who  argued  the  case,  tnat  the 
107th  section  did  not  apply,  the  Yice-Chanoellor 
■oems  not  to  have  paid  any  attention  to  the  argu- 
ment,and  thought  that  it  waa  applicable.  This  state- 
ment was,  however,  ertra-judioial,  for  he  had 
already  decided  the  case,  on  the  ground  that  the 
proceedings  being  brought  against  the  wrong  per- 
son were  a  nullity.  Though  we  differ  with  him  in 
his  conclaaion,  we  do  not  mean  to  orer-mle  hie 
decision  on  a  different  point.  This  case  cannot  be 
brought  within  the  107th  section,  and  althongh  I 
thonia  hare  gladly  done  so,  I  am  nnable  to  findany 
words  to  bring  it  within  the  hmitation  imposed  t^ 
the  Act.  The  case  mnst  therefore  go  baolc  to  the 
magistrate. 

HoNiUAH,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  but  not 
without  reluctance,  for  I  think  this  construction 
of  the  section  is  likely  to  work  hardship  and  inj  us- 
tice.  The  ground  on  which  I  think  we  have  no 
option  is,  that  by  sect.  143  of  the  18  *  19  Vict. 
c.  120,  the  vestry  are  enabled  to  demolish  any 
building  erected  beyond  tho  regular  line,  and  to 
recover  the  expenses  incurred  from  the  owner ; 
and  by  the  earher  Act  of  7  Oeo.  4,  c.  14S,  any 
building  erected  except  under  the  powerf  of  that 
Act  was  to  he  deemed  a  nuisance.  Those  being 
formerly  the  ezisting  provisions,  the  25  &  26  Vict, 
c.  102,  s.  75,  repealed  thoae  Acts,  and  sabstituted 
the  mode  of  proceeding  at  present  in  existence,  by 
which  the  vestry  issue  a  summons  reqniring  the 
owner  or  occnpicr  to  go  before  the  magistrate  to 
answer  to  the  complaint  made  aguast  him.  If 
the  Tice-Chancellor  nad  deliberatelj  expressed  an 
opinion,  I  shoold  have  had  some  hesitation  before 
we  over-ruled  his  decision;  but  the  Vice-Chan- 
oellor  did  not  discuss  the  argument,  and  I  there- 
fore agree  that  this  case  must  he  sent  back  to  the 
magistrate.  Judgment  for  ojipellan/. 

Attorney  for  appellant,  WUki/naon. 


Mhalf. 


Wednetday,  Ifoy  7, 1873. 
Pbxtti  it  rx.  v.  Bicuiobb. 
Jim»aaiee — CoaX — YauU  entrance  in  ttreel — Cover 
plate  defectivB — Tenant  under  emenanl  to  repatr 
—Injury  to  passenger — lAahiUly  of  owner  jor — 
18  ^  19  Viet.  e.  120,  «.  102. 
Th^  otenar  of  a  house  having  a  coal  vavJt  onfraneo 
eosered  by  a  plate  in  a  public  street,  vho  ha*  let      .„„i,  „_„„  ;„  ,h.  „.„„„ 
fA^ //romuiu  £o  a  tenant  by  a  lease  (Mntamvi^  tha  \      luwitio&Dlfltk.'^uid, 
I'^al  eovettant  on  the  part  of  the  Ie«iae  to  repair,  \  ri«a&iaiMD.1»iB£r 


is  not  regponsible  to  a patsenger  for  injury  caused 
through  the  defective  conditwn  of  Ike  coal  plait, 
ift}ie  lessor  has  not  concealed  from  the  tenant  iU 
dangerous  itale  at  the  time  of  the  demise.  The 
OMupi«r  and  not  the  oumer  of  the  premises  is,  in 
such  ease,  the  person  liable  for  the  nvisanee. 
UoTio.v  for  a  rule  to  set  aside  a  nonsuit,  and  for  a 

This  was  an  action  brought  agunst  the  owner 
of  a  house,  in  the  parish  of  St.  John,  Hampat«ad, 
Tor  negligently  sufiering  a  ooal  plate  covering  a 
7ault  entrance  in  the  highway  before  such  hoose 
to  be  oat  of  repair,  and  a  dangerous  Boisanee, 
and  for  letting  the  house  to  a  tenant  without 
obliging  him  to  repair  the  same,  whereby  the 
Female  nlaintifi  lawfully  passing  along  the  oigh- 
way,  fell  through  the  apertnre  and  was  injnied. 
In  one  count  of  the  declaration  was  alleged  a  duty 
on  the  defendant,  under  the  Metropolitan  Local 
Management  Act  1855  [18  &  19  Vict.  o.  120), 
as  owner  of  the  premises  to  repair  and  keep  in 
repair  the  vault  and  openings  thereto.  Tho  do- 
fendant  denied  bis  liability.  At  the  trial,  beforo 
Brett,  J.,  in  Middlesex,  on  the  6th  May,  the 
plaintiff  proved  the  accident,  and  the  occnpier 
the  house  was  called  as  a  witness  on  her  behs 
He  produced  a  lease  from  the  defendant  to  himself 
of  the  premises  in  question.  It  contained  the  osnal 
Dovenant  by  the  lessee  to  keep  them  in  repur.  He 
said  that  the  house  was  in  course  of  alteration  by 
the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence — that 
the  plate  was  defective  when  his  occupation  began, 
and  that  he  had  repeatedly  informed  the  defendant 
of  that  feet. 

The  learned  judge  nonenited  the  plaintiff. 

Campbell  Foster  in  snpport  of  his  motion. — Ute 
defendant  let  his  premises  with  a  danserooB 
Quisance  upon  them,  and  is  not  absolvea  fiooi 
liability  becanse  he  is  not  in  actual  ooonpation. 
Beg.  V.  Pedleu  (1  A.  &  E.  822),  a  case  dted  with 
others  by  Erie,  G.J.,  in  Todd  v.  Flight  (3  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.  8.  325  ;  30  L.  J.  21,  C.  P.),  thus.  "  These 
cases  are  authorities  for  saying  if  the  wrong 
causing  the  damage  arises  from  the  non-feasance 
or  mis-feasance  of  the  lessor  the  party  snfiering 
damage  from  the  wrong  may  maintain  an  action. 
IBoviLL,  CJ.~  Todd  V.  FUght  was  decided  tm 
demurrer  and  there  was  an  allegation  that  Uie 
I  defendant  continued  the  nuisance  and  that  it  was 
his  duty  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair.]  Oamiy 
r.  Juhber  (32  L.  J.,  151  Q.  B..)  The  Metropolitan 
Local  Mana^ment  Act{a]  imposes  on  the  owner  a 
duty  to  repair. 

BovtLL,  C.J.— I  think  this  nonsuit  was  righ^ 
and  that  we  ought  not  to  grant  a  role  for  a  new 
trial.  Prima  facie  a  person  in  posaessian  e(  a 
house  and    ceUar  with  a  flap    opening  into  the 

(a)  13  *  19  Tiot.  0.  ISO,  a.  102  enacts.    "  AH  vaolt^ 
MohM,  and  oeUan  made  either  bcfme  or  after  the  et 
meooement  of  this  Ant  oiideT  any  atreet  in  anj 
dittriot  mentltmed  in  aither  <A  tlie  whadnlea  u 
bo  this  Act,  and  all  opanitin  iabo  the  muds  m  anj  sasb 
■treet,  aholJ  be  lepaiied  and  kept  in  proper  ordnby  the 


oooopiers  of  the  houaea  or  bmldii^  to  iAmA 
uw  HHue  reBpeotiTel]'  belong;   aikd  in  o~~     —  — ** 
vault,  areh,  or  odlar  be  at  an;  lime  oat  of  l 
be  lawf  al  for  the  veitiy  or  distriot  board  o(   . 
or  distriot  to  oanie  the  same  to  be  repaired  ai 

food  ordar,  and  to  reooTet  the  expenae*  tb 

noU  owu«T  in  the  nuumer  heisinatter  ptovidad." 


nanypaiiihot 
lea  (aJ  and  (B) 

«T  ordnbythe 
Idii^  toiAitk 
in  oaae  any  aoek 
It  of  repair,  it  dall 
lardot  midipaiiih 
paired  and  pnt  lata 
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pavement  is  the  person  responsible  to  the  pablic 
lor  the  doneeroas  state  of  the  entrance.    Ir  this 
case  the  defendant  was  not  in  possession  of  the 
promises,  he  had  let  the  premises  to  a  tenant,  and 
80  primdfacie  there  is  no  responsibility  on  the 
lessor.    'Undoubtedly  in  many  cases  it  has  been 
held  that  where  the  landlord  had  let  the  premises 
in  their  defectiye  state,  which  caused  the  damage 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  had  not  obliged  his   tenant 
by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  between  them  to 
do  the  necessary  repairs,  he,  the  landlord,  was  liable 
for  the  injur]^  subseauently  resulting.    But  in  all 
those  cases  it  will   oe  found  that  the  landlord 
had  done  some  act  towards  the  continuance  of 
what  had  caused  the  damage,  and  by  letting  the 
premises  had  authorised    the  nuisance — for  ex- 
ample, by  building  a  wall  in  a  dangerous  state, 
ana  then  letting  them.  As  in  Todd  y.  Flight  (sup.), 
where  the  defendant  had  let  the  premises;    but 
there  was  an  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the 
defendant  wrongrally  suffered  and  permitted  the 
chimneys    to    be   and  continue,   and  kept,   and 
maintained  the  same  in  the  ruinous  state  until  the 
same  afterwards  fell  and  injured  the  building  of 
the  plaintiff.    Now,  taking  that  statement  as  the 
reason  on  which  the  decision  of  the  court  was 
based,  is  it  applicable  to  the  present  case,  or  are 
any  of  the  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Campbell  Foster  P 
Here,  it  is  true,  the  cellar  flap  was  in  a  dangerous 
state.    Under  these  circumstances  the  defendant 
let  the  premises  to  a  tenant,  but  did  he  authorise 
the  continuance  of  the  cellar  flap  P    And  whether 
that  was  in  a  dangerous  state  or  not,  can  it  be 
said  he  maintained  it,   was  the  continuanoo  of 
the  cellar  flap  the  wrongful  act  of  the  lessor  or 
of   the  lessee?    Mr.    Foster   says   the   coyenant 
in  the  lease  did  not  oblige  the  tenant  to  repair 
the  damaged  cellar  coyer.     I  entirely  differ,  and 
think  that  the  premises  being  let  in  a  state  when 
repair  was  required,  that  fact  being  known  to  the 
lessee,  there  was  a  duty  on  him  under  the  ordinary 
coyenant  to  repair,  to   put  them  into  a  proper 
state.     I  think  there  was  no  obligation  on  the 
lessor.     If  an  action  had  been  brougnt  against  the 
lessee  he  would  haye  had  no  remedy  against  the 
lessor,  who  cannot  be  said  to  haye  caused  or  main- 
tained the  dangerous  state  of  the  cover  plate  (not 
having  been  in  possession  on  his  part)  when  he  had 
done  all  in  his  power  to  remeay  the  defect   by 
casting  on  the  lessee  the  duty  of  doing  the  repairs. 
If  he  nad  been  under  obligation  to  repair  and 
failed  to  do  so,  then  the  neglect  would  have  been 
his  &ult,  or  if  he  had  kept  the  lessee  in  ignorance 
of  the  defect ;   but  such  is  Dot  the  case  here,  for 
the  lessee  well  knew  the  defective  state  of  the  coal 
plate.      Under  these  circumstances  I  think   the 
nonsuit  was  right. 

Keating,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  this 
case  something  must  be  shown  whence  it  can  be 
inferred  that  ^e  lessor,  after  the  lease  of  the  pre- 
mines,  authorised  the  continuance  of  the  defective 
coal  plate.  That  may  be  inferred  sometimes  from 
the  fact  of  his  still  retaining  in  himself  the  obliga- 
tion to  repair,  and  not  repairing.  It  has  been 
suggested  that  he  has  the  opportunity  of  putting 
an  end  to  the  tenancy,  and  that  from  his  not  doing 
80  his  continuance  of  the  nuisance  would  be  in- 
ferred. But  no  fact  has  been  stated  by  Mr. 
Foster  from  which  any  such  inference  can  be 
drawn.  The  landlord  took  a  covenant  to  re- 
pair from  the  lessee,  and  could  not  enter  the 
pi^fmseg  himself  to  repair  afterwards,    1  entirely 


agree  in  the  nonsuit,  for  the  reasons  pointed  out 
by  my  Lord. 

HoxTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Prima  facie  the  occupier,  and  not  the  owner,  is 
responsible  for  such  an  accident  as  this,  and  it  lies 
on  the  plaintiff,  if  he  seeks  to  make  the  owner  re- 
sponsible, to  show  that  the  defendant,  although  not 
the  occupier,  maintains  the  nuisance — according 
to  the  language  used  in  Todd  v.  Flight  (sup.).  Pro- 
bably if  the  defendant,  knowing  of  the  nuisance, 
had  demised  the  premises  with  an  express  stipula- 
tion that  it  should  be  lawful  to  the  tenant  to  keep 
them  as  they  are,  or  if  he  left  them  without  im- 
posing an  obligation  on  the  tenant  to  repair,  he 
might  be  responsible ;  but  when,  as  here,  he  says, 
**  Mind  there  is  a  nuisance  on  the  premises,  you 
must  repair  it,*'  how  can  it  be  said  that  relieves 
the  tenant,  and  inculpates  the  landlord?  The 
cases  cited  do  not  go  so  far.  I  think  the  rule 
should  be  refused. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  Johnson, 


Monday,  May  26,  1873. 

Whillier  v,  Boberts  anp  others. 

Building    committee — Liability     of  msmher    for 

orders  given  by  the  committee — Ceasing  to  act, 
A  building  committee  havvnq  been  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  erecting  a  church,  the  defenda/nt  became 
a  member  of  it. 
The  defendant  at  one  meeting  seconded  a  resolution 
that  the  design  submitted  by  the  architect  should  be 
adopted,  provided    the    amount  did  not  exceed 
5500{.,  which  resolution  was  carried. 
He  was  not  present  when  the  contract  was  made  with 
the  buxider,  nor  did  he  attend  any  subsequent 
meetings  ;  he,  liowever,  never  formally  resigned. 
In  consequence  of  unexpected  expenses,  the  amount 
required  came  to  a  swn  corutderahly  m^yre  than 
55002.,  and  the  subscriptions  proved  inadeqtuite 
to  pay  the  builder. 
In  an  action  by  the  builder  against  the  defendant  to 

recover  the  balance  due  to  him. 
Held,  vn  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  defeyidant 
had,  after  absenting  himself  from  the  committee 
meetings,  authorised  anyone  to  pledge  his  credit, 
or  had  svhsequently  ratified  the  acts  of  the  com- 
mittee, that  he  was  not  personally  liable  to  the 
plaintiff. 
This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  a 
builder,  against   the  defendant,  a  member  of  a 
building  committee,  to  recover  the  balance  of  an 
amount  due  to  him  for  building  a  church  at  Lower 
Clapton. 

It  appeared  that  the  inhabitants  of  Lower  Clap- 
ton were  anxious  to  build  a  permanent  church  m 
the  place  of  a  temporary  one,  and  a  meeting  was 
accordingly  called  at  which  the  defendant  was 
present.  At  this  meeting,  among  other  resolutions, 
one  was  proposed  by  the  vicar,  and  seconded  by 
the  defendant,  that  a  building  committee  should 
be  formed,  consisting  of  certain  gentlemen  of  whom 
the  defendant  was  one,  and  this  resolution  was 
carried  unanimously.  A  subscription  list  was 
opened,  and  the  inhabitants  of  the  neighbourhood 
subscribed  towards  the  building  fund  for  the  erec- 
tion of  the  new  church.  8«^«tWixaR«i\i«!L^E^^'*^^ 
building  oomiaitt^e^  "wet^  \iftW  «X  ^>dw^  ^^  ^^«sv- 
dant  was  xmaVAeto  «kX\jftiv^,>ox3kX.  wv  ^iJaa  ^^Ni>CL  ^"^^^.  • 
1869  he  aid  ftitlend,  wid  ^\»  \Jcax.  m^eXxxv^  ^^Natfsv 


MAGISTRATES'  OASES. 


C.  P.] 


WHXIBE  D.    BOBESTS   Alfl)   OTKBBS. 


CC.P. 


plans   were  aobmitted   to   the   consideiation   and 
approval  of  the  committee,  and  a  motion  nu  then 

Eoposed  and  carried  that  whatever  plan  should 
selected  shonid  be  accepted,  provided  a  reliable 
tender  could  be  obtained  at  a  cost  not  exceeding 
ten  per  cent,  on  the  sum  specified  in  the  instruc- 
lione  to  the  architeots,  namely  50001.  It  was  also 
proposed  by  Mr.  Rnssell,  and  seconded  by  the 
defendant,  that  the  secretary  be  directed  to  com- 
mnnicate  with  Messrs.  Wigginton  and  Morris, 
architects,  who  were  competing  that  theirplan  was 
accepted,  anbject  to  the  terms  of  the  above  reso- 
lat.ion,  and  also  the  introdoction  of  certain  alter- 
ations to  be  snggested. 

The  architects  having  made  the  required  altera- 
tions, six  builders  were  invited  to  tender  for  the  erec- 
tion of  the  chnrch,  and  the  plHiDtifi"a  tender  being 
the  lowest  was  accepted,  and  the  result  was  that 
a  contract  was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  of 
the  one  part,  and  Mr.  Bead  on  behalf  of  the  bnild- 
ing  committee  of  the  other  part,  for  the  bnild- 
ing  of  the  church.  llie  defendant  ceased  to 
attend  all  committee  meetings  after  the  26th  N'ov. 
After  the  bnildiag  had  been  commenced  it  was 
fonnd  necessary  tnat  some  f^irther  snms  should 
be  expended  in  draining  the  foundations  bejond 
the  contract  price,  and  these  orders  were  given  by 
Mr.  Bead  on  behalf  of  the  building  committee. 
Several  other  extras  were  also  incurred,  and,  the 
mbscriptiona  having  proved  inadequate  to  meet 
them,  tne  builder  remained  unpaid.  In  an  action 
before  Keating,  J.  and  a  specie  jury  at  the  Middle- 
sex sittings  after  Micbalmas  Term  1872,  the  Jnry 
fonnd  for  the  plaintiff,  the  learned  judge  giving 
leave  to  the  dfffendaut  to  move  for  a  rule  calling 
upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  the  verdict 
enould  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  or  why  a 
nonsuit  should  not  be  entered  on  the  ground  tnat 
there  was  no  evidence  of  liability  against  the  de- 
fendant. 

Garth,  Q.C.,  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 
Henry  MaHhtw$,  Q.C.  (with  whom  was  Qranlkam), 
showed  cause.— The  defendant  became  a  member  of 
the  building  committee  and  never  resigned ;  in  his 
absence  the  committee  acted  for  him.  Bythereso- 
I  ution  of  the  20th  of  November  1869,  he  anthoriaod 
the  committee  to  pledge  his  credit,  and  held  himself 
out  as  a  person  liable ;  and  having  done  so,  he  now 
endeavours  to  evade  this  claim  bf  sayinghe  never 
gave  any  authority  to  the  committee.  The  defen- 
dant was  perrectly  aware  that  it  was  understood 
by  all  parties  tie  was  a  member  of  the  committee. 
The  Earl  of  Mowilcathdl  v.  Barber  (14  C.  B.  53  ; 
23  L.  J.,  43C.P.),iein  point.  In  that  case  A.  and 
B.  and  twenty-four  other  persons  were  members  of 
the  committee  of  man^ement  of  a  clnb.  The  club 
being  in  debt,  a  resolution  was  passed  at  a  general 
meeting  of  the  club  on  the  1  st  of  June  that  a  loan 
of  40001  was  necesRary  to  free  the  society  from 
outstanding  liabilities,  and  that  the  committee  be 
empowered  to  raise  that  sum  on  aguarantce  of  the 
society.  At  a  meeting  on  June  15,  when  B.  was 
not  present,  the  resolution  was  confirmed.  At  a 
later  meeting,  at  which  B.  was  not  present,  the 
terms  of  the  loan  were  arranged.  Sufaseqaently 
various  cheques  were  drawn  by  B.  andT  other- 
members  for  the  expenses  of  the  clnb  ;  an  action 
having  been  bronghb,  and  judgment  recovered 
against  A.,  it  was  held  that  there  was  evidence  of 
B's  assent  to  and  ratification  of  the  acts  of  the 
omtaittee,  utd  that  he  was  liable  to  oontribu- 


QarOh  Q.C.  (with  him  HoW),  were  not  called 

BoriLL,  O.J. — It  is  clear  that  the  building  has 
been  done  under  a  contract  between  the  pluntiff 
and  one  of  the  buildingcommittee,  and  also  that  die 
defendant  Roberts  was  no  party  to  that  contract. 
With  regard  to  the  adoption  of  the  contract  after 
it  was  mode,  there  is  no  evidence.  The  defendant 
never  attended  a  meeting  of  the  committee  after 
the  contract  was  si^ed.  All  that  appears  is  ttiot 
he  was  interested  m  the  erection  of  the  church, 
and  he  became  a  member  of  the  building  com- 
mittee. The  money  lor  the  church  was  to  be 
raised  by  subscriptions,  and  a  certain  amount  was 
promised,  some  absolutely,  some  conditionally.  In 
order  to  ascertain  the  amount  which  would  be 
required,  the  committee  obtained  plans  from 
several  architects,  and  they  made  certain  atipula- 
tions  and  resolutions  as  to  the  limit  of  expense  to 
which  they  wonld  go.  Toall  this  the  defendant  was 
a  party,  and  so  lor  he  authorised  the  committee  to 
accept  the  amhitects'  plaus,  and  to  invite  tenders 
for  the  building.  It  is  a  totally  different  thing 
whether  be  authorised  the  committee  to  invite 
tenders,  or  whether  he  pledged  his  credit  for  such 
when  accepted;  and  here  there  is  no  contract  with 
the  builder  or  any  one  else  to  make  him  personally 
liable.  It  was  argued  that  there  was  a  holding 
out  by  the  defendant  that  he  took  the  responsi- 
bility ;  but  I  see  nothing  to  show  he  is  bound  at 
that  be  pledged  his  credit,  and  unless  exfnosi 
authority  is  proved  be  is  not  liable.  As  to  tbe 
case  of  the  Earl  of  MwntcaiKeU  v.  Barber  (14  C.  R 
53),  that  docs  not  apply,  for  there  the  defendant, 
aAer  the  contract  for  the  money  was  mode,  ratified 
the  act  of  the  committee  by  drawing  cheouea,  and 
so  made  himself  personally  responsible.  That  has 
no  application  to  the  case  we  ore  now  considering, 
and  IS  no  ground  for  saying  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
recover  in  the  present  case. 

Keating,  J.— 1  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Brett,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems 
to  me  there  is  no  evidence  that  tbe  defendant 
authorised  any  one  to  pledge  his  credit;  but  if  then 
was  evidence  that  he  authorised  some  one  to  oon- 
Iract,  or  that  he  afterwards  ratified  the  oontnKt 
or  held  himself  out  as  a  person  who  had  done  to, 
then  he  would  beliable.  But  the  evidence  does  not 
gothat  length.  Theevidencematnly  relied  upon  is 
tbe  resolution  passed  at  the  meeting  (U  the 
building  committee  on  the  26th  Nov.  1869 ;  but 
that  resolution  was  that  if  the  work  could  be  done 
for  5500i.,  including  tbe  alterations,  they  aboatd 
accept  such  a  tender.  That  resolution  was 
not  an  order  to  build  the  church ;  they  mnst  first 
obtain  the  tendera  and  select  a  builder.  Tiieit 
was  therefore,  I  think,  no  evidenoe  of  the  defen- 
dants authority  being  given  to  pledge  hia  credit, 
and  no  evidenoe  of  latification.  Tbe  rule,  there- 
fore, must  be  made  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  tot 
tbe  defendant. 

*     EMeabvMU. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  Belthatn. 

Attorneys  for  defendant,  OomheaaA  Wamuri^- 
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Jan,  18,  25,  and  June  7, 1873. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Bovill,  C. J.,  Kelly,  C.B., 
Maktii?,  B.,  Bramwell,  B.,  Keating,  J.,  Black- 
burn, J.,  Mellor,  J.,  PiGOTT,  B.,  Lusn,  J., 
Brett,  J.,  Cleasbt,  B.,  Grove,  J.,  Denman,  J., 
and  Archibald,  J.) 

Beg.  v.  Middleton. 

Larceny — Parting  with  possession  of  money  under 
mistake — Animus  furandi. 

A  depositor  in  a  post  office  savings  hank  obtained  a 
warrant  for  the  withdrawal  of  10s.,  and  'presented 
it  wUh  his  depositor's  book  to  a  cLerk  at  the  post 
office,  who,  instead  of  referring  to  tlie  proper  letter 
of  advice  for  10a.,  referred  by  mistake  to  another 
tetter  of  advice  for  8Z.  16a.  V)d.,  and  placed  thai 
9um  upon  the  counter.  The  clerk  entered 
8/.  16a.  lOd.  in  tlie  depositor's  book  as  paid,  and 
stamped  it.  Tlie  depositor  took  up  that  sum  and 
went  away,  Tlie  jury  found  that  he  had  the 
animus  furandi  at  the  moment  of  taking  the 
money  from  the  counter,  and  thai  he  knew  the 
moyiey  to  be  the  inoney  of  tlie  Postmaster-General 
when  he  took  it  up,  and  found  him  guilty  of 
larceny. 

Held,  by  a  majority  of  the  Judges,  tJuU  he  was  prO' 
perly  convi^ed  of  larceny. 

Per  Cockbum,  G.J.,  Blaekbum,  J.,  Mellor,  J., 
Imsh,  J.,  Grove,  J.,  Deiimaii,  J.,  and  Archibald,  J., 
that  the  clerk,  and  therefore  the  Postmaster' 
General,  having  intended  that  the  property  in  the 
m^yney  should  belong  to  the  prisoner  through 
mistake,  the  prisoner,  ktiowing  of  the  mistake, 
and  having  the  animus  furandi  at  the  tim£,  was 
guilty  of  larceny. 

Per  Bovill,  CJ.,  Kelly,  C.B.,  and  Keating,  J.,  thai 
the  clerk,  having  only  a  limited  authority  under 
the  letter  of  advice,  had  no  poxcer  to  pari  with 
the  property  in  the  money  to  the  pi'isoner,  and  thai 
therefore  the  conviction  was  right. 

Per  Pigott,  B,,  that,  before  possession  of  the  money 
was  parted  with,  and  while  it  nas  on  the  counter, 
the  prisoyier  having  the  animus  furandi,  and 
taking  it  up,  was  tlierefore  guilty  of  larceny. 

Per  Martin,  B.,  Bramwell,  B.,  Brett,  J.,  and 
Cleasby,  B.,  thai  the  money  was  not  taken  invito 
domino,  and  therefore  thai  there  was  no  larceny. 

Per  Bramwell,  B.,  and  Brett,  J.,  that  the  authority 
of  the  clerk  authorized  the  parting  with  the 
possession  and  property  in  the  entire  sum  laid 
down  on  tlie  counter. 

Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  for  the 
Consideration  of  Crown  Cases  Beserved  by  the 
Deputy  Becorder  of  the  City  of  London. 

The  case  came  on  to  be  argued  in  the  ordinary 
course  before  five  Judges,  but  on  the  ar^mont 
thev  were  not  agreed,  and  the  case  was  adjourned 
to  be  argued  before  all  the  Judges.  Pollock,  B. 
was  absent  at  chambers,  and  Quain,  J.  was  unwell. 
The  above-named  fifteen  Judges  heard  the  case, 
and,  after  time  taken  to  consider,  eleven  of  them 
were  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  ought  to  be 
aflirmed,  oat  Martin,  B.,  Bramwell,  B.,  Brett,  J., 
and  Cleasby,  B.  dissented. 

At  the  session  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court 
held  on  Monday,  23rd  Sept.  1872,  George  Middle- 
ton  was  tried  oefore  me  for  feloniously  stealing 
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certain  money  to  the  amount  of  8Z.  16a.  lOi.,  the 
moneys  of  the  Postmaster- General. 

The  ownership  of  the  money  was  laid  in  other 
counts  in  the  Queen  and  in  the  mistress  of  the 
local  post-office. 

It  was  proved  by  the  evidence  that  the  prisoner 
was  a  depositor  in  a  post-office  savings  bank,  in 
which  a  sum  of  11a.  stood  to  his  credit. 

In  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  bank  he 
duly  gave  notice  to  withdraw  10a.,  stating  in  such 
notice  the  number  of  his  depositor's  book,  the 
name  of  the  post  office,  and  the  amount  to  be 
withdrawn. 

A  warrant  for  10a.  was  duly  issued  to  the 
prisoner,  and  a  letter  of  advice  was  duly  sent  to 
the  post-office  at  Notting-hill  to  pay  the  prisoner 
10a.  He  presented  himself  at  that  post-office  and 
handed  in  his  depositor's  book  and  the  warrant 
to  the  clerk,  who,  instead  of  referring  to  the 
proper  letter  of  advice  for  10a.,  referred  by  mis- 
take to  another  letter  of  advice  for  82.  16a.  10(2., 
and  placed  upon  the  counter  a  5Z.  note,  three 
sovereigns,  a  naif  sovereign,  and  silver  and  copper, 
amounting  altogether  to  82. 16a.  \0d. 

The  clerk  entered  the  amount  paid,  viz., 
8Z.  16a.  \0d.  in  the  prisoner's  depositor's  book,  and 
stamped  it,  and  the  prisoner  took  up  the  money 
and  went  away. 

The  mistake  was  afterwards  discovered  and  the 
prisoner  was  brought  back,  and  upon  being  asked 
for  his  depositor's  book  said  he  had.  burnt  it. 

Other  evidence  of  the  prisoner  having  had  the 
money  was  given. 

It  was  objected  by  counsel  for  the  prisoner  that 
there  was  no  larceny  because  the  clerk  parted  with 
the  property  and  intended  to  do  so,  and  because 
the  prisoner  did  not  get  possession  by  any  fraud 
or  trick. 

The  jury  found  that  the  prisoner  had  the  animus 
furandi  at  the  moment  of  taking  the  money  from 
the  counter,  and  that  he  knew  the  money  to  be 
the  money  of  the  Postmaster-General  when  he 
took  it  up. 

A  verdict  of  guilty  was  recorded,  and  I  reserved 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  for  Crown  Cases 
Beserved  the  Question  whether,  under  the  circum- 
cumstances  above  disclosed,  the  prisoner  was 
properly  found  guilty  of  larceny. 

I  discharged  the  prisoner  on  recognizance  with 
sureties  to  appear  and  receive  judgment  when 
called  upon. 

(Signed)    Tuohas  Chambebs. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

The  Attorney 'General  (Metcalfe  and  Slade  with 
him)  for  the  prosecution. — It  is  submitted  that  the 
prisoner  was  properly  found  guilty  of  larceny. 
The  foots  bring  the  case  within  the  definition  of 
larceny  by  Bracton,  bk.  3  c.  32  p.  150.  "  Furtum 
est  secundum  leges,  contractatio  rei  alicnae  fraud u- 
lenta,  cum  animo  furandi,  invito  illo  domino  cujus 
res  ilia  fuerit.  Cum  animo  dice,  quia  sine  animo 
furandi  non  committitur."  Here  the  prisoner  took 
the  82. 16a.  10(2.,  which  he  at  the  time  knew  not  to 
be  his.  own,  and  to  belong  to  the  Postmaster- 
Genersd,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  Postmaster- 
General.  It  is  not  a  satisfactory  test  of  whether 
a  fraudulent  taking  is  larceny  to  see  whether  upon 
the  facts  an  action  of  trespass  would  lie  for  the 
taking,  as  has  been  sometimes  said  it  is.  If  a 
person  finds  a  cheque  in  the  street  and  takes  it  up, 
that  is  not  a  trespass,  but  if  he  applies  it  to  his 
own  use  it  is.    Tne  ptQaecl  ^:»&i^  cm^xl^  \)^  ^^n^ 
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higher  than  a  finding,  and  if  so,  the  prisoner  was 
guilty  of  larceny.  The  case  of  Merry  v.  Oreen 
(7  M.  &  W.  623),  shows  that.  That  was  an  action  of 
false  imprisonment,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  a 
justification  on  the  ground  that  the  plamtifE  had 
committed  a  larceny.  The  facts  were  that  the 
plaintiff  had  purchased  at  a  public  auction,  a  bureau, 
which  contained  a  secret  drawer  wherein  was 
a  purse  and  money  which  he  appropriated  to  his 
own  use,  and  it  was  held  that  if  the  plaintiff  had 
express  notice  tliat  the  bureau  alone,  and  not  its 
contents  (if  any)  was  sold  to  him,  or  if  he  had  no 
reason  to  believe  that  anything  more  than  the 
bureau  itself  was  sold,  the  abstraction  of  the 
money  was  a  felonious  taking,  and  he  was  guilty 
of  larceny  in  appropriating  it  to  his  own  use ;  but 
that  if  he  had  reasonable  ground  for  believing 
that  he  bousht  the  bureau  with  its  contents  (u 
any),  he  had  a  colourable  right  to  the  property, 
and  it  was  no  larceny.  Parke,  B.,  delivered  the 
judgment,  and  in  the  course  of  it  said :  "  It  was 
contended  that  there  was  a  delivery  of  the  bureau 
and  the  money  in  it  to  the  plaintiff  as  his  own 
property,  which  gave  him  a  lawful  possession,  and 
that  his  subsequent  misappropriation  did  not  con- 
stitute a  felony.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  though 
there  was  a  delivery  of  the  bureau,  and  a  lawful 
property  in  it  thereby  vested  in  the  plaintiff,  there 
was  no  delivery  so  as  to  give  a  lawful  possession 
of  the  purse  and  money.  The  vendor  had  no  in- 
tention to  deliver  it,  nor  the  vendee  to  receive  it, 
both  were  ignorant  of  its  existence,  and  when  the 
plaintiff  discovered  that  there  was  a  secret  drawer 
containing  the  purse  and  money,  it  was  a  simple 
case  of  fincHng,  and  the  law  applicable  to  all  cases 
of  finding  applies  to  this.  It  is  said  that  the  offence 
cannot  be  larceny  unless  the  taking  would  be  a  tres- 
pass, and  that  is  true ;  but  if  the  finder,  from  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  must  have  known  who  was 
the  owner,  and,  instead  of  keeping  the  chattel  for 
him,  means  from  the  first  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own 
use,  he  does  not  acquire  it  by  a  rightfiil  title,  and 
the  true  owner  might  maintain  trespass.  Aiid  it 
seemR,  also,  from  Wynne's  case  (Leach  0.  C.  413 ; 
2  East  P.  C.  664),  that  if  under  the  like  circum- 
stances he  acquire  possession  and  mean  to  act 
honestly,  but  afterwards  alters  his  mind  and  open 
the  parcel  with  intent  to  embezzle  its  contents, 
such  unlawful  act  would  render  him  guilty  of 
larceny."  [Bramwell,  B. — Suppose  in  this  case 
the  Postmaster-General  had  brought  an  action  of 
trespass,  and  the  defendant  had  pleaded  not 
guilty  and  leave  and  licence,  could  he  have  made 
out  a  defence?]  No.  It  is  clear  that  if  the 
prisoner  had  obtained  the  possession  by  any  act  or 
word  amounting  to  misrepresentation,  it  would 
have  been  a  case  of  larceny;  but  because  he  was 
silent,  and  took  advantage  of  a  mistake  on  the  part 
of  the  clerk,  is  it  to  be  said  that  it  was  not  a 
larceny?  [Cockburn,  C.J. — In  Ee»  v.  Oliver^ 
cited  in  4  Taunt.  274,  the  prisoner  offered  to  give 
the  prosecutor  gold  for  bank  notes,  upon  which 
the  prosecutor  put  down  a  number  of  bank  notes 
for  the  purpose  of  their  being  so  exchanged.  The 
prisoner  took  up  the  notes  and  made  away 
with  them,  and  this  was  holden  to  be  larceny, 
if  the  jury  believed  that  the  prisoner  intended  to 
run  away  with  the  notes  and  not  to  return  with 
the  gold.]  In  this  case  the  jury  found  that  the 
prisoner  took  the  SL,  16tf.  lOd.  from  the  counter 
animo  furandi,  [Brett,  J. — Was  ihe  takinf^ 
Jiere  against  the  will  of  the  owner  P    The  deork 
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had  a  general  authority  to  pay  the  warrant.] 
There  is  nothing  to  show  that  ne  had  any  autho- 
rity to  part  with  the  8Z.  16«.  lOd.,  except  to  the 
person  to  whom  it  belonged.  His  duty  was  to 
pay  in  accordance  with  the  letter  of  advice  in 
each  case.  In  Beg,  v.  Prince  (L.  Bep.  G.  G.  &. 
150 ;  11  Gox  G.  G.  193),  where  it  was  held  that 
money  knowingly  obtained  on  a  forged  cheqiie 
from  a  cashier  at  a  bank  is  not  larceny.  Black- 
bum,  J.  said,  "As  the  law  now  stanois,  if  the 
owner  intended  the  property  to  pass,  though  he 
would  not  so  have  intended  had  he  known  the 
real  &cts,  that  is  sufficient  to  prevent  the  offence 
of  obtaining  another's  property  from  amounting  to 
larceny ;  and  where  the  servant  has  an  aothori^ 
coequal  with  his  master's,  and  parts  with  hu 
master's  property,  such  property  cannot  be  said 
to  be  stolen,  inasmuch  as  the  servant  intended  to 
part  with  the  property  in  it.  If,  however,  the 
servant's  authority  is  limited,  then  he  can  only 
part  with  the  possession,  and  not  with  the  pro- 
perty ;  if  he  is  tricked  out  of  the  possession  the 
offence  so  committed  will  be  larceny."  [Bkett,  J. 
— What  difference  is  there  between  a  clerk  at  the 
post  office  and  a  clerk  in  the  Bank  P  GocKBumr, 
U.  J. — This  was  the  mistake  of  a  person  who  stood 
in  loco  of  the  owner.]  In  Beg.  v.  Langgtreeth 
(1  Moo.  G.  G.  137),  it  was  held  that  obtaining 
anijno  furandi  a  parcel  from  a  carrier's  servant  by 
falsely  pretending  to  be  the  person  to  whom  it  wis 
directed  is  larceny.  The  following  cases  were  also 
referred  to: 

Reg,  V.  Cotiip^U,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  179 ; 

CLough  V.  London  and  Notth-Wettem  RaUwag  Caa^ 

pany,  41  L.  J.  17,  Ex. ; 
Reg,  y.  West,  Dears,  402 ;  6  Cox  C.  C.  415  ; 
Reg,  V.  Qlyde,  11  Cox  C.  C.  103 ;  37  L.  J.  107,  MC. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Jan  25. — Kellt,  G.  B.  said  that  the  majority  of 
the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  the  oonviction 
should  be  affirmed.  But  as  it  was  important  thst 
the  grounds  of  the  decision  should  be  known,  the 
reasons  for  the  judgment  would  be  delivered  on  a 
future  day. 

June  7, — BoviLL,  G.J. — ^I  will  proceed  to  deliver 
the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Ghief  Justice,  and  of 
my  brothers  Blackburn,  Mellor,  Lush,  Grove, 
Dcnman  and  Archibald,  which  is  as  follows: 
The  points  raised  by  the  case  are  in  effect  three. 
The  uniform  course  of  indictments  for  laroeny, 
from  the  earliest  times,  has  been  to  allege  that  the 
prisoner  "feloniously  stole,  took,  and  carried 
away  "  the  goods  of  a  named  person,  and  Lord 
Hale  in  his  "  Pleas  of  the  Grown,"  vol  1,  p.  165, 
states  with  perfect  accuracy  that  the  words  *'  fdlo- 
niously  stole  and  took  "  are  essential  to  the  crime. 
In  the  present  case  the  jury  have  found  that  the 
prisoner  had  the  animus  furandi  at  the  moment  of 
taking  the  money  from  the  counter,  and  that  he  knew 
the  money  to  be  the  money  of  the  Postmaster- 
G-eneral  when  he  took  it  up.  So  fiur,  therefore,  as 
the  guilty  knowledge  ana  felonious  intention  are 
ingredients  in  the  crime  of  stealing,  we  most  take 
it  as  proved  that  the  prisoner  was  guilty.  Bat 
the  case  states  facts  which  raise  the  doabt 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  this 
was  a  "taking,"  and  also  wheUier  it  was  a 
"  stealing  "  within  the  meaning  put  by  the  law  oa 
these  averments  in  an  indictment  for  laroeny.  1%0 
circumstances  which  raise  that  doubt  are  as  £)!• 
\ow%\ — Afisuming  that  the  olerk   who  aotiuUy 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


219 


C.  Gas.  B.] 


Eeo.  v.  Middleton. 


[0.  Cab.  R. 


from  the  Postmaster-General  that  all  he  did  is  to  be 
taken  as  done  by  the  Postmaster- General,  it  is  the 
first  question  whether  the  money  can  be  said  to 
have  been  taken  by  the  prisoner  within  the 
meaning  of  the  averment,  inasmuch  as  the  clerk 
(who  on  this  hypothesis  is  equivalent  to  the 
Postmaster  -  Greneral)  certainly  meant  that  the 
prisoner  should  take  up  that  money,  though 
ne  only  meant  this  because  of  a  mistake  he 
made  as  to  the  identity  of  the  prisoner  with 
the  person  really  entitled  to  that  money.  Then 
a  second  question  arises,  whether  it  can 
be  properly  said  that  he  stole  the  money,  inas- 
much as  the  clerk,  and  therefore  on  this  hypo- 
thesis the  Postmaster-General,  intended  that  the 
property  in  the  money  should  belong  to  the  man 
before  him,  though  he  intended  that,  in  consec^uence 
of  a  mistake  as  to  his  identity,  and  the  prisoner 
from  the  beginning  knew  of  the  mistake,  and  had 
at  the  time  of  the  taking  the  guilty  intention  to 
steal  the  money.  A  third  question  arises  in  the 
event  of  the  first  two  questions  being  determined 
in  &vour  of  the  prisoner,  viz.,  whether  the  clerk 
really  had  such  general  authority  as  to  represent 
the  Postmaster-&Bneral,  or  whether  his  authority 
was  not  limited  to  p&jing  the  money  specified  in 
the  letter  of  advice,  viz.  lO^.  which  special  au- 
thority, if  it  was  so  limited,  he  did  not  pursue. 
The  majority  of  the  judges,  eight  in  number,  have 
formed  their  judgment  on  the  decision  of  the  first 
two  points  in  favour  of  the  crown,  which  there- 
fore renders  it  unnecessary  for  them  to  decide 
the  last.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common 
Pleas  and  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  and  my  brother 
Keating,  who  agree  with  the  majority  in  thinking 
the  conviction  should  be  affirmed,  do  so  solelv  on  the 
last  ground,  that  the  authority  of  the  clerk  was  a 
special  authority  not  pursued,  and  their  reasons 
are  stated  in  two  separate  judgments.  It  is  not 
to  be  understood  that  the  eight  who  form  the  rest 
of  the  majority  decide  this  question  the  other  way, 
but  merely  that  they  consider  it  unnecessary 
to  decide  it  at  a\h  We  now  proceed  to  state  the 
reasons  on  which  we  think  it  ought  to  be  held 
that  there  was  under  the  circumstances  stated  a 
**  tiddn^,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  averment  in 
the  indictment.  We  agree  that,  according  to  the 
decided  cases  it  is  no  felony  at  common  law  to 
steal  goods  if  the  goods  were  already  lawfully  in 
the  possession  of  the  thief,  and  that  therefore  at 
common  law  a  bailee  of  goods,  or  a  person  who 
finds  goods  lost,  and  not  knowing  or  having  the 
means  of  knowing  whose  they  were,  takes  pos- 
session of  them,  is  not  guilty  ot  larceny  if  he  sub- 
sequently, with  fuU  knowledge,  and  a  felonious 
intention,  converts  them  to  his  own  use.  It  is  to 
say  the  least  very  doubtful  whether  this  doctrine 
is  either  wise  or  just,  and  the  Legislature  in  the 
case  of  bailees  have  by  statute  enacted  that 
bailees  stealing  goods.  Sac.  shall  be  guilty  of 
larcenv,  without  reference  to  the  subtle  exceptions 
engrafted  by  the  cases  on  the  old  law,  but  in  such 
a  case  as  the  present  there  is  no  statute  applicable, 
and  we  have  to  apply  the  common  law.  Now,  we 
find  that  it  has  been  often  decided  that  where  the 
tme  owner  did  part  with  a  physical  possession  of 
a  chattel  to  the  prisoner  (and  therefore  in  one 
aenae  the  ti^dn^  ot  the  possession  was  not  against 
his  willy,  yet  if  it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner 
from  the  bej^nning  had  the  intent  to  steal,  and 
with  that  mtent  obtained  the  possession,  it  is  a 
snfficieo^  tMng,    We  are  not  concerned  at  pre- 


sent to  inquire  whether  ori^nally  the  judges  ought 
to  have  introduced  a  distinction  of  this  sort,  or 
ought  to  have  left  it  to  the  Legislature  to  correct  the 
mischievous  narrowness  of  the  common  law,  but 
only  whether  this  distinction  is  not  now  estab- 
lished and  we  think  it  is.  The  cases  on  the  sub- 
ject are  collected  in  "  Bussell  on  Crimes,"  4th 
edit.  vol.  2,  p.  201.  Perhaps  those  that  most 
clearly  raise  the  point  are  BavenporVs  case  and 
Savage^ 8  case,  2  Bussell  on  Crimes,  201.  In  the  pre- 
sent case  the  findins^  of  the  jury,  that  the  prisoner 
at  the  moment  of  taking  the  money  had  the  anvniua 
fwra/iidi,  and  was  aware  of  the  mistake,  puts  an  end 
to  all  objection  arising  from  the  fact  that  the  clerk 
meant  to  part  with  the  possession  of  the  money. 
On  this  part  of  the  case,  there  is  is  no 
difference  of  opinion.  On  the  second  ques- 
tion, namely,  whether  (assuming  that  the  clerk 
was  to  be  considered  as  having  all  the 
authority  of  the  owner),  the  intention  of  the  clerk 
(such  as  it  was)  to  part  with  the  property  prevents 
this  from  beine  larceny,  there  is  more  aifficulty, 
and  there  is  in  fact  a  serious  difference  of  opinion, 
though  the  majority,  as  already  stated,  think  the 
conviction  right.  The  reasons  which  lead  us  to 
this  conclusion  are  as  follows :  At  Common  Law 
the  property  in  personal  goods  passes  by  a  bargain 
and  sale  for  consideration,  or  a  gift  of  them  accom- 
panied by  delivery,  and  it  is  clear  from  the  very 
nature  of  the  thing  that  an  intention  to  pass  the 
property  is  essential  both  to  a  sale  and  to  a  gift. 
But  it  is  not  at  all  true  that  an  intention  to  pass 
the  property,  even  though  accompanied  by  a 
delivery,  is  of  itself  equivalent  to  either  a  sale  or 
a  gift.  We  will  presently  explain  more  fully  what 
we  mean,  and  how  this  is  material.  Now  it  is 
established  that  where  a  bargain  has  been  made 
between  the  owner  of  a  chattel  and  another,  by 
which  the  property  is  transferred  to  the  other,  the 
property  actually  passes,  though  the  bargain  has 
been  induced  by  fraud.  The  Uw  is  thus  stated  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
Clough  V.  London  and  North-Westem  Railway 
Company  (7  L.  Bep.  34,  Ex.),  where  it  is  said,  "  We 
agree  completely  with  what  was  stated  by  all  the 
Judges  below,  that  the  property  in  toe  goods 
passed  from  the  London  Pianoforte  Company  to 
Adams  by  the  contract  of  sale.  The  fact  that  the 
contract  was  induced  by  fraud  did  not  render  the 
contract  void,  or  prevent  the  property  from  passing, 
but  merely  gave  the  party  dofrauded  a  right,  on 
discovering  the  fraud,  to  elect  whether  he  would 
continue  to  treat  the  contract  as  binding,  or  would 
disaffirm  the  contract  and  resume  his  property. 
.  .  .  We  think  that  so  long  as  he  made  no  election 
he  retains  the  right  to  determine  it  cither  way, 
subject  to  this,  that  if  in  the  interval,  whilst  he  is 
deliberating,  an  innocent  third  party  has  acquired 
an  interest  in  the  property,  or  if,  in  consequence  of 
his  delay,  the  position  even  of  the  vrrongdoer  is 
affected,  it  will  preclude  him  from  exercising  his 
right  to  rescind.  It  foUows  obviously  from  this, 
that  no  conversion  or  dealing  with  the  goods 
before  the  election  is  determined  can  amount  to  a 
stealing  of  the  vendor's  goods,  for  they  had 
become  the  goods  of  the  purchaser,  and  still 
remained  so  when  the  supposed  act  of  theft  was 
committed.  There  are  accordingly  many  cases,  of 
which  the  most  recent  is  B.  v.  Prince  (L.  B«n« 
1  C.  C.  Bep.  150 ;  U  Cox.,  Ci.  O  A^^^,^\»R)cL^^^^ 
that  in  buc\i  a  caafe  ^^  ^^^»1  ^^^'t?^!  TSiSiax^j^ 
indicted  for  obtaVnin^  ^\i<a  ^wi^Vs  ^si^^  \it^N«os**^ 
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and  cannot  be  convicted  of  larceny.  In  that  case, 
however,  the  money  was  paid  to  the  holder  of  a 
forged  cheqne  payable  to  bearer,  and  therefore 
vested  in  the  holder,  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
bank  to  divest  the  property.  In  the  present  case 
the  property  still  remained  that  of  the  Postmaster- 
General,  and  never  did  vest  in  the  prisoner  at  all. 
There  was  no  contract  to  render  it  his  which 
required  to  be  rescinded;  there  was  no  gift  of 
it  to  him :  for  there  was  no  intention  to  ^ve  it 
him  or  anyone.  It  was  simply  a  handing  it  over 
by  a  pure  mistake,  and  no  property  passed.  As 
this  was  money  wo  cannot  test  the  case  by  seeing 
whether  an  innocent  purchaser  could  have  held 
the  property ;  but  let  us  suppose  that  a  purchaser 
of  beans  goes  to  the  warehouse  of  a  merchant 
with  a  genuine  order  for  so  many  bushels  of  beans, 
to  be  selected  from  the  bulk,  and  so  become  the 

Property  of  the  vendee,  and  that  by  some  strange 
lunder  the  merchant  delivers  to  him  an  equal 
bulk  of  coffee.  If  that  coffee  was  sold  (not  in 
market  overt)  by  the  recipient  to  a  third  person, 
could  he  retain  it  against  the  merchant  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  bought  it  from  one  who  had 
the  property  in  the  coffee,  though  subject  to  be 
divested?  We  do  not  remember  any  case  in 
which  such  a  point  has  arisen,  but  surely  there 
can  be  no  doubt  he  could  not,  and  that  on  the 
principle  enunciated  by  Lord  Abinger,  in  Chester 
V.  Hopkins  (4  M.  &  "VV.  404),  when  ho  savs,  "K  a 
man  offers  to  buy  peas  of  another  and  he  sends 
him  beans,  he  does  not  perform  his  contract ;  but 
that  is  not  a  warranty :  there  is  no  warranty  that 
he  should  sell  him  peas,  the  contract  is  to  sell  peas, 
and  if  he  sends  him  anything  else  in  their  stead, 
it  is  a  non-performance  of  it."  We  admit  that  the 
case  is  uudistinguiahablc  from  the  one  supposed 
in  the  argument  of  a  person  handing  to  a  cabman 
a  sovereign  by  mistake  for  a  shilling ;  but  afler 
carefully  weighing  the  opinions  to  the  contrary, 
we  are  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  property  m 
the  sovereign  would  not  vest  in  the  cabman,  and 
that  the  question  whether  the  cabman  was  guilty 
of  larceny  or  not  would  depend  upon  this — whether, 
at  the  time  he  took  the  sovereign,  he  was  aware 
of  the  mistake,  and  had  then  the  guilty  intent, 
the  auimtis  fnrandi.  But  it  is  further  urged  that  if 
the  owner,  liaving  power  to  dispose  of  the  property, 
intended  to  part  with  it,  that  prevents  the  crime 
from  being  larceny,  though  the  intention  was 
inoperative  and  no  property  passed.  In  almost 
all  tho  cases  on  the  subject  the  property  had 
actually  passed,  or  at  least  the  court  thought 
it  had  passed;  but  two  cases,  Reg,  v.  Adams 
(I  Don.  0.  C.  38),  and  Beg.  v.  Atkinson  (2  East. 
V,  C.  67'>)  appear  to  have  been  decided  on  the 
ground  that  an  intention  to  pass  the  property, 
though  inoperative,  and  known  by  the  prisoner  to 
inoponitive,  was  enough  to  prevent  the  crime  from 
being  tluit  of  larceny.  But  we  are  unable  to 
IKji'CL'ive  or  understand  on  what  principle  these 
cases  can  be  sui)ported,  if  Davenport's  case  and  the 
others  involving  the  same  principle  are  law ; 
and,  though  if  a  long  series  of  cases  had  so  de- 
cided we  should  think  we  were  bound  by  them, 
yet  wc  think  that  in  a  court  such  as  this,  which 
18  in  effect  a  Court  of  Error,  we  ought  not  to  feel 
bound  by  two  cases  which,  as  far  as  we  can  per- 
ceive, stand  alone,  and  seem  to  us  contrary  both 
to  principle  and  justice, 
BoviLh,  C.  J,  then  read  his  own  judgment,  \n 
wJiicb  Keatiso,  J.  concurred.— The  proper  de^ni- 


/ 


tion  of  larceny  according  to  the  law  of  England, 
from  the  time  of  Bracton  downwards,  has  been 
considered  to  be  the  wrongful  or  fraudulent  takinff 
and  carrying  away  by  any  person  of  the  personal 
goods  of  another  from  anj  place  without  any 
colour  of  right,  with  a  felonious  intent  to  convert 
them  to  the  taker's  own  use,  and  make  them  his 
own  property,  without  the  consent  and  against 
the  will  of  the  owner ;  and  the  question  for  our 
consideration  is,  whether  the  facts  of  the  present 
case  bring  it  within  that  definition.  Unaer  the 
Act  for  establishing  Post  office  Savings  banks 
(24  Vict.  c.  14)  deposits  are  received  at  the  post 
offices  authorised  oy  virtue  of  that  Act,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  remitted  to  the  principal  office 
(sect.  1).  By  sect.  2  the  Postmaster-General  is  to 
give  an  acknowledgment  for  such  deposits  and  by 
the  5th  section  all  moneys  so  deposited  with  the 
Postmaster- Greneral  are  forthwith  to  be  paid  over 
to  the  Commissioners  for  the  reduction  of  the 
National  Debt.  By  the  same  section  all  sums 
withdrawn  by  depositors  are  to  be  repaid  out  of 
those  moneys  through  tte  office  of  the  tostmaster- 
General ;  and  by  sect.  3  the  authority  of  the  PoiU 
master-Geiieral  for  such  repayments  shall  he  trans- 
mitted to  the  depositor  who  is  to  be  entitled  to  re- 
payment at  a  post  office  within  ten  diiys.  It  ap- 
pears to  us  that  the  moneys  received  by  the  post- 
masters at  their  respective  offices,  by  virtue  of 
this  Act,  are  the  property  of  the  Crown  or  of  the 
Postmaster-General,  and  that  neither  the  post- 
masters nor  the  clerks  at  the  post  offices  nave 
any  power  or  authority,  either  general  or  special, 
to  part  with  tho  property  in,  or  even  the  pos- 
session of,  the  moneys  so  deposited,  or  any  part  of 
them,  to  any  person,  except  upon  the  special  autho- 
rity of  the  Fostmaster-Gcnoral.  In  this  case  the 
prisoner  had  received  a  warrant  or  authority  from 
the  Postmaster- General  entitling  him  to  repayment 
of  10s.  (being  part  of  a  sum  of  11«.  whicn  he  had 
deposited)  from  the  post  office  at  Netting  hill,  and 
a  letter  of  advice  to  the  same  effect  was  sent  by 
the  Postmaster- Crencral  to  that  post  office,  au- 
thorising the  payment  of  the  10*.  to  the  prisoner. 
Under  these  circumstances  we  are  of  opinion  that 
neither  the  clerk  to  the  postmistress  nor  the  post' 
mistress  personally  had  any  power  or  authority  to 
part  with  the  five- pound  note,  three  sovereigns, 
the  half  sovereign,  and  silver  and  copper,  amount- 
ing to  8/.  1H».  h)d.  which  the  clerk  placed  upon  the 
counter  and  which  was  taken  up  by  the  prisoner. 
In  this  view  the  present  case  appears  to  be  undis- 
tinguishable  from  other  cases  where  obtaining 
&rti{i\cs  a nimo  fnrandi  from  the  master  of  a  post 
office,  though  ho  had  intentionally  delivered  tnem 
over  to  the  prisoner,  has  been  held  to  be  larceny, 
on  the  principle  that  the  Postmaster  hod  not  the 
property  in  tne  articles,  or  the  power  to  part  wiih 
the  property  in  them.  For  instance,  the  obtain- 
ing the  mail  bags  by  pretending  to  be  the  mail 
gnanl,  as  in  Beg.  v  Pearse  (2  East  P.  C.  603),  the 
obtaining  a  watch  from  the  postmaster  by  pretend- 
ing to  bo  the  person  for  whom  it  was  intended, 
as  in  Beg.  v.  Kay  (D  &  B.  2:U  ;  7  Cox  C.  G.  289), 
(where  Beg.  v.  Pearse  was  relied  upon  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court),  and  the  obtaining  letters 
from  the  postmaster  under  pretence  of  being  the 
servant  oi  the  party  to  whom  they  were  addressed, 
as  in  Jones's  case  (1  Den.  C.  C.  1 88),  and  in  (Reg, 
V  Qillinqs,  1  F.  &  F.  36),  were  all  held  to  be  Iw- 
cowy.  '^Vve  ^AxcvQ  principle  has  been  acted  upon 
m  oOoL^t  ca&^%  N^\ke;T^  \}CA^T^b»a\A?6s^xBABeLT  tht 
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possession  of  goods,  without  any  power  to  part 
with  the  property  in  them,  has  delivered  them  to 
the  prisoner,  who  has  obtained  them  animo 
furandi ;  for  instance,  such  obtaining  of  a  parcel 
from  a  carrier's  servant,  by  pretending  to  do  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  directed,  as  in  iJe/7.  v.  Long' 
street  (1  Mood.  0.  C.  137)  or  obtaining  goods 
through  the  misdelivery  of  them  by  a  carman's 
servant,  through  mistake  to  a  wrong  person,  who 
appropriated  them  animo  furandi,  as  in  Beg.  v. 
JjiUle  (10  Cox  C.  C.  659),  were  in  like  manner  held 
to  amount  to  larceny.  In  all  these  and  other  , 
similar  cases,  many  of  which  are  collected  in  2 
Bussell  on  Crimes,  211  to  215,  the  property  was 
considered  to  be  taken  without  the  consent  and 
i^inst  the  will  of  the  owner,  though  the  posses- 
sion was  parted  with  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the 
servant  to  whom  the  property  had  been  entrusted 
for  a  special  purpose.  And  where  property  is  so 
taken  by  the  prisoner  knowingly,  with  intent  to 
deprive  the  owner  of  it,  and  feloniously  to  appro- 
priate it  to  himself,  he  may  in  our  opinion  be 
properly  convicted  of  larceny.  The  case  is  very 
different  where  the  goods  are  parted  with  by  the 
owner  himself,  or  by  a  person  having  authority 
to  act  for  him,  and  where  ho  or  such  agent  intends 
to  part  with  the  property  in  the  goods,  for  then, 
although  the  goods  be  obtained  by  fraud,  or 
forgery,  or  false  pretences,  it  is  not  a  taking 
against  the  will  of  the  owner,  which  is  necessary 
in  order  to  constitute  larceny.  The  delivery  of 
^ods  by  the  owner  upon  an  order  which  was  in 
fa^  forged,  as  in  Beg,  v.  Adams  (1  Den.  38),  the 
payment  of  money  by  a  banker's  cashier  on  a 
cheque  which  turned  out  to  be  a  forgery,  as 
in  lleg.  v.  Prince  (11  Cox  C.  C.  193),  and  the 
delivering  up  of  pledges  by  a  pawnbroker's  mana- 

5er  by  mistake,  and  through  fraud  as  in  Beg,  v. 
ackson  (1  Mood.  119),  are  instances  of  this  kind, 
and  where  the  intent  voluntarily  to  part  with  the 
property  in  them  prevented  the  offence  being 
treated  as  a  larceny.  In  the  present  case  not 
only  had  the  postmistress  or  her  clerk  no  power 
or  authority  to  part  with  the  property  in  this 
money  to  the  prisoner,  but  the  clerk  in  one  sense 
never  intendea  to  part  with  the  SI.  168,  lOd,  to 
the  person  who  presented  an  order  for  only  10*. 
and  ne  placed  the  money  on  the  counter  by  mis- 
take, though  at  the  time  he  (by  mistake)  intended 
that  the  prisoner  should  take  it  up,  and  by  mistake 
entered  the  amount  in  the  prisoner's  book. 
"When  the  money  was  lying  upon  the  counter  the 
prisoner  was  aware  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  it, 
and  that  it  could  not  be,  and  was  not  really  in- 
tended for  him,  yet,  with  full  knowledge  on  his 
part  of  the  mistake,  he  took  the  money  up  and 
carried  it  away,  intending  at  the  time  he  took  it 
to  deprive  the  owner  of  all  property  in  it,  and 
feloniously  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use. 
There  was,  therefore,  as  it  seems  to  us,  a  wrong- 
ful and  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying  away  of  the 
whole  of  this  money  by  the  prisoner,  without  any 
colour  of  right,  animo  furandi,  and  against  the  will 
of  the  real  owner.  For  these  reasons  and  upon 
the  authorities  before  stated,  we  think  the  prisoner 
was  properly  convicted  of  larceny. 

Kelly,  Cf.B. — ^The  facts  of  this  case,  simply 
stated,  are  these :  The  prisoner,  having  deposited 
10«.  in  the  Post-office  Savings  Bank,  and  taken 
the  necessary  steps  to  withdraw  it,  proceeded  to 
the  post  office  and  presented  his  order  for  the  10«. 
TLe  jxwl  oSqe  oJeri  bavin f[  looked  at  the  letter  of 


advice  for  the  payment  of  the  10s,  and  at  another 
letter  of  advice  for  the  payment  to  another  de- 
positor of  SI.  and  a  fraction,  by  mistake  took  up 
the  SI,  odd  destined  for  the  other  depositor,  and 
laid  it  upon  the  counter  before  the  prisoner,  who 
took  up  the  money  and  went  away  with  it,  and 
applied  it  to  his  own  use.  The  jury  expressly 
found  that  he  knew  the  SI.  odd  did  not  belong  to 
him,  and  that  it  did  belong  to  the  Postmaster- 
General,  and  that  he  took  it  up  and  carried  it 
away  with  him  animo  furandi.  Upon  these  facts, 
and  this  finding,  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  doubt 
that  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  larceny.  He  saw 
the  money  upon  the  counter  before  him ;  he  knew 
that  it  was  not  his  own,  and  that  it  was  another 
person's  money,  and  he  took  it  up  and  took  it 
away  with  the  intent  to  steal  it.  If  he  had  gone  into 
the  office  knowing  that  he  had  to  receive  lOs.,  and 
that  somebody  had  to  receive  SI.,  and  he  had  seen 
the  lOs.  and  tne  SI.  lying  upon  the  counter  before 
him,  and  had  taken  away  the  SI.  animx)  furandi, 
no  question  could  have  been  raised  about  his  guilt. 
Does  it  then  make  any  difierence  that  the  clerk 
placed  the  money  before  him  and  intended  that  he 
should  take  itP  If  the  money  had  belonged  to 
the  clerk,  and  the  clerk  had  intended  to  pass  the 
property  in  the  money  from  himself  to  the 
prisoner,  or  if,  the  money  belonging  to  the  Post- 
master-General or  the  Queen,  the  clerk  had  been 
authorized  to  pass  the  property  in  that  money  to 
the  prisoner,  the  case  might  have  been  different. 
But  this  money  did  not  belong  to  the  clerk,  and 
he  had  no  authority  to  pass  the  property  in  the 
money  to  the  prisoner.  B.  v.  Prince  was  cited, 
where  a  banker's  clerk,  to  whom  a  forged  cheque 
was  presented,  paid  the  money  in  ignorance  of 
the  forgery,  and  the  receiver,  who  intended  to 
defraud  the  banker  of  the  money  was  acquitted  of 
larceny  on  the  ground  that  the  clerk  had  authority 
to  receive  the  checjue  and  to  dispose  of  the  money 
which  he  hod  paid  to  the  prisoner,  and  was  the 
agent  of  the  banker  in  so  doing ;  so  that  the  case 
was  the  same  as  if  the  banker  himself,  who  was 
the  owner  of  the  money,  had  delivered  it  to  the 
prisoner.  There,  however,  the  clerk  was  not  only 
the  agent  of  the  banker,  but  he  acted  strictly  in 
the  discharge  of  his  duty,  for  he  had  not  only  the 
authority  of  his  employer  to  pay  the  money,  but 
in  the  absence  of  any  suspicion,  or  reason  to 
suspect,  that  the  cheque  was  forged,  it  was  his 
duty  to  pay  it,  and  he  aid  pay  it  with  the  banker's 
money.  And  there  are  other  cases  where  the 
owner  of  a  chattel  delivers  it  to  another  with  the 
intent  to  pass  the  property,  and  the  receiver  has 
been  acquitted  of  larceny.    But  in  this  case  the 

Eost  office  clerk  was  not  the  owner  of  the  SI.,  and 
ad  no  authority  whatever  to  deliver  that  sum  of 
money  to  the  prisoner,  which  is  precisely  the  case 
excepted  in  the  judgment  of  the  Queen  v.  Prince, 
and  brings  it  within  the  Queen  v.  Longstree.th 
therein  cited.  The  case  appears  to  me  to  be  the 
same  (indeed  I  suggested  it  during  the  argument) 
as  if  the  prisoner  had  left  a  watch  at  a  watch- 
maker's to  be  repaired,  and  afterwards  goes  to 
the  watchmaker's,  where  he  sees  his  watch  hanging 
up  behind  the   counter,  and   another  watch   of 

greater  value,  and  belonging  to  another  person, 
anging  beside  it,  and  upon  his  asking  for  his 
watch,  the  shopman,  by  mistake,  hands  him  the 
watch  belonging  to  th^  otVi'^'c  ^t^axL,   ^^  ^^R»^ 
his  own  watch*,  ue  Vlivon"!^  xXi-aX*  \Jcv^ '^%^^ ^s»»^s^ 
to  him  does  ivol  bcYoutt,  X.o  >Kwa\,\iXk\»Sa  >iaa  v^'^^'^'^ 
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of  another,  and  that  the  sbopman  has  no  authority 
whatever  to  deliver  the  watch  of  another  to  him. 
I  have  no  doabt,  therefore,  that  one  who  had  so 
received  and  taken  away  another  man's  property 
would  have  been  guilty  of  larceny,  and  that  the 
shopman  in  such  a  case  and  the  clerk  in  this  case 
is  in  the  condition  of  a  mere  stander-by,  who, 
without  authority  and  by  mere  mistake,  hands  to 
him  a  chattel  which  he  sees  before  him.  Even 
Prince's  case  may  be  said  to  be  founded  on  a 
fiction,  for  it  is  not  true  that  the  banker  had 
authorized  his  clerk  to  pay  his  money  upon  a 
forged  cheque ;  but  the  fiction  is  more  undisguised 
and  palpable  when  it  is  asserted  that  the  clerk 
was  authorized  by  the  Postmaster-General  to  pay 
the  sum  of  8L  to  a  man  who  had  presented  an 
order  or  warrant  for  10s,  And  I  must  take  leave 
to  record  my  deliberate  opinion  that  the  creating 
of  fictions,  which,  as  the  term  imports,  is  the 
assuming  to  be  true  that  which  is  untrue,  and  of 
which  the  direct  consequence  is  to  defeat  justice, 
is  a  practice  which,  in  administering  the  law, 
ought  not  to  be  extended.  Moreover,  this  case  is 
distinguishable  from  Prince's  case  on  the  ground 
of  the  decision  in  Beg,  v.  Longstreeth,  where  a 
carrier's  servant  delivered  a  parcel  to  one  who 
received  it  animo  furandi,  knowing  it  not  to  be 
his  own,  and  it  was  held  that  he  had  no  authority 
to  deal  with  the  property  in  the  goods,  but  only 
with  the  possession,  and  that  the  receiver  was 
guilty  of  larceny.  I  think  that  decision  governs 
uie  present  case,  and  conclusively  shows  that  if  a 
servant  delivers  to  the  wrong  person  a  chattel 
which  it  was  no  part  of  his  duty,  and  which  he 
had  no  authority  to  deliver  to  an^  but  the  owner, 
and  the  receiver  takes  it,  knowing  it  is  not  his 
but  belongs  to  another,  and  animo  furandi,  such 
receiver,  although  the  delivery  is  made  in  the 
ordinary  performance  of  the  duty  of  the  servant, 
is  guilty  of  larceny.  Upon  these  grounds  I  think 
the  conviction  should  be  affirmed. 

Mabtin,  B. — I  have  reaad  the  judgments  of  my 
brothers,  Bramwell,  B.  and  Cleasby,  B.,  and  fully 
concur  in  them.  I  think  that  upon  the  facts  and 
on  the  principles  of  the  Griminal  Law  there  was 
no  larceny  committed  in  this  case.  In  my  jadff- 
ment  the  case  of  Reg,  v.  Prince  is  not  distinguish- 
able from  this  case.  There  the  prisoner  com- 
mitted a  more  gross  offence,  and  yet  the  Court 
held  it  not  to  be  larceny.  The  true  principle  of 
larceny  is  to  be  found  in  Coke's  3rd  Instit.  107 : 
'*  Larceny  is  the  felonious  and  fraudulent  taking  and 
canying  away  by  any  man  or  woman  of  the  mere 
personal  ^ooJs  of  another,  neither  from  the  person 
nor  by  night  in  the  house  of  the  owner."  And, 
"  Secondly,  there  must  be  an  actual  taking,  for  an 
indictment  quod  felonice  ahduxit  cequum  is  not 

good  because  it  wanteth  cepit:  by  taking,  not 
ailment,  or  delivery,  for  that  is  a  receipt,  and  not 
a  taking:  and  therewith  agreeth  Glanvil."  The 
cabes  collected  in  2  Buss,  on  "  Crimes  "  shew  that 
there  must  be  a  taking,  and  it  is  essential  to  the 
crime  of  larceny  that  the  act  of  taking  should  be  a 
trespass.  In  my  opinion  what  the  prisoner  did 
was  not  taking  in  that  sense,  and  not  a  trespass, 
but  only  a  receipt.  The  civil  remedy  to  recover 
back  the  money  would  have  been  trover  and  not 
trespass. 

B&AMWELL,  B. — As  the  prisoner  has  now  under- 
gone his  nominal  sentence,  I  should  think  it  better 
that  the  small  minority  in  this  case,  of  whom  I  am 
on^  should  give  up  iheir  opinions  to  the  majority, 


if  the  case  turned  on  its  own  particular  circum- 
stances, and  no  principle  was  involved.  But.  in 
my  opinion,  great  and  important  principles,  not 
only  of  our  law,  but  of  general  lurisprudence, 
arise  here,  on  which  I  feel  bound  to  state  my 
views.  It  is  a  good  rule  in  criminal  jurisprudence 
not  to  multiply  crimes ;  to  make  as  few  matters  as 
possible  the  subject  of  criminal  law ;  and  to  trust, 
as  much  as  can  be,  to  the  operation  of  the  dvil 
law  for  the  prevention  and  remedy  of  wrongs.  It 
is  also  a  good  rule  not  to  make  that  a  crime  which 
is  the  act  or  partlv  the  act  of  the  party  complain- 
ing— volenti  non  JU  injuria ;  as  far  as  he  is  willing 
let  it  be  no  crime.  Here  the  taking  was  consented 
to.  This  is  undoubtedly  a  rule  of  the  English 
Common  Law.  Obtaining  soods  by  false  pretences 
was  no  offence  at  common  Uw.  Ordinary  cheating 
was  not.  Embezzlement  by  a  servant  was  not 
larcenous.  Breaches  of  trust  by  trustees  and 
bailees  were  not ;  so  also  fraudulently  simulating 
the  husband  of  a  married  woman,  and  having  con- 
nection with  her  was  not.  And  most  particularly 
was  and  is  this  the  case  in  larceny,  for  the  de- 
finition of  it  is  that  the  taking  must  be  "  invito 
domino,"  Whether  this  law  is  good  or  bad  is  not 
the  question.  We  are  to  administer  it  as  it  is.  I 
think  those  statutes  that  have  made  offences  of 
such  matters  as  I  have  mentioned  improved  the 
law,  because  the  business  of  life  cannot  be  carried 
on  without  trusting  to  representations  that  we 
cannot  verify,  and  without  trusting  goods  to  others 
in  such  a  way  that  the  owner  loses  all  power  of 
watching  over  them ;  and  it  is  reasonable  that  the 
law  should  pVotect  persons  who  do  so,  by  making 
criminals  of  those  who  abuse  that  confidence.  But 
something  was  to  be  said  in  favour  of  the  old  law, 
viz.,  that  the  opportunity  for  the  crime  was 
afforded  by  the  complainant.  Further,  there  is 
certainly  a  difference  between  the  privy  taking  of 
property  without  the  knowledge  of  the  owner,  or 
its  torcible  taking,  and  its  taking  with  consent  by 
means  of  a  fraud.  The  latter  perhaps  may  pro- 
perly be  made  a  crime,  but  it  is  a  different  crime 
firom  the  other  taking.  I  say,  then,  that  on  the 
principles  of  general  jurisprudence,  on  the  general 
principles  of  our  law,  and  on  the  particular  defini- 
tion of  larceny,  the  taking  must  be  invito  domino. 
That  does  not  mean  contrary  to  or  against  his 
will,  but  without  it — all  he  need  be  is  invitus. 
This  accounts  for  how  it  is  that  a  finder  of  a  chattel 
may  be  guilty  of  larceny.  The  dominus  is  invitus. 
So  in  the  case  of  a  servant  who  steals  his  master's 
property.  There  are  certain  cases  apparently  in- 
consistent with  this,  but  which  are  brought  within 
the  rule,  but  by  reasoning  which  ought  to  have  no 
place  in  criminal  law.  I  mean  such  cases  as  where 
a  carrier  broke  bulk  and  stole  the  contents  or 
part,  and  was  guilty  of  larceny,  but  would  not 
have  been  had  he  taken  the  whole  package ;  and 
cases  where  possession  was  fraudulently  Stained 
animo  furandi  from  the  owner,  who  did  not  intend 
to  part  with  the  property.  In  such  cases  it  has 
been  held  that  tne  orcach  of  trust  by  the  carrier 
in  breaking  bulk  revested  the  possession  in  the 
owner ;  and  in  the  other  case,  the  obtaining  of 
possession  was  a  fraud  and  so  null,  and  that  there* 
fore  in  such  cases  the  possession  reverted  to  or 
remained  in  the  true  owner,  and  so  there  was  a 
taking  invito  domino,  8o  also  cases  where  the 
custody  is  given  to  the  alleged  thief,  bafc  not 
possession  or  property,  as  where  the  price  of  a 
chattel  delivered  is  to  be  paid  ready  mougr:  (& 
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T.  Cohen,  2  Den.  249.)  These  are  not  exceptions 
to  the  rale,  bat  are  brought  within  it  by  artificial, 
technical,  and  unreal  reasoning.  Bat  where  the 
dominus  has  yolantarily  parted  with  the  posses- 
sion, intending  to  'pari  with  the  property  in  the 
chattel,  it  has  never  yet  been  held  that  larceny  was 
oommitted,  whatever  fraud  may  have  been  used 
to  induce  him  to  do  so ;  nor  whatever  may  be  the 
mistake  he  committed ;  because  in  such  case  the 
dominus  is  not  invitus.  So  also  where  the  posses- 
sion has  been  parted  with  in  such  a  way  as  to  give 
the  bailee  a  special  property :  (See  2  Bussell,  on 
Crimes  191,  citing  2  East  P.  C.  682 ;  B.  v.  Smith, 
B.  A  M.  C.  C.  B.  473 ;  B.  v.  Goodbody,  8  C.  &  P. 
655.)  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  property  should 
pass ;  the  intent  to  pass  it  is  enough  (see  B,  v. 
CoUman,  2  East,  P.  C.  672,  2  Bussell  200).  It  is 
dear  that  the  property  did  not  pass  in  that  case, 
even  voidably — not  to  the  prisoner,  because  the 

£rosecutor*s  contract  was  not  with  him,  nor  to 
[rs.  Cook,  for  it  was  not  with  her.  The  same 
remark  applies  to  Adams*s  case  (2  Bussell,  200) ; 
see  also  Atkinson* s  case  (2  Bussell,  207).  The 
principle  of  that  case  seems  misunderstood  in  the 
text.  It  is  cited  as  a  case  where  the  property 
passed,  but  it  is  clear  no  property  passed  to  any- 
one. It  is  argued  that  nere  there  was  no  intent 
to  part  with  the  property,  because  the  post-ofiice 
clerk  never  intended  to  give  to  Middleton  what 
did  not  belong  to  him.  A  Mlacy  is  involved  in 
this  way  of  stating  the  matter.  No  doubt  the 
clerk  did  not  intend  to  do  an  act  of  the  sort 
described,  and  give  to  Middleton  what  did  not 
belonghim.  Yet  he  intended  to  do  the  act  he 
did.  What  he  did  he  did  not  do  involuntarilv, 
nor  accidentally,  bnt  on  purpose.  See  what  would 
follow  from  such  reasoning.  A  intends  to  kill 
B. ;  mistaking  C.  for  B.,  he  shoots  at  C.  and  kills 
him.  According  to  the  argument,  he  is  not  guilty 
of  intentional  murder,  not  of  B.,  for  he  has  not 
killed  him,  nor  of  C,  for  he  did  not  intend  to  kill 
him.  There  is  authority  of  a  very  coeent  kind 
against  this  argument.  A  man,  in  the  dark,  gets 
into  bed  to  a  woman,  who,  erroneously  believing 
him  to  be  her  husband,  lets  him  have  connection 
with  her.  This  is  no  rape,  because  it  is  not  with- 
out her  consent ;  yet  she  did  not  intend  that  a 
man  not  her  husband  should  have  connection 
with  her.  I  have  noticed  the  above  as  another 
illostration  of  how  the  common  law  refuses  to 
punish  an  act  committed  with  the  consent  of  the 
complainant.  To  proceed  with  the  present  matter, 
— ^If  the  reasoning  as  to  not  intending  to  give  this 
money  is  correct,  then,  as  it  is  certain  that  the 
post-office  clerk  did  not  intend  to  give  Middleton 
10«.,  it  follows  that  he  intended  to  give  him 
nothing.  That  cannot  be.  In  truth,  he  intended 
to  g^ve  him  what  he  gave,  because  he  made  the 
mistake.    This  matter  may  be  tested  in  this  way : 

A.  tells  B.  he  has  ordered  a  wine  merchant  to  give 

B.  a  dozen  of  wine.  B.  goes  to  the  wine  mercmnt, 
bond  fide  receives  and  drinks  a  dozen  of  wine. 
After  it  is  consumed  the  wine  merchant  discovers 
he  gave  B.  the  wrong  dozen,  and  demands  it  of 
B.,  who,  having  consumed  it,  cannot  return  it.  It 
is  dear  that  the  wine  merchant  can  maintain  no 
action  asainst  B.,  as  B.  could  plead  the  wine  mer- 
chant's kave  and  licence.  But  it  is  said  that  if  B. 
knew  of  the  mistake,  and  took  the  wine  animo 

fwrandi,  then  he  would  have  taken  it  invito 
dommo*  So  that  whether  the  donwntu  is  vmjUvs 
or  not  dependit  not  on  the  state  of  his  own  mind. 


but  on  that  of  B.    It  is  impossible  to  say  that 
there  was  a  taking  here  sufficient  to  constitute 
larcenv,  because  the  money  was  picked  np ;  bnt 
if  it  had  been  put  in  the  prisoner's  hana  there 
was    not    such    a    taking.     But   for   the   point, 
then,  I  am  about  to  mention,  I  submit  the  dominus 
was  not  invitus,  that  he  consented  to  the  taking, 
and  that  it  was  partly  his  act.    No  doubt  the 
prisoner  was  a  dishonest  man — may  be  what  he 
did  ought  to  be  made  criminal — but  his  act  was 
different  from  a  privy  or  forcible  taking ;  he  was 
led  into  temptation,  the  prosecutor  had  very  much 
himself  to  blame,  and  I  certainly  think  that  Mid- 
dleton, if    punished,  should  be  so  on  different 
considerations  from  those  which  should  govern  the 
punishment  of  a  larcenous  thief.    But  a  point  is 
made  for  the  prosecution  on  which  I  confess  I 
have  the  greatest  doubt.    It  is  said  that  here  the 
dominus  was  invitus — that  the  dominus  was  not 
the  post  office  clerk,  but  the  Postmaster- General, 
or  tne  Queen,  and  that  therefore  it  was  an  un- 
authorised act  in  the  post  office  clerk,  and  so  a 
trespass  in  invito  domino,    I  think  one  answer  to 
this  is,  that  the  post  office  clerk  had  authority  to 
decide  under  what  circumstances  he  would  part 
with  the  money  with  which  he  was  entrusted. 
But  I  also  think  that,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
question,  the  lawful  possessor  of  the  cnattel,  having 
authority  to  transfer  the  property,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  the  dominus,  at  least  when  acting  bond 
fide.    It  is  unreasonable  that  a  man  should  be 
a  thief  or  not,    not    according   to    his    act    or 
intention,    but    according    to    a    matter    which 
has   nothing    to   do  witn  them,  and  of   which 
he  has  no  knowledge.    According  to  this,  if  I 
give   a  cabman   a  sovereign   for  a  shilling  by 
mistake,  he    taking  it  animo  fwrandi,  it  is  no 
larceny ;  but  if  I  tell  my  servant  to  take  a  shilling 
out  of  my  purse,  and  he  by  mistake  takes  a  sove- 
reign and  gives  it  to  the  cabman,  who  takes  it 
animo  furandi,  the    cabman  is  a  thief.     It  is 
ludicrous  to  say  that  if  a  man,  instead  of  himself 
paying,  tells  his  wife  to  do  so,  and  she  gives  the 
sovereign  for  a  shilling,  that  the  cabman  is  guilty 
of  larceny,  but  not  if  the  man  gives  it.    It  is 
said  that  there  is  no  great  harm  in  that  a  thief  in 
mind  and  act  has  blundered  into  a  crime.    I  can- 
not agree.    I  think  the  Criminal  Law  ought  to  be 
reasonable  and  intelligible.    Certainly  a  man  who 
had  to  be  hung  owing  to  this  distinction  might 
well  complain ;  and  it  is  to  be  remembered  that 
we  must  hold  that  to  be  law  now  which  would 
have  been  law  when  such  a  felony  was  capital 
Besides,  juries  are  not  infallible,  and  may  make  a 
mistake  as  to  the  animus  fura/ndi,  and  so  find  a 
man  guilty  of  larceny  when  there  was  no  theft 
and   no    animus   furandi.      Moreover,    Frinces 
case  is    contrary   to    this  argument^  for   there 
the   bankers'  clerks  had  no  authority  to  pay  a 
forged  cheque  if  thej  knew  it.    They  had  au- 
thority to  make  a  mistake,  and  so  had  the  post 
office  clerk.    And  suppose  in  this  case  the  taking 
had  been  bond  fide.     Suppose  Middleton  could 
neither  write  nor  read,  ana  some  one  had  made 
him  a  present  of  the  book  without  telling  him  the 
amount,  and  he  had  thought  the  right  sum  had 
been  given  to  him,  would  his  taking  of  it  have 
been  a  trespass  P    I  think  not,  and  that  a  demand 
would  have  been  necessary  before  an  action  of 
conversion  could  be  maintained.    No  doubt  the 
cases  on  this  point  are  difficult,  but  I  think  not 
inconsistent  with  this  o^voiou.    'bi  llOt^i^%Vt««^X^% 
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ease  (3  Bass.  203)  the  servant  had  no  antbority  to 
change  property  in  the  thing  deliverecL  So  in 
Wilkins  case  (3  Bass.  211).  In  8maWs  case  {id 
213),  the  servant  had  aathoritj  to  part  with  the 
possession  only  if  he  got  a  gcK)d  half-crown,  and 
the  prisoner  knew  that.  So  in  Stewards  case  (1 
Gox  G.  G.  174),  where  the  reasoning  of  Alderson, 
B.,  is  very  important.  In  ShephercTs  case  (9 
G.  &  P.  121),  the  servant  had  no  authority  to  sell 
the  mare,  and  the  prisoner,  his  confederate,  knew 
the  mare  was  not  the  property  of  the  servant.  So 
in  Hench^s  case  (2  Bass.  215),  the  servant  had  no 
authority  to  pass  the  property.  As  to  Pearse's 
case  (2  East  P.  G.),  there  was  no  intention  to  pass 
the  property.  As  to  Reg  v.  Kay  (2  Buss.  217), 
the  reasoning  bv  which  the  conviction  is  justified 
is,  I  repeat,  sucn  as  ought  not  to  exist  in  any  law, 
most  especially  not  in  the  criminal  law.  But,  as 
it  is  said  in  the  note  to  that  case,  there  was  no  in- 
tention to  part  with  the  property.  On  these 
grounds  I  think  the  conviction  was  wrong.  I  need 
not  profess  my  respect  for  those  whose  opinions 
are  the  contrary,  but  I  feel  bound,  as  I  have  said, 
to  express  mine,  because  I  think  very  important 
principles  are  involved,  and  because  I  think  it 
desiraole  to  show  that  those  opinions  I  share  may 
be  (and  probably  are)  in  the  wrong,  considering 
the  numerous  and  weighty  reasons  the  other  way. 
There  is  more  doubt  in  the  case  than  has  appeared 
to  some  who  seem  to  mo  to  reason  thus :  The 
prisoner  was  as  bad  as  a  thief  (which  I  deny) ; 
and  being  as  bad,  ought  to  be  treated  as  one  (which 
I  deny  also).  To  such  reasoners  I  give  the  recom- 
mendation contained  in  an  excellent  article  in  the 
Law  Times  of  Jan.  25th,  1873,  p.  228,  where  it  is 
said  "  A  Metropolitan  Gounty  (Jourt  Judge  might 
with  advantage  read  and  inwardly  digest  Paley's 
Moral  and  Political  Philosophy,  or  some  approved 
treatise,  in  which  the  necessity  for  positive  rules 
of  general  application,  and  the  doctrine  of  '  par- 
ticular and  general  consequences,*  and  the  supe- 
rior importance  of  and  regard  due  to  'general 
consequences  *  are  already  expounded." 

PiGOTT,  B. — I  agree  in  the  judgment  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  court ;  except  that  f  do  not  adopt  the 
reasons  which  arc  there  assigned  for  holding  that 
the  mistaken  intention  of  the  clerk  did  not  under 
the  circumstances  here  prevent  the  case  from 
being  one  of  larceny  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner.  I 
quite  accede  to  that  proposition,  but  my  reason  is 
that,  in  the  view  I  take  of  the  facts,  the  inten- 
tion and  acts  of  the  clerk  are  not  material  in  deter- 
mining the  nature  of  the  prisoner's  act  and 
intent;  because  the  transaction  between  them 
stopped  short  of  placing  the  money  completely  in 
the  prisoner's  possession,  and  could  in  no  way 
have  misled  the  prisoner.  The  case  states,  the 
clerk  placed  the  money  on  the  counter.  He  then 
entered  the  amount  of  it  in  the  prisoner's  t>ook  and 
stamped  it.  This  no  doubt  gave  the  prisoner  the 
opportunity  of  taking  up  the  money,  and  he  did  so 
in  the  presence  of  the  clerk ;  but  before  doing  so 
be  must  have  seen  by  the  amount  that  the  derk 
was  in  error,  and  that  the  money  could  not  really 
be  intended  in  payment  of  his  order,  and  therefore 
was  not  for  him,  but  for  another  person.  It  was 
with  full  knowledge  of  this  mistake  that  he  re- 
solved to  avail  himself  of  it  and,  in  fact,  to  steal 
the  money.  The  interval  afforded  him  the  oppor- 
tunity, and  he  did  in  fact  conceive  the  animus 
furandi,  while  as  yet  he  had  not  taken  the  money 
in  bis  rnann/U  DO^stvaion.    The  dividine  line  may 


appear  to  be  a  fine  one ;  but  it  is,  I  think,  verr 
distinct  and  well  defined  in  fact,  for  it  was  with 
this  formed  intention  in  his  mind  that  he  took 

Eossession  of  the  mon^y.  If  complete  posseasioD 
ad  been  given  by  the  clerk  to  the  prisoner,  so 
that  no  act  of  the  latter  were  required  to  complete 
it  after  his  discovery  of  the  mistake  and  his  own 
formed  intention  to  steal  it,  I  should  not  feel  my- 
self at  liberty  to  affirm  this  conviction.  In  that 
case  the  prisoner  would  have  done  nothing  to  de- 
fraud the  clerk,  and  the  latter  intending  (to  the 
extent  to  which  he  had  such  intention)  as  modi 
to  pass  the  property  as  the  possession  in  the 
money,  there  would  be  nothing  to  deprive  the 
matter  of  the  character  of  a  business  transaction 
fully  completed.  I  desire  to  adhere  to  the  law 
stated  in  the  3rd  Institute,  p.  110 : — "  The  intent 
to  steal  must  be  when  it  cometh  to  his  hands  or 

Eossession ;  for  if  he  hath  the  possession  of  it  once 
kwfuUy,  though  he  hath  antmus  furandi  after- 
wards, and  carrieth  it  away,  it  is  no  larceny.** 
But  the  facts  satisfy  me,  and  the  jury  have  foond 
npon  them,  that  the  prisoner  nad  the  animus 
furandi  while  the  money  was  yet  on  the  counter, 
and  that  at  the  moment  of  taking  it  np  he  knew 
the  money  to  be  the  Postmaster-Greneral's.  The 
case  is  therefore  very  much  like  that  of  a  finder 
who  immediately  on  finding  it  knows  or  has  the 
means  of  knowing  the  owner  and  yet  determines 
to  steal  it.  (2  Bussell,  169.)  The  same  facts 
satisfy  the  requirements  in  the  definition  of  lar- 
ceny, that  the  taking  must  be  invito  domino.  The 
loser  does  not  intend  to  be  robbed  of  his  property, 
nor  did  the  clerk  in  this  case ;  and  the  prisoner  s 
conduct  is  unafiected  by  the  clerk's  apparent  con- 
sent, in  ignorance  of  its  real  nature.  I  therefore 
agree  in  affirming  the  conviction. 

Brett,  J. — ^This  case  has  been  considered  in  three 
different  ways.  It  has  been  said  that  a  proper 
inference  of  fact  to  be  drawn  from  the  facts  stated 
is,  that  the  prisoner  took  and  carried  away  the 
money  without  any  consent  to  his  so  doing  by  the 
clerk,  who  was  present,  and  that  in  such  case  the 
same  rule  of  law  is  applicable  as  would  be  if  the 
prisoner  had  taken  and  carried  away  the  money  in 
the  absence  of  the  clerk,  and  that  tne  prisoner  was 
therefore  properly  convicted.  It  has  been  said 
that  the  facts  which  are  stated  show  that,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  clerk  in  this  case  had  no  general 
authority  to  part  with  the  property  in  the  money 
entrustea  to  him  on  behalf  of  the  Postmaster- 
General,  but  only  a  limited  authority  to  part  with 
a  particular  sum  of  money  to  the  prisoner,  which 
was  not  the  sum  of  money  he  did  part  with,  or  to 
hand  a  sum  similar  to  that  which  he  in  fact  hftndBil 
to  the  prisoner  to  someone  else  and  not  to  the  pri- 
soner, and  that  consequently  the  prisoner  was  l^ 
law  properly  convicted  of  larceny,  even  thoagn 
the  clerk  intended  the  prisoner  to  take  and  keep 
the  money,  or,  in  other  words,  even  though  the 
clerk  intended  to  part  with  both  the  possession  of 
and  the  property  in  the  money.  It  has  been  said 
that  even  though  the  clerk  had  a  genexul  authority 
to  part  with  the  possession  of  and  property  in  the 
money,  an  authority  equal  to  that  A  the  Post- 
master-General if  he  had  been  present,  and  even 
though  the  clerk  intended  to  part  with  the  posses- 
sion of  and  property  in  the  money,  yet  that  Uis 
prisoner  was  properly  convicted,  because  no  pn>" 
perty  in  the  money  aid  in  point  of  law  at  any  tune 
pass  to  the  prisoner.  Any  difference  of  Ofpinkn 
as  to  the  firat  proDosition  caa  onlT«nfleiipoaft 
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difFcrenoe  of  view  as  to  the  proper  inference  of 
hyct  to  be  drawn.  And  I  think  also  that  the  only 
difference  of  opinion  with  regard  to  the  second 
proposition  is  a  difference  as  to  the  true  interpreta- 
tion of  the  clerk's  authority  as  matter  oi  fact. 
Bat  the  difference  as  to  the  last  proposition  is  a 
difference  as  to  the  criminal  law.  The  difference 
of  opinion  that  has  arisen  upon  that  proposition 
makes  it  necessary,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  refer  to 
the  definition  of  larceny,  and  to  point  out  the  exact 
part  of  that  definition  which  is  m  question.  The 
definitions  which  have  been  generally,  and,  until 
now  I  think,  universally  accepted  are,  that  *'  lar- 
ceny consists  in  the  wrongful  or  fraudulent  taking 
and  carrying  away  by  any  person  of  the  mere  per- 
sonal goods  of  another  from  any  place,  with  a 
felonious  intent  to  convert  them  to  his  (the  taker*s) 
own  use  and  make  them  his  own  property,  without 
Hie  consent  of  the  ovmer,"  and  again, "  the  felonious 
taking  the  property  of  another  without  his  consent 
and  against  his  will,  with  intent  to  convert  it  to 
the  nse  of  the  taker."  The  indictment  for  larceny 
is  invariably  founded  upon  these  definitions,  and 
comprises  by  necessary  mference,  if  not  in  express 
terms,  every  part  of  them.  It  has  always  been 
held  that  each  allegation  of  each  part  of  these  de- 
finitions is  a  material  allegation  in  the  indict- 
ment, and  that  every  one  of  snch  allegations 
must  be  proved.  Where  criminal  law  is  so  accu- 
rately and  so  mercifully  administered  as  it  is  in 
Engiand,  and  with  so  firm  a  determination  that  no 
man  shfdl  be  convicted  of  crime  unless  the  pro- 
secutor can  prove  that  the  case  is  brought  in 
every  particular  within  the  recognised  or  enacted 
definition  of  the  crime,  it  was  to  be  expected  that 
there  would  be,  and  it  is  the  fact  that  there  have 
been,  critical  decisions  on  every  part  of  the  de- 
fiinition  of  the  crime  of  larceny.  To  some  people 
such  decisions  appear  to  be  subtle;  to  others 
carefully  and  rightfully  accurate.  One  part  of 
the  definition  is  that  the  taking  relied  upon  as 
the  stealing  should  be  a  taking  "  without  the  con- 
sent and  against  the  will  of  the  owner."  That  is 
the  part  of  the  definition  which  is  in  question  in 
this  case.  It  has  alwajs  been  held  to  be  a  neces- 
sary part  of  the  definition.  **  Besides  the  animus 
Jwrandi  it  is  necessary  that  the  taking  of  the 
goods  should  also  be  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner,"  " invito  domino"  (2  Bus.,  Grimes,  189, 
ed.  4.)  This  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the  crime  of 
larceny,  as  well  as  essential  in  robbery.  The  cases 
quotea  are,  as  to  robbery.  Beg.  v.  McDaniel  (Fost. 
121),  and  as  to  larceny,  Ueg.  v.  Egginton  (2  Loach, 
913).  Where  the  taking  which  is  alleged  to  be 
felonious  has  occurred  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  owner  or  of  the  person  in  charge,  no  difficulty 
can  arise  upon  this  part  of  the  definition.  The 
difficulties  which  have  arisen  have  been  where  the 
goods  have  been  delivered  to  the  prisoner,  or  have 
been  taken  by  the  prisoner,  with  the  consent  of 
the  owner  or  of  the  person  in  charge.  In  such 
cases  a  distinction  has  been  made  between  the 
terms  "  delivery,"  "  possession,"  and  "  property." 
Where  the  goods  are  obtained  by  the  prisoner  by 
willing  delivery  of  them  to  him  by  the  owner,  the 
first  proposition  of  law  which  has  been  affirmed 
is  as  tollows :  "  If  it  appear  that,  although  there  is 
a  delivery  by  the  owner  in  fact,  yet  there  is  clearly 
no  ohanse  A  property,  nor  of  legal  possession,  but 
the  legal  po$§e$$icn  still  remains  exclusively  in  the 
owner,  larceny  may  be  committed  exactly  as  if  no 
moh  defiyeiy  bad  been  made.    Thus,  if  a  person 
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to  whom  goods  are  delivered  has  only  the  hare 
charge  or  custody  of  them  and  the  legal  possession 
remains  in  the  owner,  such  person  may  commit 
larceny  by  a  fraudulent  conversion  of  the  goods  to 
his  own  use."  The  next  received  proposition  is 
thus  stated:  "Where  there  is  a  delivery  of  the 
goods  by  the  owner,  it  is  a  settled  and  well-estab- 
lished principle  that  if  the  owner  part  with  the 
property  in  the  ^oods  taken  there  can  be  no 
felony  in  the  taking,  however  fraudulent  the 
means  by  which  such  delivery  was  procured." 
And,  according  to  the  common  law,  if  the  owner 
had  not  parted  with  the  property  in  the  goods, 
but  only  with  the  possession  of  them,  the  question 
of  larceny  remains  open,  and  depends  on  the  fact 
whether  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  felonious 
taking  the  owner  parted  with  the  possession  of  the 
goods  in  such  a  manner  and  to  such  an  extent  as 
to  exclude  the  idea  of  trespass.  If  the  possession 
be  obtained  by  fraud,  there  may  be  larceny,  assum- 
ing that  the  other  parts  of  the  definition  are  ful- 
filled. If  the  possession  be  obtained  without 
fraud,  the  taking  by  which  the  possession  is 
obtained  cannot  be  treated  as  a  taking  by  tres- 
pass, and,  consequently,  not  as  a  taking  without 
the  consent  of  the  owner.  The  propositions  thus 
expressed  leave  open  a  question  as  to  whether 
they  mean  that  the  property  in  the  goods  has 
passed  in  consideration  of  law,  or  whether  they 
mean  that  "  it  was  the  intention  of  the  owner  that 
the  property  should  pass."  Now  they  are  ad- 
dressed to  the  question  whether  the  thing  alleged 
to  have  been  stolen  was  taken  "  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  owner."  Gonsent  or  non-consent  is 
an  action  of  the  mind ;  it  consists  exclusively  of 
the  intention  of  the  mind.  These  propositions, 
therefore,  are  treating  of  a  question  of  intention. 
If  it  be  said  that  a  man  intends  to  part  with  the 
property  in  a  thing  which  he  delivers  to  another, 
the  meaning  of  the  words  is,  that  he  intends  that 
the  other  should  take  the  thing  and  keep  it  as  his 
own.  It  seems  a  contradiction  in  sense  to  say 
that  the  thing  so  delivered  is  taken  from  him 
"  without  his  consent."  It  seems  to  follow  that 
the  real  meaning  of  the  propositions,  when  they 
speak  of  the  owner  parting  with  possession  or 
parting  with  the  property,  is  as  if  they  were 
written,  "if  the  owner  intend  to  part  with  the 
possession,  or  intend  to  part  with  the  property." 
All  the  cases  are  consistent  with  this  view,  though 
it  is  not  expressed  in  terms  in  all.  In  Reg.  v. 
Harvey  (9  G.  &  P.  353),  Alderson,  B.,  asked  the 
jury  whether  the  prosecutor  meant  that  the 
prisoner  should  leave  the  jugs  with  the  lady,  and 
either  bring  back  the  money  or  make  a  bargain. 
In  Beg.  v.  Johnson  (5  Gox  G.  G.  37r),  the  jury 
found,  under  direction,  that  the  prosecutor  did  not 
intend  to  part  with  the  property  in  the  cheque. 
In  Parke's  case  (2  East  P.  G.  p.  o71),  the  question 
left  was,  whether  there  was  a  sale  by  Mr.  Wilson, 
and  a  delivery  of  the  goods  with  mtent  to  pass 
the  property.  The  jury  found  that  Mr.  Wilson 
did  not  intend  to  give  credit.  The  conviction 
was  indeed  set  aside,  but  on  the  ground,  as  I 
apprehend,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  iustify 
the  finding  of  the  jury.  In  Bex  v.  Nicholson  (2 
East,  P.  G.  p.  669),  the  conviction  was  held  to  be 
wrong  by  the  judges,  on  a  case  reserved,  on  the 
ground  that  the  property  in  the  post  bills  and 
cash  was  parted  with  oy  the  prosecutor  under  the 
idea  that  it  had  been  fairly  vjotv,  '^^  ^^pwaj.^  ^ 
the  iadgmeiit  seema  V>  xni^  \a  Nsi^  Vhi^  v(^««v\v^x^  <st 
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idea  of  the  prosecutor.  In  the  case  of  B,  v.  Adams, 
it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  say  that  any  property 
in  the  hat  passed  to  the  prisoner  in  consideration 
of  law.  The  hat  was  deliyered  by  the  owner  to 
an  innocent  messenger  of  the  prisoner  upon  an 
assertion  that  he,  the  messenger,  was  sent  by 
Paul.  No  property  passed  to  Paul,  because  there 
was  no  delivery  to  him  or  to  an  agent  of  his.  No 
property  passed  in  law  to  the  prisoner,  because 
there  was  no  intention  that  he  should  have  the 
hat.  But  the  act  of  taking  relied  on  was  the 
delivery  of  the  hat  by  the  prosecutor  to  the  mes- 
senger, and  the  prosecutor  intended  to  part  with 
the  property  in  the  hat,  or,  in  other  words,  that  it 
should  be  taken  away  and  kept.  The  judges,  on  a 
case  reserved,  held  tnat  there  could  be  no  felony. 
The  decision  in  the  cases  of  Rex  v.  Davenport  and 
Rex  V.  Savage  seem  to  me  to  be  founded  entirely 
on  discussions  and  considerations  as  to  the  m- 
fenHon  of  the  proeectttor  to  pass  the  property.  In 
Atkinson's  case  (2  East,  P.  0.  673),  the  decision  of 
the  judges  upon  a  case  reserved  is,  in  terms, 
that  there  was  no  felony,  as  it  appeared  that 
the  property  was  intended  to  pass  oy  the  deli- 
very of  the  owner.  In  the  •  last  case  upon  this 
point,  the  case  of  R.  v.  Prince,  the  proposition 
of  law  is  thus  stated  by  Blackburn,  J. :  "  If  the 
owner  intended  the  property  to  pass,  though  he 
would  not  so  have  intenaed  had  he  known  the  real 
facts,  that  is  sufficient  to  prevent  the  offence  of 
obtaining  another's  property  from  amounting  to 
larceny ;  and  where  the  servant  has  an  authority 
co-equal  with  the  master's,  and  parts  with  his 
master's  property,  such  property  cannot  be  said 
to  be  stolen,  inasmuch  as  the  servant  intends  to 
part  with  the  property  in  it."  The  question  has 
always  been  a  question  left  to  the  jury,  and  has 
never  hitherto  been  treated  as  a  difficult  question 
of  the  law  of  property  to  be  ruled  by  the  judge. 
There  is  no  trace  in  the  books  of  the  treatment 
now  sought  to  be  applied.  The  preamble  to  the 
statute  od  Henry  8,  c.  1,  draws  the  distinction 
between  goods  taken  '*by  stealth"  and  goods 
"delivered  by  the  owner  willingly,  on  being 
deceived  by  false  tokens."  jOu  consideration, 
then,  of  the  authorities,  and  of  the  definitions 
with  which  they  dealt,  and  on  principle,  I  am 
of  oninion  that  the  proposition  of  law  which 
would  have  been  applicable  in  this  case  if  the 
owner  himself  had  been  present  is,  when  ac- 
curately stated,  that  **  where  there  is  a  delivery  of 
the  goods  by  the  owner,  there  can  be  no  felony  if 
tJie  oumer  intend  to  part  with  the  property  in  the 
goods,  however  fraudulent  the  means  by  which 
such  delivery  was  procured."  Where  the  delivery 
is  made  by  a  servant  or  agent  of  the  owner,  and 
the  servant  or  agent  have  an  authority  to  pass 
the  possession  of  and  the  property  in  the  goods 
as  if  the  owner  were  present,  the  same  rule  is 
applicable  as  if  the  delivery  had  been  made  by 
the  master  (B.  v.  Jackson  and  Reg  v.  Prince), 
But  if  the  delivery  be  by  a  servant  or  agent 
whose  authority  is  limited,  intending  only  to  pass 
the  possession  and  not  to  pass  the  property, 
then  the  proposition  applicaole  is  that  which 
applies  when  the  master  aelivers  only  the  posses- 
sion, and  not  the  property.  Although  the  ser- 
vant delivers  the  goods,  intending  to  pass  both 
possession  and  property,  the  prisoner  may  be 
convicted  of  larceny,  if  he  obtained  the  deli- 
»w^  by  fraud  (R.  v.  Longstreeth,  and  many 
other  cases) ;  just  as   if  by  fraud  he  ^obtfidued 
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delivery  f^om  the  owner  who  intended  by  such 
delivery  to  give  possession  only,  and  not  to  pan 
the  property.     Such  I  believe  to  be  the  proposi- 
tions 01  law  which  have  been  acted  upon  by  a 
long  series  of  most  able  and  careful  judges,  and 
which  therefore  the  present  judges,  in  my  opinion, 
have  no  authority  to  overrule.    It  follows  that  I 
cannot  agree  with  a  judgment  which  decides  thalt 
even  though  the  clerk  had  a  general  anthority  to 
part  with  the  possession  of  and  property  in  the 
money,  an  autnority  equal  to  that  of  the  Post- 
master-Oeneral  if  he  had  been  present,  and  even 
though  the  clerk  intended  to  part  with  the  pos- 
session of  and  property  in  the  money,  yet  that  the 
prisoner  was  properly  convicted.     I  think  that 
such  a  judgment  is  founded  upon  and  enunciates 
a  wrong  proposition  of  law.     Upon  the  assump- 
tions of  fact  thus  stated,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a 
Erisoner  could  not  be  convicted  according  to  the 
kw  of  larceny.    But  if  the    clerk  had   only  a 
limited  special  authority  to  part  with  the  poesession 
of  the  money  entrusLed  to  him,  or  a  limited  special 
authority  to  part  with  the  property  in  a  different 
sum  from  that  which  he  delivered  to  the  prisoner, 
or   a  limited  special  authority  to   part   with  a 
similar  sum  to  that  which  he  delivered  to  the 
prisoner,  not  to  the  prisoner  but  to  another  per- 
son, then  I  am  of  opmion  that  the  prisoner,  upon 
the  assumption  that  the  other  parts  of  the  denni- 
tion  of   larceny  were  proved,  was  properly  con- 
victed of  taking  the  money  without  the  consent  of 
the  Postmaster-Greneral,  and  properly  convicted 
of  larceny.    This  reduces  the  dilEerenoe  of  opinion 
as  to  the  first  proposition  which  has  been  stated 
in  this  case  to  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  what 
was  the  intention  of  the  clerk  with   regard   to 
delivering  the  money ;  and,  for  the  second  propo- 
sition as  to  what  was  the  authority  in  fact  of  the 
clerk.    It  seems  to  me  that,  with  regard  to  pass- 
ing the  possession  of  and  property  in  the  money 
entrusted  to  him,  he  had  the  same  authority  as 
any  other  bank  clerk.    If   he  acted  with  strict 
accuracy,  his  duty  was  to  part  with    so    much 
money  as  he  was  directed  to  part  with    by  a 
genuine  warrant,  and  to  pay  such  sum  of  money 
to  the  person  mentioned  in  such  warrant.    Bat 
he   had  authority  to  part,  not  with  any  specific 
money,  but  with  any  of  the  money  entrosted  to 
him,  to  anyone  of  all  the  persons  who  should 
properly  present  a  genuine  warrant.    That  seems 
to  me  to  be  a  general  authority.    To  all  such  per- 
sons he  had  authority  to  give  posseesion  of  the 
money,  in  order  that  they  might  keep  it ;  that  is 
to  say,  he  had  authority  to  pass  to  all  such  per- 
sons the  possession  of  and  property  in  the  money 
which  he  handed  to  them.    It  seems  to  me,  there- 
fore, that  as  to  passing  the  possession  of  and  pro* 
perty  in  the  money  which  he  should  deliver,  ho 
nad  a  general  authority  to  deal  with  the  money  ai 
if  in  puhce  of  the  owner.    It  seems  to  me  that  tbe 
clerk  intended  to  pass  to  the  man  who    stood 
before  him,  that  is  to  say,  the  prisoner,  ^e  posses- 
sion of  and  the  property  in  the  whole  of  the 
money  which    he   laid  on  the  counter  for  tbt 
prisoner  to  take  up,  and  entered  into  the  prisoner^B 
tx>ok  as  paid  to  the  prisoner ;  and  it  seems  to  ne 
to  follow  that  the  prisoner,  notwithataoding  bii 
fraudulent  knowledge  of  the  clerk's  mistake*  and 
his    fraudulent   reticence,   and    his    frandoleBl 
acceptance  of  what  he  knew  was  not  doe  to  luBi 
GsxiiLoVi  X^g^*^  \^  QoiiTvstod  of  Uffoeny.    I  tiuak 
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Gleasbt,  B. — The  case  is  not  affected  by  the 
Acts  of  Parliament  extending  the  criminal  respon- 
ftibilitj  for  larceny  to  bailees  and  others,  becaase 
the  prisoner  was  clearly  not  a  bailee  so  as  to  be 
ffoilty  by  subsequently  converting  the  money  to 
bis  own  use,  and  he  does  not  come  within  any 
other  Act  of  Parliament.  We  have,  therefore,  to 
deal  with  a  case  in  which  a  crime  is  charged  which 
under  the  old  law  would  have  been  punishable 
with  death,  and  in  early  times  geneitmy  received 
that  punishment.  The  punishment  was  so  severe 
that  the  crime  was  strictly  defined,  and  from  the 
earliest  times  was  not  committed  by  fraudulently 
dealing  with  or  appropriating  the  property  of 
others,  but  was  only  committed  when  tne  property 
was  taken  by  the  accused ;  and  it  must  be  taken 
fractdulently  without  the  consent  of  the  owner. 
It  is  laid  down  in  Foster's  Crown  Law,  p.  123, 
"^  It  is  of  the  essence  of  the  offence  of  robbery  and 
larceny  that  the  goods  be  taken  against  the  will 
of  the  owner."  Lord  Coke,  in  the  3rd  Listitute, 
nnder  the  head  of  larceny  or  thefb,  p.  107,  quotes 
the  definition  in  the  Mirror  of  Justice  to  the  above 
effect,  and  he  then  gives  the  explanation  of  the 
words  in  the  Mirrow  as  follows,  quoting  from  the 
translation,  "  It  is  said  a  takins  for  bailine  or 
deliveiT  is  not  in  this  case."  And  Lord  Coke 
himself  says  afterwards,  p.  107,  "Secondly,  it 
must  be  an  actual  taking;  by  taking  and  not 
bailment  or  delivery,  for  that  is  a  receipt  and  not 
a  taking;"  and  therewith  agreeth  Glanvil,  *' Fur- 
turn  non  est  '^bi  iniHum  habit  detentionis  per  domi- 
nium rei,"  This  continues  the  law  except  so  far 
as  altered  by  statute.  But  the  taking  aoos  not 
necessarily  mean  a  taking  by  force  or  surrepti- 
tiously; and  the  cases  as  to  what  constitutes  a 
taking  occupy  nearly  100  paees  in  Bussell  on 
Crimes,  Vol.  2,  page  152,  4th  edit.  They  seem  to 
establish,  first,  that  where  delivery  is  frau- 
dulently obtained  from  any  person  having  no 
anthority  to  deal  with  the  the  property,  it  is  a 
taking  from  the  owner.  The  instances  of  this  are 
obtaining  deliveir  from  a  mere  servant  by  a  false 
representation  of  the  master's  orders ;  obtaining 
deiiyery  from  a  carrier  whose  only  authority  is  to 
change  the  possession  from  A.  to  B.  by  a  false 
representation  of  being  B.  Another  instance  more 
like  the  present  because  there  is  a  mistake  is 
where  a  person  leaves  his  umbrella  or  cloak  with 
any  person,  to  be  returned  on  application,  and  he 
afterwards  fraudulently  identifies  as  his  own  a 
more  valuable  umbrella  or  cloak  belong  to  another 
person.  This  would  be  a  taking,  because  the  par- 
ties had  no  transaction  or  dealing  connected  with 
property,  the  person  in  charge  having  only  an 
autoority  to  return  to  each  person  his  chattel. 
Secondly,  the  cases  establish  that  when  the  owner 
himself  delivers  them,  but  only  for  the  purpose  of 
some  office  or  custody,  as  of  a  man  delivering 
aheep  to  his  shepherd  (an  instance  put  by  Coke), 
if  the  shepherd  had  them  in  his  charge  and  frau- 
dulently converted  them  to  his  own  use  it  would 
be  a  taking,  because  the  right  of  possession  (much 
less  of  property)  was  not  for  an  instant  changed. 
But  the  cases  also  establish  that  where  there  is  a 
oomplete  dealing  or  transaction  between  the  par- 
ties, for  the  purpose  of  passing  the  property,  and 
■o  the  possession  is  parted  with,  there  is  no  taking, 
and  the  case  is  oat  of  the  category  of  larceny. 
Gonsidenng  what  the  penalty  was,  there  was 
noCliing  unreasonable  or  contrary  to  the  spirit  of 
our  larjr  m  drawing  »  dividing  line,  and  holding 


that  whenever  the  owner  of  property  is  a  party  to 
such  a  transaction  as  I  have  mentioned,  such  serious 
consequences  were  not  to  depend  upon  the  conclu- 
sion which  might  be  arrived  at  as  to  the  precise 
terms  of  the  transaction,  which  might  be  compli- 
cated and  uncertain  and  difficult  to  ascertain.  And 
this  agrees  with  Hawkins's  opinion  (Pleas  of  the 
Crown,  Book  1,  c.  33,  sect.  3),  where  (in  dealing 
with  the  question  of  what  shall  be  a  felonious 
taking),  after  pointing  out  that  unless  there  has 
been  a  trespass  in  taSdng  goods  there  can  be  no 
felony  in  carrying  them  away,  he  adds,  "And 
here'm  our  law  diners  from  the  civil,  which  having 
no  capital  punishment  for  bare  thefts,  deals  with 
offences  of  this  kind  (that  is  fraudulent  appropria- 
tion of  things  not  taken,  as  in  strict  justice  most 
certainly  it  mav ;  but  our  law  which  punishes  all 
theft  with  death  if  the  thing  stolen  be  above  the 
value  of  twelve  pence,  and  with  corporal  punish- 
ment if  under,  rather  chooses  to  deal  ^  ith  them  as 
civil  than  criminal  offences."  I  believe  the  rule  is 
as  I  have  stated,  and  that  it  is  not  limited  to  cases 
in  which  the  property  in  the  chattel  actually 
passes  by  virtue  of  the  transaction.  I  have  not 
seen  that  limitation  put  upon  it  in  any  text  book 
on  the  criminal  law,  and  there  are,  unless  I  am 
mistaken,  many  authorities  against  it.  The  cases 
show  no  doubt  beyond  question  that  where  the 
transaction  is  of  such  a  nature  that  the  property 
in  the  chattel  actually  passes  (though  subject  to  he 
resumed  bv  reason  of  nraud  or  trick),  there  is  no 
taking  and  ther^ore  no  larceny.  But  they  do  not 
show  the  converse,  viz.,  that  when  the  property 
does  not  pass  there  is  no  larceny.  On  the  con- 
trary, they  appear  to  me  to  show  that  where  there 
is  an  intention  to  part  with  the  propertv  along 
with  the  possession,  though  the  fraud  is  oi  such  a 
nature  as  to  prevent  that  intention  from  operating, 
there  is  still  no  larceny.  This  seems  so  clearlv  to 
follow  from  the  cardinal  rule  that  there  must  be  a 
taking  against  the  will  of  the  owner,  that  the 
cases  rather  assume  that  the  intention  to  transfer 
the  property  governs  the  case  than  expressly  de- 
cide it.  For  how  can  there  be  a  taking  against 
the  will  of  the  owner  when  the  owner  hands  over 
the  possession,  intending  by  doing  so  to  part  with 
the  entire  property  P  As  far  as  my  own  experi- 
ence goes,  many  of  the  cases  of  false  pretences 
which  I  have  tried  have  been  cases  in  which  the 
prisoner  has  obtained  goods  from  a  tradesman 
upon  the  false  pretence  that  he  came  with  the 
order  from  a  customer.  In  these  cases  no  pro- 
perty passes  either  to  the  customer  or  to 
the  prisoner,  and  I  never  heard  such  a  case 
put  forward  as  a  case  of  larceny.  And  the 
authorities  are  distinct  upon  cases  reserved  for 
the  judges  that  in  such  cases  there  is  no  larceny. 
Li  Beg.  v.  Adams  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
steaUng  a  quantity  of  bacon  and  hams,  and  it 
appeared  that  he  went  to  the  shop  of  one  Aston, 
and  said  he  came  from  Mr.  Parker  for  some  hams 
and  bacon,  and  produced  the  following  note,  pur- 
porting to  be  signed  by  Parker :  "  Have  the  good- 
ness to  give  the  bearer  ten  good  thick  sides  of 
bacon  and  four  good  hams  at  the  lowest  price.  I 
shall  be  in  town  on  Thursday  next,  and  will  come 
and  pay  you.  Yours  respectfully,  T.  Parker." 
Aston,  behoving  the  note  to  be  the  genuine  note 
of  Parker  (who  occasionally  d<s&\.^  -rnXJo^  \sot3^<»  ^^ 
livered  the  art\dea  U>  A-dBbina.  'l>aa*Y«l^'°^^=^^ 
but  upon  a  caao  Teaerv^fti,  tji-^t^.  >^<^  ojfMesM^ 
whether  the  oil«iiC»^aa\wwai,  ^^v^^^^"^^ 
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all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  wrong. 
Coleman'8  case  (2  East,  P.  C.  c.  16,  s.  104,  p.  672), 
is  to  the  same  effect.  In  that  case  the  prisoner 
got  some  silver  as  change,  falsely  pretending  to 
come  from  a  neighbour  for  it ;  and  it  was  hela  not 
to  be  a  case  of  larceny.  AthinBorCa  case  was  a 
similar  one,  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted ;  but 
on  a  reference  to  the  judges  after  conviction,  all 
present  held  that  it  was  no  felony,  on  the  ground 
that  the  property  was  intended  to  pass  by  the  de- 
livery of  the  owner  (2  East,  c.  16,  s.  104,  p.  673). 
There  is  also  a  large  class  of  cases  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  there  was  no  takine  so  as  to  consti- 
tute larceny  where  the  possession  nad  been  wholly 
parted  with  (not  by  way  of  mere  charge  or  custody, 
as  inthecaseof  theshepnerd  or  butler),  though  there 
was  no  intention  to  pass  the  property.  And  the  dis- 
tinction^has  been  drawn  between  deli veringyam  to  a 
weaver  to  work  up  on  the  employer's  premises,  in 
which  there  is  no  complete  parting  with  the  pos- 
session, and  the  delivery  to  a  weaver  to  take  home 
and  work  up  there.  In  the  latter  case  the  posses- 
sion is  wholly  parted  with,  and  previous  to  recent 
legislation  there  could  be  no  larceny  by  subsequent 
appropriation  (2  East,  F.C.  c.  16,  s.  109) ;  so  the 
giving  cloth  to  a  tailor  to  make  into  a  coat.  In 
like  manner  delivering  a  horse  to  be  agisted  at  so 
much  a  week  {B,  v.  Smithy  B.  &  M.  C.  C.  473), 
or  cattle  to  a  drover,  to  be  sold  on  the  road,  if  he 
could  do  so  (B,  V.  Goodbody,  8  C.  &  P.  665).  In 
all  these  cases,  the  legal  possession  being  wholly 
transferred,  there  could  be  no  taking  in  the  nature 
of  a  trespass,  and  they  were  not  formerly  cases  of 
larceny.  I  will  only  further  refer  to  the  case  of 
R,  V.  Barnes  (2  Den  C.  C.  59),  and  I  do  so  from 
its  resemblance  to  the  present  case.  The  prisoner 
was  indicted  for  larceny.  He  was  clerk  to  the 
prosecutors,  and  it  was  his  duty  to  pay  dock  and 
town  dues.  He  fraudulently  represented  that  a  sum 
of  3Z.  lOs.  4id.  was  requirea  to  make  the  payments, 
when  only  II.  Ss.  was  wanted,  and  obtained  the 
lai^er  sum,  intending  to  appropriate  the  difference 
to  his  own  use.  Upon  a  case  reserved  it  was  held 
not  to  be  larceny.  The  main  difference  between 
that  case  and  the  present  is,  that  the  prisoner 
there  dishonestly  made  use  of  falsehood  to  obtain 
the  larger  amount ;  in  the  present  case  he  obtained 
the  larger  amount  by  dishonesty,  omitting  to  cor- 
rect the  mistake  of  the  postmistress.  In  both 
cases  the  over-payment  was  made  under  a  mis- 
take of  the  facts.  In  my  opinion,  all  the 
authorities  warrant  the  proposition  of  law  as 
laid  down  by  my  brother  Blackburn,  in  the  last 
reported  case  on  the  subject  (Beg  v.  Prince), 
which  was  like  the  present,  a  case  of  payment 
under  a  mistake  of  fact.  "  If  the  owner  mt>ended 
the  property  to  pass,  though  he  would  not  have 
so  intended  had  he  known  the  real  facts, 
that  is  sufficient  to  prevent  the  offence  of 
obtaining  another *s  property  from  amounting  to 
larceny ;  and  where  the  servant  has  no  authority 
co-equal  with  the  master's,  and  parts  with  his 
master's  property,  such  property  cannot  be  said  to 
be  stolen,  inasmuch  as  the  servant  intends  to  part 
with  the  property  in  it."  With  these  authorities 
before  me,  I  cannot  accept  as  the  proper  test,  not  the 
intention  of  the  owner  to  deliver  over  the  property 
(which  is  a  question  of  fact),  but  the  effect  of  the 
transaction  in  passing  the  property,  which  might 
raise  in  many  cases  a  question  of  law.  This 
appears  to  be  a  novelty,  at  variance  wit\i  t\iQ 
mnnition  of  larceny,  which  makes  the  mind  ttod 


intent   of  the  owner   the   test,    and    irreconcil- 
able with  the  manner  in  which  these  cases  have 
always  been  dealt  with.    And  it  is  of  great  im- 
portance to  abide  by  cases  already  decided  by  the 
judges,  because  the  law  of  larceny  being  the  same 
in  Ireland  as  in  England,  the  decisions  ought  to  be 
the  same;   and  the  judges  in  Ireland   may  fed 
themselves  bound  by  amudged  cases  (recognised 
in  all  the  text-books,  and  long  acted  upon),  though 
we  may  assume  to  overrule  them,  and  so  there  may 
be  an  undesirable  divergence  of  opinion.    And  it 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  cases  which  must 
be  overruled,  if  this  new  test  be  adopted  {Adams's 
case    Coleman's    case,  Atkinson's  case),  are    not 
decisions  of  the  Court  for  Crown  Cases  Beserved, 
but  the  unanimous  decisions  of   all  the  Judges 
upon  cases  submitted  to  them.   However  desin^ 
it  may  be  that  the  law  should  now  be  changed,  I 
am  not  at  liberty  to  set  aside  or  qualify  the  rule  of 
law  so  long  settled,  and  to  say  that  an  acquisition 
of  a  chattel  by  dishonest  means  is  now  a  felony. 
Nor  do  I  feel  myself  at  liberty  to  leave  such  a 
question  to  the  jury.      If  the  transaction  is  of  the 
nature  which  1  have  mentioned,  the   dishonest 
mind  of  the  person  receiving  is  inmiaterial  upon 
the  charge  of  felony,  and  ought  not,  therefore, 
to  be  left  to  the  jury,  otherwise  the  jury  would  be 
misled  by  their  disapproval  of  anything  dishonest 
into  the  erroneous  conclusion  of  a  felonious  intent 
to  do  that  which  is  not  a  felony.     But  the  person 
with  whom  the  transaction  takes  place,  and  from 
whom  the  delivery  is  received,  must  be  a  person 
qualified  to  enter  into  the  transaction  and  capable 
of  passing  the  property.     In  the  present  case  the 
transaction  was  with  the  clerk  of  tne  postmistress. 
The  clerk  was  the  person  placed  in  the  office  for 
the  purpose  (inter  alia)  of  making  payments  and 
taking  receipts.   He  is  called  the  clerk,  and,  there- 
fore, his  act  within  the  general  scope  of  his  autho- 
rity would  be  the  act  of  the  postmistress.     But  it 
is  suggested  that  the  postmistress  was  not  in  any 
sense  the  agent  of  the  Postmaster-General,  bat 
had  in  cash  case  a  separate  and  particular  autho- 
rity to  make  the  payment.      And,  upon  looking 
into  the  Act  of  Parliament  24  &  25  Vict,  c  14,1 
should  not  be  prepared  to  decide  this  case  upon 
the  ground  that  tne  postmistress  had  a  genexml 
authority,  or  more  than  a  particular  one,  to  make 
the  payment  of  10«.  to  the  prisoner.    And  if  at 
the  time  when  the  payment  was  made  the  post- 
mistress or  clerk  had  done  some  act  wholly  out  of 
the    authority,  as,  for    instance,   payment  to  a 
stranger,  I  should  feel  a  difficulty  m  saying  it 
must  be  regarded  as  the  act  of  a  person  capable 
of   passing  the  property  in  such  a   transaction. 
But  upon  this  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  a  decided 
opinion,  because  the  prisoner  was  the  person  tu  be 
paid  the  10^.  for  whic  h  he  applied  under  the  order, 
and  the  authority  was  to  pay  him  that  sum.     The 
exercise  of  power  in  making  too  large  a  payment 
on  behalf  of  the  Postmaster-General  was  there- 
fore only  excessive,  and  according  to  the  ordinaiy 
rule  in  the  exercise  of  powers,  was  valid  so  fhr  as 
it  was  within  the  power,  the  excess  being  cleaiiy 
separable.  This  is  not  the  case  of  the  postmistren 
being  authorised  to  deliver  one  bag  of  money  to 
one  person,  and  another  b^  of  money  to  another 
person.     In    that  case  the  prisoner  knowingly 
getting  the  wrong  bag  woula  get  something  to 
which  he  had  no  colour  of  title.     The  aathoritf 
YieiTQ  \&  \A  ^TiXftT  \ii\A  ^acL  aocount  with  the  priaoiur 


\ 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


229 


G.  Cab.  B.] 


Be  EusB  Y.  H.  Counhatb. 


[Q.B. 


corresponding  alteration  in  the  balance,  and  this 
IB  done ;  the  payment  is  made,  and  the  correspond- 
ing alteration  in  the  balance,  but  there  is  a  mis- 
take in  the  amount  paid,  and  so  in  the  balance  and 
it  becomes  really  the  ordinary  case  of  over-payment 
by  a  banker's  clerk  by  mistake.  It  appears  to  me 
quite  impossible,  with  due  attention  to  the  facts, 
to  regara  the  prisoner  as  a  stranger  intervening 
in  a  transaction  between  other  parties.  No  other 
party  was  present  or  was  named,  and  the  prisoner 
entered  and  left  the  office  in  the  same  character, 
▼iz.,  that  of  payee,  though  he  left  it  as  payee  of 
a  larger  amount  than  he  was  entitled  to,  and 
carried  with  him  the  book,  which  was  an  un- 
answerable proof  that  he  was  payee,  and  was  payee 
of  the  larger  amount.  The  prisoner  was  therefore 
entitled  to  be  paid  the  10«.  out  of  the  money 
handed  to  him,  and  that  bein^  so,  there  is  a 
technical  objection  to  the  conviction  that  there  are 
no  particular  chattels  or  pieces  of  money  in  respect 
of  which  the  charge  of  larceny  can  be  sustained. 
But,  independent  of  this  technical  objection,  the 
duty  of  the  prisoner,  if  he  had  acted  as  he  ought 
to  have  done,  was  to  have  taken  lOs.  out  of  the 
amount,  and  to  have  handed  the  rest  to  the  clerk. 
He  ought  at  the  same  time  to  have  handed  back 
bis  book,  and  had  it  corrected,  because  it  charged 
him  with  the  receipt  of  SI.  odd ;  but  his  omission 
to  do  this  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  involve  him  in 
a  charge  of  larceny.  There  was  no  mistake  in  the 
person,  because  the  prisoner  handed  in  his  order 
and  also  his  deposit  book,  and  if  the  clerk  had 
known  him  well,  it  would  have  made  no  difference. 
He  would  still  have  paid  him  the  wrong  amount, 
because  the  same  cause  would  have  operated,  viz., 
looking  at  the  wrong  order.  There  was  no  mistake 
in  the  amount — I  mean  it  was  not  the  case  of  the 
derk  handinc^  him  a  hundred  pound  note  when  he 
intended  to  hand  a  five  pound  note,  or  unknow- 
ingly two  notes  instead  of  one.  He  intended 
paying  the  prisoner  the  particular  sum;  and  it 
was  a  deliberate  act,  because  he  took  the  amount 
from  a  document,  and  completed  the  transaction 
by  debiting  the  prisoner  with  that  sum  in  his 
book.  So  that  it  was  not  like  the  case  of  a  wrong 
Bum  being  put  down  by  mistake,  and  the  prisoner 
Bnatching  it  up,  and  running  away  with  it  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  the  mistake  from  being  set 
right.  The  mistake  was  in  the  supposed  amount  of 
the  prisoner's  claim.  The  prisoner  applied  for  10«., 
and  the  clerk  thought  he  was  entitled  to  more, 
and  paid  him  accordingly,  and  this  over-payment 
might  have  been  afterwards  adopted  by  the  post- 
mistress, so  as  to  make  the  prisoner  chargeable 
with  the  balance.  The  clerk  did  not  the  less 
intend  to  make  the  payment  which  he  deliberately 
made,  because  he  was  at  the  time  under  the  influ- 
ence of  a  mistake.  He  would  not  have  intended 
to  make  the  pa3rment  but  for  the  mistake.  Mis- 
takes are  constantlv  occurring,  and  few  people 
can  say  that  they  have  not  acted  under  their 
influence,  but  their  acts  remain  as  acts  done 
at  the  time,  though  their  effects  may  be  after- 
wards corrected,  s^o  doubt  there  was  no  inten- 
tioQQ  to  overpay  the  prisoner,  that  is,  to  produce  the 
•effect  of  over-payment;  but  the  intention  was  to 
do  the  act  of  paving  the  larger  sum  because  it  was 
thought  to  be  tne  proper  one.  This  is  the  answer 
to  one  argument  addressed  to  us,  viz.,  that  the 
prisoner  took  up  .what  was  intended  for  another 
and  not  for  bun,  and  therefore  ^liere  was  a  takins 
hjWmkmiad^mtlno.    TbecoaduBioBoflawwoum  . 


be  quite  correct  if  it  could  be  correctly  said  that 
the  amount  was  intended  for  another.  The  clerk 
ought  to  have  intended  that  amount  for  another,  and 
would  have  done  so  if  he  had  properly  informed 
himself  of  the  facts,  but  unfortunately  for  the 
prisoner  the  clerk  did  not  properly  inform  himself 
of  the  facts,  and  therefore  he  intended  the  prisoner 
to  receive  the  larger  amount.  The  clerk  intended 
A  to  receive  what  he  oueht  to  have  intended  B  to 
receive,  but  it  was  not  the  less  his  intention  that 
A  should  receive  what  he  handed  over  to  him. 
There  was  only  one  transaction,  and  only  two 
parties  to  it,  the  clerk  and  the  prisoner,  and  his 
tault  was  the  work  of  an  instant,  and  would  to  an 
ignorant  and  illiterate  person  be  connected  with 
some  confusion  of  mind,  though  the  disparity  of 
amount  in  this  case  would  make  a  person  of  any 
sense  correct  the  mistake.  I  do  not  think  a  man 
ought  to  be  exposed  to  a  charge  of  felony  upon  a 
transaction  of  this  description,  which  is  al^gether 
founded  upon  an  unexpected  blunder  of  the  clerk. 
The  prisoner  was  undoubtedly  at  the  office  for 
an  honest  purpose,  and  finds  a  larger  sum  of 
money  than  ho  demanded  paid  over  to  him  and 
charged  against  him.  A  man  may  order  and 
pay  for  certain  goods,  and  by  mistake  a  larger 
quantity  than  was  paid  for  may  be  put  in  the 
package,  and  he  may  take  them  away,  or  he  may 
pay  in  excess  for  that  which  is  ordered  and  deli- 
vered. Is  the  person  receiving  to  be  put  in  the 
peril  of  a  conviction  for  felony  in  all  such  cases, 
upon  the  conclusion  which  may  be  arrived  at  as  to 
wnether  he  knew,  or  had  'the  means  of  knowing, 
and  had  the  animus  furandi  ?  I  think  not.  I  think 
such  cases  are  out  of  the  area  of  felony,  and  there- 
fore the  animiLS  furandi  is  inapplicable  and  ou^ht 
not  to  be  left  to  the  jury.  And  any  conclusion 
founded  upon  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  a  ques- 
tion which  ought  not  to  be  left  to  them  must  be 
erroneous  because  the  foundation  is  naught.  I 
think  the  conviction  was  against  law,  and  ought  to 
quashed.  Conviction  affirmed. 


COUBT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

Beported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKxllar,  Esqn. 

Barriaten-atrLaw. 


Friday,  May  23, 1873. 
Be  EusE  V.  H.  Counhaye. 

Extradition  Act  1870  (33  ^  34  Vict.  c.  52)  ss.  2,  6, 
10,  14,  26 — Fraudulent  bayikruptcy — Accessories 
— Depositions — Bequirem^nts  of  treaty — Time  of 
application  of  Act. 

TJie  Extradition  Act  1870,  which  is  expressed  iyi  the 
scliedule  to  apply  to  crimes  by  bankrupts  against 
bankruptcy  law,  does  not  relate  to  persons  not 
being  bankrupts  who  have  been  accomplices  in  a 
fraudulent  bankruptcy. 

Accessories  before  thefcbct  to  the  other  crimes  in  the 
list  are,  however,  equally  liable  with  principals. 

Depositions,  if  duly  authenticcUed,  are  admissible  as 
evidence  under  sect.  14,  aXtltov^ih  7iot  tuken  in  the 
presence  of  the  accused,  nor  upon  the  investigation 
of  the  paHicular  charge:  and  m^itters  of  procedure 
required  by  a  treaty  and  not  by  staiute  need  not 
be  considered. 

Quoere,  whether  sect.  6  renders  the  Act  applicable  to 
crimes  committed  before  the  Act  tA(u  ^oA^ed. 

This  was  a  motion  to  ^\ac^^T^  ^twssl  \Jaa  ^soaXft^ 

of  the  Governor  ot  t\ie  Vj\et\L«a^^^^>3aRk  oR.  ^^ 

tention  Madame  EAia©  Ti^otVxift  ^^TWoaa^w^r 
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haye,  upon  the  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
'which  had  been  obtained  at  her  instance. 

It  appeared  that  on  the  8th  May,  in  pursuance 
of  a  requisition  made  to  the  Home  Secretary  by  the 
diplomatic  representative  of  Belgium,  for  the  sur- 
render of  the  said  Elise  Counhaye,  accused  of  the 
commission  of  the  crime  of  complicity  in  a  case  of 
fraudulent  bankruptcy  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
Belgium,  the  chief  magistrate  of  the  Metropolitan 
Police  court  in  Bow-street  had,  after  hearing  evi- 
dence and  reading  depositions,  committed  the  said 
Elise  Counhave  to  await  the  order  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  for  her  surrender. 

A  warrant  of  arrest  in  the  French  language 
issued  by  a  judge  or  magistrate  in  Belgium  was 
produced  before  the  magistrate,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  translation  : — 

Charged  with  oomplioity  of  f  randnlent  bankruptoy  in 
Brussels  in  1870,  namely,  [notammeni]  in  having  depo- 
sited on  the  5th  July  1870,  at  the  Sod^t^  G^n^rale  de 
Paris,  a  sum  of  175,000  franca  in  her  own  name,  in  ex- 
oluuige  of  seven  bonds  to  tiie  bearer  of  the  aforesaid 
society,  bonds  which  have  been  abstracted  from  the  ore. 
ditors  of  the  insolvency  of  her  hnsbuid,  declared 
on  the  25th  July  1870,  by  the  Tribunal  of  Commerce  of 
Brussels,  when  the  money  which  has  served  to  its  pur- 
chase beloii|^  evidently  to  the  insolvent  himself,  or 
derived  of  his  trade. 

There  were  also  produced  in  evidence  documents 
which  were  proved  to  be  respectively  an  adjudica- 
tion in  bankruptcy,  and  a  judgment  of  the  Tribunal 
of  Commerce  at  Brussels,  against  Adolphe 
Counhaye,  husband  of  the  said  Elise  Counhaye, 
and  against  the  brother  of  the  said  Adolphe 
Counhaye,  who  was  his  partner. 
*  Depositions  were  also  produced  which  had  been 
taken  upon  the  adjudication  of  the  bankruptcv  of 
the  brotners  Counhaye ;  and  also  depositions  taken 
upon  evidence  of  the  said  Elise  Counhaye's  com- 
plicity in  the  fraudulent  bankruptcy  of  her 
husband;  but  in  no  instance  had  these  deposi- 
tions been  made  in  the  said  Elise  Counhaye's 
presence,  nor  were  any  of  them  taken  before  the 
judge  or  magistrate  who  had  issued  the  said 
warrant  of  arrest. 

^rom  the  documents  and  depositions,  and  from 
the  evidence  heard  before  the  magistrate,  it  ap- 
peared that  on  the  1st  Julv  1870,  the  said  Elise 
Counhaye,  accompanied  by  her  husband,  purchased 
seven  bonds  of  the  Soci^td  G^n^rale,  at  their  office 
at  Paris,  for  176,000  francs,  which  sum  she  then 
and  there  deposited.  A  few  days  afterwards  she 
and  her  husband  returned  to  Brussels,  and  on  the 
17th  July  1870,  they  removed  with  their  children 
and  all  their  property  to  London,  having  stated,  at 
their  departure,  their  intention  to  return  in  a  few 
days  to  Brussels.  The  husband,  Adolphe  Coun- 
haye, had  with  his  brother  carried  on  business  at 
Brussels :  and  previously  to  July  1870  they  had 
retired,  from  accounts  which  they  kept  at  various 
banks,  sums  of  money  amounting  to  600,000  francs ; 
these  sums  had  been  acquir^  by  them  in  the 
course  of  their  business. 

On  the  25th  July  1870,  in  the  absence  of  the  said 
Adolphe  Counhaye  and  his  brother,  who  had  both 
tied  from  Belgium,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  said 
Elise  Counhaye,  who  was  then  in  London,  the  said 
brothers  Counhaye  were  at  Brussels  adjudicated 
bankrupts. 

When  arrested  in  London  on  the  26th  April 
Jasl;,  the  said  Eliae  Connhaye  was  charsed  with 
complicity  in  ber  basbtmd'B  firoadulent  bamLruptcy, 
RT  depositing  175,000  fhmcs  at  the  Sodete  G6n6- 
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rale  in  Paris ;  she  then  said,  "  I  did  so,  but  it 
my  own  money." 

The  Extradition  Act  1870  (33  ft  34  ^ofe.  o.  52) 
passed  on  the  9th  Auflrust,  1870.  By  sect  2,  '*  When  aa 
arrangement  has  been  made  with  any  foreign  state  with 
respect  to  the  surrender  to  such  state  of  any  focitirt 
criminals,  Her  Majesty  may  by  order  in  ConnoQ  direet 
that  this  section  shall  tupplj  in  the  case  of  audi  loragB 
state." 

By  sect.  6,  "Where  this  Act  applies  in  the  case  of  aay 
foreign  state,  every  fugitive  criminal  of  that  Stat«  who  is 
in  or  suspected  &t  being  in  anjr  part  of  Her  liajet^s 
domiuions,  or  that  part  which  is  Bi>eoified  in  the  orar 
applying  this  Act  (as  the  case  may  be),  shall  be  liable  to  be 
apprehended  and  surrendered  ih  manner  provided  by  this 
Act,  whether  the  crime  in  respect  of  which  the  sunoids 
is  sought  was  committed  before  or  after  the  date  of  the 
order,  and  whether  there  is  or  is  not  any  concurrent  juris- 
diction  in  any  court  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions  over 
that  crime." 

By  sect.  10,  "  In  the  case  of  a  fugitive  crimiiial  ac- 
cused of  an  extradition  crime,  if  the  foreign  wartmnfc 
authorising  the  arrest  of  such  criminal  is  dul^  authentic 
cated,  and  such  evidence  is  produced  as  (subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act)  would,  according  to  the  law  of 
England,  justify  the  committal  for  trial  of  the  priaoMr, 
if  the  crime  of  which  he  is  accused  had  been  committed 
in  England,  the  police  magistrate  shall  commit  him  to 
prison,  but  otherwise  shall  order  him  to  be  discharged." 

By  sect.  14,  "  DepositionB  or  statements  on  oath  takn 
in  a  foreign  State,  and  copies  of  such  original  depositions 
or  statements,  and  foreign  certificates  of  or  judioul  does* 
ments  stating  the  fact  cl  conviction,  may,  if  duly  aiitheB- 
ticated,  be  received  in  evidence  in  proceedings  nnds 
this  Act." 

By  sect.  26^  "  The  term  '  extradition  crime '  means  a 
crime  which,  if  committed  in  England  or  within  RngKab 
jurisdiction,  would  be  one  of  the  crimes  deecribed  in  the 
first  schedule  to  tMs  Act,"  and  by  the  first  sehediil% 
"  The  f  oUowing  list  of  crimes  is  to  be  construed  aooordiBg 
to  the  law  exiating  in  England,  or  in  a  British  posseasina 
(as  the  case  may  be),  at  the  date  of  the  alleged  erims, 
whether  by  common  law  or  by  statute  made  befoceor 
after  the  passing  of  this  Act." 

In  this  list  of  crimes  are — 

**  Murder  and  attempt  and  conspirapy  to  nrarder.'* 

"  Manslaughter." 

"  Crimes  by  bankrupts  against  banknipt(7  law." 

*'  Sinking  or  destroying  a  vessel  at  sea,  or  attemptiiig 
or  conspiring  to  do  so." 

'*  Revolt  or  conspiraov  to  revolt  bjr  two  or  mors  persoos 
on  board  a  ship  on  the  high  seas  against  the  authority  U 
the  master." 

On  the  31st  July  1872,  a  treaty  between  Her 
Majesty  and  the  King  of  the  Belgians,  for  the 
mutual  surrender  of  fugitive  crimincds,  was  signed 
at  Brussels.  By  the  1st  article  it  is  agreed  "  that 
Her  Britannic  Majesty  and  His  Majesty  the  King 
of  the  Belgians,  shall,  on  requisition  made  in  their 
name  by  their  respective  diplomatic  agents,  deliver 
up  to  each  other  recipro(»dly  any  person  except, 
as  regards  Great  Britain,  native  bom  and  nata- 
ralised  subjects  of  Her  Britannic  Majes^,  and 
except,  as  regards  Belgium,  those  who  are  by 
birth  or  who  may  have  become  citizens  of  Belflinm, 
who  being  accused  or  convicted  as  princip2|i  cr 
accessories  before  the  fact,  of  any  oi  the  crimei 
hereinafter  specified,  committed  within  the  terri- 
tories of  the  requiring  party,  shall  be  foond  within 
the  territories  of  the  other  party."  Then  fonowi 
a  list  of  crimes  in  the  words  of  the  first  schedale 
of  the  Extradition  Act  1870. 

By  article  2  "  In  the  case  of  a  peracm  aooosed  (of 
a  crime  in  Belgium),  the  requisition  for  the  siD^ 
render  shall  be  made  to  Her  Britannic  Mqesty'i 
Principal  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  AiEvri 
by  the  minister  or  other  diplomatio  agent  of  Hii 
Majesty  the  King  of  the  Belgiaas,  aooompanied  faj 
Ik  watrasLVi  ol  bxt^a^  qc  other  eqaiyalent  jndkiil 
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auihoriaed  to  take  cognisance  of  the  acts  charged 
against  the  accused  in  Bel^um,  together  with 
duly  authenticated  depositions  or  statements 
taken  on  oath  before  such  jadge  or  magistrate, 
clearly  setting  forth  the  said  Acts,  and  containing 
a  description  of  the  person  claimed,  and  any  par- 
iicalars  which  may  seem  to  identify  him." 

This  treaty  was  ratified  on  the  29th  Ang.  1872. 
On  the  15th  Oct.  1872  an  order  of  Council  was 
made  by  which,  after  reciting  the  2nd  section  of 
the  Extradition  Act  1860,  and  the  above  treaty, 
"  Her  Majestjr,  hj  and  with  the  advice  of  her  Privy 
Ooancil,  and  in  virtue  of  the  authority  committed 
to  her  by  the  said  recited  Act,  doth  order,  and  it 
is  herel^  ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  28th 
Oct.  1872,  the  said  Act  shall  apply  in  the  case  of 
the  said  treatywith  the  King  of  the  Belgians." 

Sir  J.  B,  Kanlake,  Q.C.,  Dajf  Q.O.,  and  JB. 
F.  WUlianu,  supported  the  application  on  behalf 
of  the  said  Elise  Counhaye :  Such  complicity  in 
a  fraudulent  bankruptcy  as  this  is  alleged  to  be  is 
not  an  extradition  crime  under  the  statute  or  the 
Belgian  treaty.  Even  if  an  accessory  before  the 
fact  of  any  of  the  crimes  specified  in  the  schedule  to 
the  Act  could  be  liable  to  extradition,  as  provided 
bv  the  treaty  but  not  by  the  statute,  yet  as 
Madame  Counhaye  has  never  herself  been  a  bank- 
rapt,  what  she  is  charged  with  cannot  be  included 
in  the  description  of  "  crimes  by  bankrupts  against 
bankruptcy  law."  Further,  this  alleged  fraudulent 
bankruptcy  was  not  an  extradition  crime,  for  by 
sec.  26  it  must  be  what  constitutes  a  crime  in 
England.  Misdemeanors  of  fraudulent  debtors 
are  enumerated  in  sect.  11  of  the  Bebters'  Act  1869 
(32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62) ;  and  although  it  may  be  that 
the  husband's  proceedings  come  within  clause  5  of 
that  section,  there  is  no  evidence  to  connect  the 
purchase  of  these  bonds  with  the  fraudulent  remo- 
val of  his  property.  Next,  the  6th  section  of  the 
Extradition  Act  cannot  be  interpreted  to  apply  the 
Act  to  crimes  committed  before  the  Act  was 
passed.  The  period  with  respect  to  the  order  in 
ooancil  is  not  material,  but  criminal  statutes  can- 
not be  retrospective,  at  all  events  without  express 
words  to  that  effect.  Fugitive  criminals  were  not 
intended  to  include  persons  who  at  the  time  of  the 
Btatata  had  become  residents  in  this  country.  It 
appears  also  that  the  depositions  used  before  the 
magistrate  were  taken  upon  the  adjudication  in 
bankruptcy,  and  neither  concerning  the  compli- 
df  y  of  the  accused,  nor  in  her  presence.  [Black- 
BUBsr,  J. — Sect.  14,  merely  requires  depositions  to  be 
duly  authenticated ;  it  does  not  provide  for  their 
admissibility  according  toEnslish  law.l  That  sec- 
tion substitutes  documents  for  oral  evidence,  but 
it  does  not  make  depositions  valid  which  could  not 
be  otherwise  evidence.  The  warrant  of  arrest, 
too,  is  informal,  for  it  charges  the  accused  with  a 
crime  in  France  not  in  Belgium  ;  and  the  treaty, 
which  must  be  read  as  part  of  tne  statute,  requires 
the  same  judge  to  issue  the  warrant  and  take  the 
depositions. 

bL^CKBU&ir,  J.— We  will  relieve  the  Attorney- 
General  from  answering  all  the  objections  taken 
except  two,  viz.,  whether  the  accused,  not  being  a 
bankmpt  herself,  has  committed  an  extradition 
crime;  and  whether,  having  fled  before  the  Act 
was  ^  passed,  she  can  be  now  subject  to  its 
pronsioiis. 

The  AOarMy-Gmierdl  (Sir  J.  D.  Colerid^,  Q.C.) 
•ad  BiMPm  showed  caose  against  the  motion. — No 
doabt  the  Bnt  at  these  points  is  a,t  the  root  of  tbe 


matter,  for  unless  the  evidence  establishes  a  crime 
within  the  statute  the  accused  must  be  discharged. 
Although  accessories  before  the  Act  are  distinctly 
mentioned  in  the  treaty,  that  cannot,  of  course, 
extend  the  application  of  the  Act.  But  the  Legis- 
lature expressly  intended  that  the  list  of  crimes 
should  be  construed  according  to  law,  and  acce^* 
sories  before  the  fact  are  by  law  liable  equally  with 
the  principals.  That  accessories  are  intended  to 
be  included  is  confirmed  by  the  omission  to  men* 
tion  anything  but  the  crimes  themselves  through- 
out the  list,  except  attempts  and  conspiracies, 
which  are  by  law  separate  and  distinct  crimes.  In 
the  same  way  that  the  law  implies  an  accessory 
before  a  murder  to  be  within  tne  list,  so  the  list 
may  be  interpreted  to  apply  to  a  person  in  com* 
plicity  with  a  bankrupt  in  a  fraudulent  bank- 
ruptcy. It  would  be  an  unreasonable  construc- 
tion to  limit  the  last  crimes  in  the  list  to  persons 
conspiring  at  sea  or  on  board  ship  to  commit  them ; 
yet  that  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  limita- 
tion of  complicity  in  fraudulent  bankruptcy  to 
persons  who  are  actually  bankrupts.  Unle&s  this 
crime  is  within  the  Act,  it  is  immaterial  to  argue 
as  to  the  time  when  the  Act  applies. 

Blackburn,  J. — No  doubt  if  there  should  be 
future  legislation  on  this  subject,  as  we  have  sug- 
gested on  another  occasion,  it  would  be  well  that 
the  Legislature  should  state  distinctly  whether  it 
is  intended  to  apply  extradition  to  crimes  com- 
mitted before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  as  well  as 
before  the  respective  Orders  in  Council.  But  I 
think  the  accused  in  this  case  should  be  dis« 
charged  from  custody  on  the  ground  which  has 
been  argued.  I  believe  we  are  all  agreed  that 
the  14th  section  makes  depositions  admissible  in 
evidence,  provided  they  are  duly  authenticated, 
without  regard  to  their  having  been  taken  in  the 
manner  required  by  oar  law.  AVliether  depositions 
are  taken  upon  the  investigation  of  the  particular 
charge  made  in  this  country,  or  whether  taken 
in  the  presence  of  the  accusea,  are  matters  which 
we  need  not  consider  as  affecting  the  admissibility 
of  the  documents.  I  believe  those  are  points  which 
are  seldom  or  never  considered  of  importance  in 
other  European  countries,  and  the  section  is,  I 
think,  satisfied  if  the  authentication  is  established. 
I  wish,  however,  to  guard  myself  from  being  sup- 
posed to  lay  down  that  a  magistrate  should  accept 
as  indisputable  all  that  is  deposed  against  a  person 
in  his  absence,  or  upon  a  cnarge  against  another 
person.  Such  a  dcpoHition  he  should  take,  of 
course,  with  qualification,  although  he  cannot 
refuse  to  admit  it.  Nor  do  I  think  that  the  magis- 
trate should  concern  himself  wiih  matters  of  pro- 
cedure required  by  a  treaty'  and  not  by  the  statute. 
Upon  the  real  question,  however,  in  this  case  I  am 
sorry  to  say,  the  application  must  be  granted.  Tlie 
Extradition  Act  does  not  include  in  the  fugitive 
criminals  of  whom  it  treats  those  who,  not  bank- 
rupts themselves,  are  guilty  of  complicity  in  the 
frauds  of  bankrupts.  I  ap-ee  with  the  Attorney- 
General  that  the  accessories  before  the  fact  of  the 
other  crimes  in  the  hst  would  be  as  liable  as  the 
principals ;  but  with  respect  to  fraudulent  bank- 
ruptcies, the  words  are  '*  crimes  by  bankrupts 
against  bankruptcy  law,"  and  they  can  only 
apply  to  actual  bankrupts.  Whether  this  was 
a  mistake  of  the  Legislature  or  not,  I  cannot 
say ;  it  is  conceWabVe  \.\\«X.  VXi  tdl«s  Vv;^  \ifcRSijL 
intended  to  make  a  ^SSLeteivs^  \fc\»^^wi  ^^^^ 
law  applicable  lo  \>auVc\]LV\.a  \XieTXias\^eA^  va.^  'woa^ 
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coDoemine  accomplices  in  their  fraud ;  but  what- 
ever was  uie  intention,  it  is  impossible  for  ns  to 
extend  the  application  of  the  Act  to  the  accused 
in  the  present  case,  in  the  &oe  of  these  words. 
We  must,  therefore,  hold  that  there  is  no  evidence 
against  her  of  an  extradition  crime,  and  the  rule 
for  her  discharge  must  be  made  absolute.  I  ex- 
press no  opinion  on  the  other  point,  as  to  whether 
the  Act  applies  to  crimes  committed  before  it  was 
passed,  beyond  this — I  think  it  so  doubtful,  that 
the  law  ought  to  be  amended  in  order  to  make 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  clear. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  words 
in  the  schedule  are  expressly  limited  to  crimes  by 
bankrupts  against  bankruptcy  law,  which  do  not 
tndude  the  p)re8ent  case.  Accessories  before  the 
fact  in  other  crimes  are,  I  think,  provided  for.  I 
agree  with  my  brother  Blackburn  on  all  the  other 
points. 

Abchtbald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
accused  woman  is  not  a  bankrupt,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  treated  as  guilty  of  an  extradition  crime. 

Bule  absolute. 

Attorneys  for  applicant.  Ingle,  Cooper,  and 
Hohn€8. 

Attorney  for  the  Crown,  Solicitor  of  the  Trea- 
9ury,  

Monday,  May  26, 1873. 
Beg.  v.  Harrald. 

Municipai  election — Two  wards — First  vote — 5  ^  6 

WilL  4  c.  76,  sect,  44. 

If  a  hwrgess,  rated  and  enrolled  in  respect  of  dis' 
tinct  premises  in  two  or  more  wards  in  the  same 
borough,  vote  in  more  wards  than  one  at  a 
municipal  election,  the  vote  which  he  gives  first 
is  valid,  although  his  subsequent  votes  in  other 
wards  are  not. 

This  was  a  writ  of  quo  warranto  tried  at  the  last 
summer  assizes  at  Durham  before  Wiiles,  J.  The 
defendant  was  the  successful  candidate  on  the 
return  of  members  to  the  Sunderland  town  council 
for  the  ward  of  Sunderland — the  borough  consist- 
ing of  two  wards,  the  Sunderland  Ward  and  the 
Bishop's  Wearmouth  Ward.  The  defendant  was 
returned,  according  to  the  determination  of  the 
trial,  by  a  majoritv  of  one  over  the  relator,  who 
was  the  other  candidate.  One  of  the  votes  in  the 
defendant's  favour  was  that  of  William  Cockbum, 
who  was  duly  rated  for  premises  in  both  the  said 
wards,  and  was  enrolled  on  the  registers  of  both 
wards.  It  appeared  that  on  the  day  of  election  he 
voted  in  both  ward?,  but  he  stated  in  evidence 
that  he  voted  for  the  defendant  in  the  Sunderland 
ward  before  he  voted  in  the  Bishop's  Wearmouth 
ward.  The  judge  directed  the  jury  that  tMs  was  a 
good  vote  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  11th  Nov.  last  Herschell,  Q.O.,  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  before  Cockbum,  C.J.,  Blackburn, 
Mellor,  and  Quain,  JJ.,  to  set  aside  the  verdiot  for 
the  defendant,  and  for  a  new  trial,  on  account  of 
the  learned  judo's  misdirection  with  respect  to 
this  vote  of  William  Cockbum. 

By  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  44,  "  if  a  burgess  be 
rated  in  respect  of  distinct  premises  in  two  or 
more  wards,  ne  shall  be  entitled  to  be  enrolled  and 
to  vote  in  such  one  of  the  wards  as  he  shall  select, 
bat  not  in  more  than  one." 
Crompton  and  Oarr  showed  cause. — In  Reg,  v. 
TuffweU(L.  Bep.  3  Q,B.  704,  713),  a  burgess  ^waa 


enrolled  in  this  way  for  two  wards ;  it  was  held 
that  a  "  burgess  is  not  bound  voluntarily  to  select 
before  the  election,  and  by  voting  "  he  made  his 
selection.  Although  the  second  vote  given  in  the 
other  ward  was  void,  this  which  was  the  first  given 
on  this  day  was  clearlygood. 

Herscheu,  Q.C.  and  Hugh  Shield,  supported  the 
rule. — Selection  must  be  an  act  of  the  mind;  and 
although  voting  for  one  particular  ward  is  evi- 
dence, as  was  held  in  Beg,  v.  TugweU,  of  a  selection 
of  that  ward,  voting  for  two  wards  is  evidence  that 
the  burgess  made  no  selection  at  all.  [Quaiv.  J. — 
If  he  knew  the  law,  his  act  of  voting  the  first 
time  must  be  taken  to  be  his  selection.  J  There  is 
no  reason  why  he  should  be  presumed  to  have 
known  tlie  law.  [Blackbvbk,  J. — Even  if  we  do 
not  presume  his  knowledge,  we  must  interpret  his 
intention  by  what  is  the  law.]  Judging  from  his 
acts,  his  intention  was  to  vote  in  both  wards,  in 
which  case  he  made  no  selection.  [Blackbubx,  J. 
— '*  If  a  man,  who  has  election  to  have  a  fee  in  one 
acre  or  another,  makes  a  feoffment  of  one  of  themi 
this  determines  his  election :"  (Com.  Dig.  **  Elec- 
tion," c.  1.)  And  "  if  a  man  once  determines  his 
election,  it  shall  be  determined  for  ever ;  as  if  an 
obligation  delivered  to  the  use  of  A.  be  refused 
when  he  is  first  informed  of  it,  he  cannot  aftei^ 
wards  accept  it."    lb,  c.  2.] 

Blackburn,  J. — I  think  we  must  discharge  this 
rule,  and  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  now  it 
came  to  be  granted.  I  think  the  man  had  a  right 
to  select  at  the  time  of  voting  for  which  ward  be 
would  vote,  and  I  think  that  after  voting  once  his 
subsc(]^uent  vote%as  void.  But  I  do  not  think  that 
by  votmg  a  second  time  in  the  other  ward  he  made 
his  first  vote  invalid. 

Quain,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  see  no 
reason  why  the  second  vote  should  make  this  other 
bad. 

Bule  discharged, 

V.C.  WICKBN8'  COXTST. 

Reported  by  Edwakd  Wivblow  and  Hxvet  Godkvboi,  Eeqf&a 

Barriater8.at>Law. 


\ 


Thursday,  June  12, 1873. 

Corporation  op  Wrexham  v,  Taxpus. 

WUl — Construction — Charitable  gift, 
A  bequest  to  the  mayor  and  corporation  of  Wrexham 
of  a  **  sum  of  lOOOl.  to  be  spent  and  applied  in  the 
discretion  of  the  said  mayor  and  corporation  for 
the  use  or  benefit  of  the  said  borough  town,  or  ih$ 
inhabitants  thereof,  or  of  the  institution*  in  the 
said  borough," 
Held,  to  be  a  good  cha/ritable  gift. 
This  was  an  administration  suit.    The  facta  were 
these : — 

Greorge  Edwards,  who  resided  and  was  domiciled 
in  Australia,  by  his  will  dated  21st  Nov.  1861, 
gave  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  the  description  of  the 
mayor  and  corporation  of  the  borough  of  Wrexham, 
Wales,  a  legacy  of  lOOOZ.  to  be  spent  and  applied 
in  the  discretion  of  the  said  mayor  and  corporation 
in  the  best  way  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said 
borough  town,  or  of  the  inhabitants  thereof,  or  of 
the  institutions  in  the  same  borouffh.  The  testa- 
tor then  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  N. 
Chadwick  absolutely,  and  appointed  him  his  sole 
executor. 

The  testator  died  in  1862  possessed  of  persoiisl 
property  m  England,  but  his  will  was  proved  ia 
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N.  Ghadwiok  died  in  1864,  having  appjointed  J. 
B.  Bennett  in  Australia  exeontor  of  his  will. 

Letters  of  administration  with  the  will  of  George 
Edwards  annexed  were  granted  to  the  defendant 
Tamplin  for  ihe  use  ana  benefit  of  Bennett,  and 
letters  of  administration  of  the  estate  of  N.  Chad- 
wick  in  England,  with  his  will  annexed,  were  also 
granted  to  defendant  as  the  attorney  of  Bennett, 
and  for  his  use  and  benefit. 

The  case  now  came  on  for  further  consideration 
upon  a  question  as  to  whether  the  gift  to  the  cor- 
poration was  a  good  charitable  gift. 

Cheene,  Q.C.  and  Freeling  for  the  plaintiffs  con- 
tended that  according  to  the  authorities  the  gift 
was  good.    They  citica 

Attorney'06n9ral  ▼.  Lord  Lonsdale,  1  Sim.  105 ; 

Nightingale  t.  OouUmm,  5  Hare,  484 ; 

Whteker  t.  Hume,  7  H.  L.  Cat.  124;  31  L.T.  B«p. 

819; 
Dolan  T.  Maedermoit,  L.  Bep.  Eq.  00 ;  L.  Bep.  8  C9i. 

876; 
Mit/ord  T.  Bejmolds,  1  Phil.  185. 

BrUtawe,  Q.G.  and  8,  DicMnaon  for  the  de- 
fendant argued  that  the  cases  referred  to  had  no 
application.  In  all  of  them  the  gift  was  either  to 
a  public  institution  or  for  some  charitable  purpose. 
But  here  there  was  nothing  to  limit  the  woni  in- 
stitutions to  public  institutions,  and  it  was  in  the 
power  of  the  corporation  to  apply  the  legacy  for 
purposes  which  could  not  be  consiaered  charitable. 
The  case  came  within  Morice  v.  Biakov  of  Durham 
(9  Yes.  399 ;  10  Yes.  522) ;  and  James  v.  AUen 
(3  Mer.  17),  and  that  class  of  authorities. 

The  Yice-Ohancellor. — This  is  a  gift  to  a  cor- 
porate body,  who  are  the  trustees  ot  the  funds 
of  the  borough  of  Wrexham.  The  testator  in 
making  the  beouest  has  directed  that  it  should 
be  ap^ied  in  tne  discretion  of  the  corporation 
"  in  the  best  way  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
borough  town,  or  of  the  inhabitants  thereof, 'or  of 
the  institutions  in  the  said  borough."  It  has  been 
contended  that  the  word  institutions  is  vague,  and 
may  include  private  institutions,  and  tnat  the 
mon^  may  be  applied  for  purposes  other  than 
charitable ;  but  to  hold  so,  having  regard  to  the 
context,  would  be  to  do  what  is  deprecated  by 
Lord  Cairns  in  DoUm  v.  Macdermott  (aup.).  The 
practical  rule  in  these  cases  is  to  take  tne  words 
and  context  together,  and  then  to  say  whether 
upon  the  fair  and  natural  construction  all  the  pur- 
poaes  can  be  considered  charitable  or  public.  The 
word  "  institutions  "  applies  not  merely  to  clubs, 
co-operative  stores,  or  .similar  institutions,  insti- 
tuted for  a  particular  class  of  inhabitants,  but  to 
public  institutions,  and  in  that  sense  I  consider  it 
18  meant  in  this  case.  Under  these  circumstances 
I  hold  that  the  ^ft  is  good. 

Solicitors,  WrBaimcmdi,  for  J.  James,  Wrexham ; 
TampUn,  Taylor,  and  Joseph. 


OOVBT  or  QTJEBVS  BEVOK. 

Beportad  by  J.  Shobtt  md  M.  W.  McXbllae,  Etqn. 


Bakurda/if,  May  31, 1873. 
Bie.  9.  Thb  Ohbshibb  Lnnss  Oomkittee. 

Special  oonttahlee— Order  for  payment  of  eaopenses 
-^Wheiher  order  can  he  made  ex  parte. 

1  ir2  WUL  4b  0.  41,  $,  1,  enables  two  nuiioes,  on  it 
bemgmade  to  appear  to  them,  upon  Ae  oath  of  any 
croMde  wOneee  ikai  any  iumM,  riat,  or  felony 
ha9  taken  fflaog,  or  may  be  reasonably  appre" 

Mam.  CUa.-'Yau  YIIL 


hended  in  any  parish,  township,  or  place  situate 
within  the  ditnsion  or  limits  for  which  they  ueuaUy 
ad,  Sfc,  to  appoint  special  constables, 
1^2  Ftc<.  c.  bO,  s.  1,  empowers  the  justices,  on 
being  satisfied  on    the    oath  of  three  or   more 
credible  witnesses  that  the  appointment  of  special 
constables  has  been  occasioned  by  the  behamowr, 
or  by  reasonable  apprehension  of  the  behaviour  of 
the  persons  employed  upon  any  railway,  ca/nal,  or 
public  work  carried  on  under  the  cHuthority  qf 
parliament  within  the  district  for   which   the 
justices  usuaUy  act,  to  make  orders  upon  the 
treasurer  or  other  officer  who  has  the  control  of 
the  funds  of  the  railway  or  other  com/parvy,  for 
the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  special  con- 
stabtes  so  appointed. 
Justices  ha/i>ing,  under  the  provisions  of  the  above 
Acts,  appointed  a  special  constable  ex  parte,  and 
also,  ex  parte,  maae  an  order  uvon  a  railway 
company  for  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  tJis 
appointment: 
Held,  that  though  the  appointmsnt  of  a  special  con- 
stable  might  be  made  by  the  justices  ex  parte,  an 
order  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  appointment 
could  not  be  made  upon  the  railway  company 
without  previously  giving  the  company  an  oppor- 
tunity of  being  heard  against  it ;  and  thai  the 
order  to  pay  made  ex  parte  was  therefore  bad. 
In  this  case,  HoUeer,  Q.C.  had  obtained  a  rule  call- 
ing upon  the  prosecutors  to  show  cause  why  a 
certain  order  under  the  hands  of  John  Higson 
Haves  and  Edward  Abbott  Wright,  Esquires,  two 
of  her  Majes^'s  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for 
the  county  of  Chester,  dated  the  6th  July  1872, 
whereby  Joseph  Hume  was  nominated  and  ap- 
pointed a  special  constable  for  the  township  of 
Barron,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  should  not  be 
ouashed  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  notice  of 
Uie  application  for  such  order  given  to  the  Cheshire 
Lines  Committee,  and  no  opportunitv  afforded  to 
the  committee  to  resist  the  making  of  such  order, 
or  to  show  that  such  order  should  not  be  made, 
and  that  the  said  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  said  order. 

Another  rule  had  also  been  obtained  by  Holker^ 
Q.C.  calling  on  the  prosecutors  to  show  cause  why 
ceitain  order  under  the  hands  and  seals  oif 


a 


Samuel  Woodhouse  and  John  Higson  Hayes, 
Esquires,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Chester,  dated 
the  29th  July  1872,  ordering  the  defendants, 
the  Cheshire  Lines  Committee,  to  pay  to 
Joseph  Hume  the  sum  of  3L  9s,  id,  for  serving  as 
special  constable,  should  not  be  quashed,  on  the 
ground  that  the  said  committee  had  no  notice  of 
the  application  for  such  order,  and  no  opportunity 
of  showing  cause  against  the  making  thereof,  and 
also  on  the  ground  that  such  order  was  not  made 
on  the  treasurer  or  other  officer  of  the  committee 
having  control  of  the  funds  of  the  committee,  and 
on  the  pp*ounds  that  the  said  justices  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  said  order. 

It  appeared  that  on  the  6th  July  1872,  three 
persons  named  respectively  Qeorge  Okell,  Joseph 
Jackson,  and  Henry  Beswick,  all  of  the  township  of 
Burron,  in  the  division  of  Eddisbury,  in  the  county 
of  Chester,  made  oath  before  two  of  the  justices  for 
that  county,  that  a  tumult  and  riot  might  reasoa- 
ably  be  apprehended  m  \iVi^  wbas^  \Ar9ixi<^v^  ^ 
Barron,  mud  HoaX,  t\i«  otdvoarj  ootA'uacX^  w^^v«^«^ 

fiw  iiretervina  tJb»  v«"*» '^  ^^  ^•^^^^^ 

not  8DflU»m1»  m  xmm^wt  lot  \SQft  ^pwwsw^tosscL  » 
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IDtTof 

I  Lord 


the  peace  or  for  tbe  protection  of  the  inhabitants 
and  the  secnrity  of  property  in  the  said  townahip. 
Thereupon  the  two  jnaticea  made  the  foUoning 

Wliereas,  it!  hath  been  m«ds  to  appeal  to  ni,  the  an- 
denigiied,  t<ro  of  H«t  Maj<»t7'H}nBtiae>  of  the  peace  for 
tiie  eud  oonntf  ot  Cheater,  acting  in  and  for  the  diTision 
of  Eddiabni;  in  the  eamo  oonnty,  upon  the  nspeotiTe 
oaUii  of  Oeorge  Okell,  Joieph  Jai^eon,  and  Beur^  B«l- 
wiok,  all  of  the  township  of  Buron,  in  tbe  laid  dmaion 
of  EddishmTiEOntleiDBn,  ondible  witneaeee  in  that  behalf, 
that  a  tatnut  and  riot  may  naaonably  be  apprehended 
in  the  eaid  towiuhip.  Now  we,  the  uid  jnatioee,  being  of 
opinion  that  the  oHinan  offleera  appointed  for  preeeiT- 
ing  the  peaoe  in  the  aaid  townahip  are  not  aaffioient  for 
the  preaervation  of  the  peaoe  thrimin,  and  for  the  pio- 
tectioB  of  the  ichabiljuita,  unl  tho  eet  arit?  of  the  pio- 
pert;  in  the  wid  tawnihip.  do  b;  thu  p'eoept  in  writing 
undet  onr  hands,  in  paiBDuioe  of  the  Act  of  tbe  let  and 
2nd  years  of  the  raign  of  Hia  late  Majeaty.  King  WUliam 
IV.  entitoled  "  An  Act  for  amcndiiic>'  the  laws  relatiTs  to 
the  appointment  ot  apeoial  oonatablea,  and  for  the  better 

Keerration'ot  the  peaoe,"  nominate  and  app<rint  Joeeph 
metoaotae  apedal  oonatable  for  the  preaerTatdon  of  the 
pnhlio  peace,  and  for  the  protection  of  inbabitante,  and  tbe 
■ecority  of  the  property  within  the  eaid  townlhip,  for  tbe 
period  of  twelre  calendar  montha  from  the  day  of  tbe 
ante  hereof. 

Qiren  under  onr  handa  at  Frodeaham,  in  the 
Cheater,  Qua  flUi  day  ot  Jnly,  in  the  year  of 
1S7B.  J.  H.  Hatbb. 

E.  Abbopt  Vbioht. 
Snbseqnentlr,  on  tbe  29th  Jnlj  1872,  tbe  fol- 
lowing order  was  made  upon  tbe  Cheahbv  Lines 
Committee  :— 

County  ofChnlar  to  ioi(.— Whoraaa,  on  the  6th  day  ot 
Jnly  inatut,  John  Hinon  Bayea  and  Edward  Abbott 
Wnght,  Eaqra.twoof  Her  Maieatyajnatioeaot  the  peaoe 
in  and  for  the  oonnty  of  Cheater,  naoally  aoting  for  the 
diTiaion  ot  Eddiahnry,  in  the  aama  oonnty,  in  wbioh 
dirision  the  townahip  ot  Banon,  in  the  neighbonrhood 
of  the  works  of  the  Chester  and  Went  Cheahire  Jnno- 
taon  Bailwsy,  then  and  now  in  progreea,  is  aitoate,  did, 
in  pnrananoB  of  an  Act  msde  and  paaaed  in  the  seaaion 
of  Farliament,  held  in  the  firat  and  aecond  years  of  the 
reign  ot  hia  lata  Majeaty  Williun  lY.  intitoled  "  An  Aot 
for  amending  the  laws  relatiTe  to  the  appointment  at 
■peoial  oonstables,  and  for  the  better  preaervation  of  the 
peaoe,"  by  preoept  in  writing,  nnder  their  handa,  nomi- 
nate and  appoint  Joseph  Hume  to  aot  aa  a  apeoial  oonata- 
ble,  forthe  aaid  townahip  of  Barron,  in  the  neighbonr. 
hood  of  the  aaid  worka,  for  the  preaenration  of  the  pab- 
lio  peace,  and  tor  the  protection  of  the  inhabitants,  and 
■eenrity  of  the  property  within  the  same,  tor  the  period 
of  twslTe  calendar  montba  from  the  day  of  tbe  date 
thereof.     And  whereas  the  oath  in  snob  caee  made  and 

C Tided  was,  on  the  day  aforesaid,  duly  adminiatered 
ths  JaatioeB  aforesaid  to  the  aaid  Joseph  Hume,  and 
he  aooordingly  took  ni>onhimaelt  ths  eieoctiou  ot  the  aaid 
offloe.  And  whereas,  it  hath  been  made  to  appear  to  aa, 
Bamnel  Woodhoose  and  John  Higson  Hayes,  Esqrs.  two 
of  Her  Majesty's  joaticeB  of  the  peaoe,  in  and  for  the 
oonnty  aforesaid,  asnally  acting  for  the  dirision 
aforesaid,  on  tbe  oath  of  three  credible  witnesses, 
to  wit,  Oeorga  Okell,  Joseph  Jackson,  and  Henry  Bea. 
wick,  that  the  appointment  ot  tbe  said  special  constables 
•B  aforesaid  was  occasioned  by  the  behaTiDor  and  by 
reasonable  apprehension  of  the  bahaTionr  of  petsona 
empkiyed  upon  the  aaid  railway  worka.  Now  we,  the 
jnaiiosB  laat  above  mentioned,  having  doly  eiamined  into 
the  prenusea,  do  hereby.  In  pnrsnanoe  of  an  Act  made 
and  passed  in  ths  session  of  ^hxliament  hsld  in  ths  first 
and  second  yean  of  the  raga  ot  her  present  Hajesty, 
intitnled  "  An  Aot  for  tbe  payment  of  constables  for 
keeping  tbe  peaoe  near  pnblio  works,"  order  yon  the  said 
Cbethire  Unea  Coounittee,  baring  the  ooutrol  or  custody 
ofthetnndsfor  making  and  canruuronthe  saidche^ire 
and  West  Cheahire  Jonction  Bailway,  to  pay  the  said 
m  of  jBS  9a.  Id.  for  the  trouble,  loss 


Joseph  Hnme  the  anm  ol 


to  tbiM  diy,  tba  ai 


Fom  the  f«id  8th  day  ot  July  instuit, 
M  beinff  snoh  MMonable  aUowanMloE 
— ^r— -  —  ""»*.  the  said  jnatioM,  aesma  prop«T. 
arrm  oBdar  onr  bands  and  seala  at  the  Abbey  iimi 


Inn,  in  Oakmere.is  the  dixiiion  and  ooanty  aforwald 
this  29th  day  ot  Joly  1B79.  8.  Woonnovn  (L&i 

3.  H.  Hath  (1.8.) 

Id  support  of  the  rule  to  qnasb  these  ardan  ef 
bbe  instices,  several  affidavits  were  filed  on  bdialf 
of  the  Cheshire  Lines  Committee.  The  affidavit 
of  Edward  Rohb,  secretary  of  the  committee,  stated 
that  bv,  or  by  the  authority  of  "  Tbe  Cheahire 
Lines  Transfer  Act  1865,"  tbe  andertaking  of  tbe 
West  Cheshire  Bailway  Company  was  tnnafeTred 
to,  or  ia  now  vested  iu  the  Manchester,  Sheffield, 
and  Lincolnshire  Railway  Company,  tbe  Qreat 
N'ortbem  Biuiiray  Compacy,  and  the  Midland 
Kailwiij  O'ooiiHiny,  and  tbe  JiiMotion  and  manam- 
munt  ol  ibe  uudeitiikiiig,  and  the  control  c^  the 
funds  and  revenue  thereof  is  bIbo  by  virtne  of  tbe 
same  Act  now  vested  in  a  committee  appointed  by 
the  three  last  named  companies,  such  committee 
being  caJ led  the  Cheahire  Lines  Committaei  and 
bv  the  same  Act  the  West  Cheshire  Bailway 
Company  was  dissolved.  Ibat  certain  works  are 
in  the  course  of  construction  by  the  contracton 
for  tho  said  committee  in  the  division  of  Eddisbaiy, 
in  the  coonty  of  Chester.  That  on  or  about  the 
31st  of  August  last,  tbe  order  of  tbe  justices  (/ 
Bddisbnry  was  served  upon  him  (the  secretaiy); 
that  he  is  not  the  treasurer  or  officer  having  the 
control  or  custody  of  the  funds  of  the  Weat 
Cheshire  Railway  Company,  or  of  the  aaid  com- 
mittee, and  that  there  is  no  person  having  aodx 
custody  or  control,  other  than  tho  bankers  of  the 
said  committee,  who  hold  funds  or  other  monus 
of  the  said  committee  to  tbe  aooonnt  of  tbe  sud 
committee ;  that  his  duties  as  secretory  are  to  aot 
opon  and  carry  out  the  directions  from  time  to 
time  of  the  committee,  to  convene  and  attend 
their  meetings,  to  record  and  ent«r  minutas  of  ths 
transactions  and  proceedings  of  the  committee,  to 
take  cognizance  of  all  facts  and  circumstances 
iximiug  within  his  knowledge  which  affect  tw 
concern  the  committee  and  the  undertakings  ths 
direction  or  management  whereof  is  vested  in 
them,  and  report  thereon  to  the  committee,  to 
report  to  the  committee  from  time  to  time  what 
occasion  or  neceasity  requires,  any  matters  which 
involve  the  disposition,  payment,  or  disburaament 
of  their  funds  or  moneys  on  account  of  the  said 
undertakings,  and  to  procure  oheques  and  orden 
Irom  tbe  committee  for  the  payment  or  diachaige 
of  any  moneys  or  accoants  required  to  be  paid  or 
discharged  by  the  committee  in  respect  of  tbe 
said  undertakings,  and  to  act  generally  as  tbe 
medium  of  communication  between  the  committes 
and  third  parties ;  that  previous  to  tbe  aaid  Slit 
Aug.  neithfr  he  (the  secretary)  nor  tbe  committee 
hadany  notice  or  knowledge,  direct  or  indirect,  thit 
irny  tumult,  riot,  or  felony  of  the  peace  had  takia 
place  or  was  apprehended  on  any  part  of  tilt 
works  in  process  of  construction  nnder  the  an- 
thority  of  the  committee  in  the  said  divisian,  ntr 
of  the  precept  in  writing  dated  the  6th  July  18^ 
referrM  to  in  tbe  said  order,  nor  of  uiy  of  tb 
proceedings  relative  to  the  applicati<Mi  for  it 
the  obtaining  of  the  said  preoept;  that  ftomw* 
quiries  which  have  been  made  since  the  21it  Aug. 
the  committee  have  ascertuned,  and  be  it  in- 
formed and  believes,  that  no  tumult,  riot,  or  biaaj 
has  token  place,  or  was  reasonably  apprebended  » 
or  before  the  day  on  which  the  appmatmeoil  »■ 
ientd.  to  m  tbe  justices' order  was  made^  at  or  upoD 
[  ot  ueeX  to  \X\Q  «aA&  ^tt^,  or  \s3  Ttaaaa  at  tbt 
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Qommittee  thereon;  thftt  it  does  not  appear  by 
ftnj  of  the  aud  orders  of  the  juBtii»9  that  any 
tamnlt,  riot,  or  felonj  has  taken  place  in  any 
place  within  the  said  diviBion,  or  was  reasonably 
apprehended,  or  that  the  ordinary  officera  were 
not  enfficient  for  the  preaerration  of  the  peace 
within  the  eaid  division ;  that  the  said  order  and 
the  precept  therein  referred  to  are  reapectively 
bad  la  that  they  ehow  respectively  no  junsdiction 
in  the  respective  insticea  to  make  the  same,  and 
the  said  onler  is  aUo  bad,  becanse  it  is  not  made 
apon  the  treasurer  or  other  officer  of  the  com- 
mittee having  the  control  or  custody  of  the  funds 
of  the  committee,  and  is  not  binding  because  all 
the  proceedings  taken  with  respect  to  the  same 
were  taken  behind  the  backs  of  tne  committee. 

Similar  affidavits  were  filed  by  other  offioials  of 
the  Cheshire  Lines  Committee. 

The  prosecutor's  points  for  argument  were, 
that  the  appointment  of  Joseph  Hume  as  a 
special  constable  by  the  order  of  the  6th  July 
1872,  was  made  stnctly  according  to  the  provi- 
■iona  of  the  statnte  1^2  Will,  4,  c.  41,  and  that 
no  prior  notice  wsa  necessary  to  be  given  to  any 
penon  or  persons  whomsoever  of  the  application 
to  the  jOBticee  for  each  order,  as  in  many  coses 
the  nrgenqy  of  the  occasion  may  preclude  the 
giving  of  any  snch  notice,  and  there  may  be  no 
oertainty  as  to  the  partionlar  person  or  persons  to 
whom  snch  notice  snonld  be  given ;  that  the  statute 
1  A  2  Will.  4,  c.  41,  is  to  be  construed  and  acted 
upon  without  reference  to  the  statnte  1  dt  2  Vict. 
o.  80 ;  that  the  order  of  the  2^h  July  1872  \re,a 
made  strictly  according  to  the  provisionR  of  statute 
1  A  2  Vict.  o.  SOj  that  no  prior  notice  of  the 
application  to  the  justices  under  this  Act  is  re- 
anired  by  the  Airt,  and  that  the  justices  had  jans- 
diction  to  make  an  order  nnder  this  Act  without 


...  .    __   __    :  having   the 

omtrol  or  custody  of  the  funds  of  the  incorporated 
oompany,  but  that  snch  control  and  custody  are  in 
the  Gheehire  Lines  Committee,  who  are  the  officers 
havina  saoh  control  and  oustody  within  the  mean- 
ing (d  the  statute  1  <fc  2  Vict.  c.  80,  and  that  an 
order  on  the  committee  was  rightly  served  upon 
tlieir  eecretaiy.  Defendant's  pomts  were,  that  the 
Older  of  the  6th  of  July  should  be  quashed  on  the 
gronnd  that  the  parties  affected  by  it  never  had 
■ny  notice  of  this  application  to  appoint  a  special 
constable,  nor  that  there  was  any  reason  at  all  to 
wprehend  any  riot  or  tumult,  and  that  in  fact 
tMre  never  was  any  reasonable  apprehension  of  a 
riot  or  tnmult,  and  that  it  does  not  appear  that 
Um  jnstiGeB  who  made  the  order  took  any  steps  to 
teat  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses,  and  that, 
in  fhot,  th^  did  not  do  so ;  that  the  order  of  the 
29th  July  1872  should  be  onashed  on  the  grounds 
that  the  parties  against  whom  the  s^d  order  was 
made,  or  who  were  afiected  thereby,  had  no  notice 
at  anr  time  that  any  application  for  such  order 
woold  or  was  about  to  be  made,  nor  of  the  appli- 
cation to  the  Secretary  of  State  with  respect  to 
the  aaid  order,  nor  of  any  of  the  proceedings  with 
re(arenc«  thereto,  and  tliat  Bdward  Itosa  was  not 
the  proper  person  npon  whom  the  order  should 
hkTa  been  mads. 


or  ma;  be  reanonably  apprehfoded  in  U17  pariah,  tom- 
■hip,  or  plaoa  aituate  iriLhin  the  diriiion  or  limits  tat 
which  the  said  rupeatiTe  iaaticea  naoallj  aot.  and  Bniji 
jnitioei  shall  be  of  opinion  thftC  tha  ordinu?  offioen  ap- 
pointed for  preurvin^  the  peaoe  are  not  inffioient  for 
the  preaerration  of  the  peaoe.  and  for  the  protection  of 
the  mhabitanta  and  tbe  aeanrit;  of  the  property  in  naj 
■noh  parish,  townihip  or  place  aa  aforaaaid,  then  and  n 
ever;  snob  oaae  anoh  jnatioea,  or  an;  two  or  mora  jaitioe* 
aotiiig  for  the  aame  division  or  limits,  are  hareb;  an- 
thoriaed  to  nominate  and  appoint  b;  precept  in  writing 
under  their  hands,  so  nuuiy  as  tbey  shall  think  fit  « 
the  bonaebolden  or  other  persona  (not  lesally  exempt 
from  serving  the   office  of  conatable)  Teaimne  in  snch 

Kriah,  towuahip,  or  place  a>  aforeasid,  or  in  Uie  neigh- 
Dxhood  thereof,  to  act  aa  apeolBl  oonatables  for  snoh 
time  and  jn  snoh  manner  as  to  the  aaid  iuatioea  respeo- 
tivel;  shall  seem  fit  and  neoeaaar; ,  for  the  preservation 
of  the  pnblia  peaoe,  and  for  tbs  protection  of  the  inhabl> 
tanta,  and  the  aecnrit;  of  the  property  in  snoh  parish, 
towuabip,  or  place;  and  the  jnaboes  of  the  peaoa  who 
shall  appoint  any  special  constable  by  virtue  of  this  Act, 
or  any  one  of  them,  or  any  other  jnatioe  of  the  peace 
acting  for  the  same  division  or  limits,  are  and  is  hereby 
anthoriaed  to  administer  to  every  peraoo  ao  appointed 
the  fDllowing  oath,  Ao, ;  provided  alwaya,  that  whenever 
it  ahall  be  deemed  neoeasary  to  nominate  and  appoint 
anch  apeciaJ  oonatablea  aa  aforesaid ,  notice  of  anoh  nomi- 
nation and  appointment,  and  of  the  cironmatanoea  whioh 
have  recdered  anch  aomination  and  eppointmenC  eipa- 
dient,  shall  be  forthwith  transmitted  by  the  jnstioea 
making  snoh  nominatian  and  appointment  to  one  of  hia 
Majea^'s  principal  Bsoretariei  of  Stata,  and  to  the 
liontenant  of  the  oonnty." 

Aa  to  the  payment  of  the  expenses  oaoaed  by  auoh 
appointment,  1  A  2  Vict.  0.  SO,  a.  1,  after  reciting  that 
'•great  miachieta  have  arisen  by  the  outi»geoua  and  nn- 
lawfal  behavionr  of  laboarers  and  others  employed  on 
railroads,  canals,  and  other  pablio  works,  by  reason 
whereof  the  appointment  of  special  constables  is  often 
necessary  for  keeping  the  peace,  and  for  the  protection 
of  the  Inhabitants  and  secorityof  the  property  in  the 
neighbourhood  o[  aooh  public  works,  whereby  groat  e»- 
penaea  have  been  oaat  upon  the  public  ratoe  of  coantlea 
and  other  diatriots  chargeable  with  such  expenses," 
enaota  "  that  after  the  paaging  of  this  Act.  whenever 
aoy  special  constables  ahaJl  be  appointed,  under  the  aa- 
tbority  of  an  Acl  paaaed  in  the  second  year  of  the  reign 
of  hislate  Majesty,  i,c.  and  it  ahall  be  made  to  appear  to 
any  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peaoe  of  any  ooun^, 
riifing,  or  division  having  a  separate  commission  of  the 
peaoe,  or  of  any  liberty,  franchise,  city,  town  or  borough, 
in  England  or  Wales,  on  the  oath  of  throe  or  more  credi- 
ble witnesses,  that  the  appointment  of  anoh  speoial 
constables  has  been  ocoaaioned  by  the  behaviour  or  by 
reasonable  apprehension  of  the  beha  '         '  "  ~   ~ 

employed  upon  any  n 
made  or  carried  on 

within  the  district  or  division  for  whu  _ .  . 
Qsnally  aot,  it  shall  be  lawful  tor  each  jostieea  as  afore- 
said, at  any  time,  not  eiceeding  one  calendar  month 
next  after  anch  appointmsnt,  to  make  orders  from  tinM 
to  time  npon  the  treaaarer  or  other  officer  who  shaQ 
have  tha  control  or  custody  of  tbe  funds  of  any  oompauj 
making  or  carrying  on  snch  railroad,  canal,  or  other 
public  work,  for  the  payment  of  snch  reasonable  allow- 
anoas  for  their  tconble,  loss  of  time,  and  expenses  to 
snch  special  constables  who  shall  hare  so  served  or  be 
then  serving  as  to  the  said  jastiDeB  shall  aeem  proper ; 
and  a  oopy  of  any  such  order  ahall  be  aent  t>r  the  }nBtiaei 
to  one  of  her  Majesty's  Secretariea  of  State  shall  be 
be  binding  on  such  company,  and  on  every  anch  treaanrer 
and  offioer  thereof  ;  provided  always,  th^nothioc  herun 
contained  ahall  empower  an^  each  jaatioea  to  wdra  an^ 
allowance  for  any  auch  apeoial  constables  at  the  rate  M 
more  than  five  shillinga  daily  to  be  pidd  to  each  speoial 
oonatable  employed  for  the  pnrposee  Ktoreeaid." 

By  sect.  2  of  the  same  Act  tbe  Secretary  of 
State  may  reduce  esoeeaive  oidAniWA^^i  wft^-% 
the  amount  otdeied  s-iii  ei^ti'««&.  lOBi's  \»  -wwy^K^ 
by  distiMB  lewied  ttpoa  tba  fifxAa  •»&.  *«»»» 
b«lon^Dg  to  tiba  Q(nn.'pB&7- 
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M*hityre,  Q.G.,  showed  cause  against  the  rale, 
and  contended  that  the  first  order  made  by  the 
jastices,  that  appointinj^  the  special  constable,  was 
clearly  right,  there  being  nothing  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament  or  any  principle  of  law  prohibiting 
snch  an  appointment  being  made  ex  parte.  Where- 
ever  it  is  "  made  to  appear  "  to  two  iustices,  "  npon 
the  oath  of  any  credible  witness,  that  a  riot  or 
felony  has  taken  place  or  may  [reasonably  be 
apprehended,  the  justices  may  make  the  appoint- 
ment. 

Holker,  Q.C.  in  support  of  the  rule,  intimated 
that  he  would  not  contest  the  validity  of  the  first 
order. 

M*Iniyre,  Q.O.  in  continuation. — ^As  to  the  second 
order — made  by  the  justices  upon  the  Cheshire 
Lines  Committee  for  payment  of  the  expenses  of 
the  special  constable,  that  was  valid  without  notice 
of  the  intention  to  make  it,  or  auy  opportunity  of 
opposing  it  being  given  to  the  committee.  The 
justices  in  making  the  order,  acted  in  strict  pur- 
suance of  the  requisites  of  the  statute,  having 
been  satisfied  by  "  the  oath  of  three  or  more 
credible  witnesses  "  as  recited  in  the  order.  The 
statute  mentions  no  other  requisite;  and  it  is 
submitted  there  was  no  other  which  it  was  ne- 
cessary to  observe.  [BLACKBUR^r,  J. — It  will  be 
urged  a^inst  you  that  it  must  necessarily  be 
implied  m  such  a  case  that  the  party  against 
whom  the  order  is  made  must  previously  be  heard, 
it  being  one  of  the  first  principles  of  law  that  no 
one  can  be  condemned  to  pay  money  without 
having  an  opportunity  of  being  previously  heard.] 
The  Act  of  Parliament  expressly  mentioning  one 
requisite,  and  one  only,  it  is  submitted  that  no 
other  can  be  implied.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the 
justices  may  in  the  first  instance,  under  the  prior 
Act,  appoint  special  constables  without  giving 
notice  to  any  person.  [Quain,  J. — But  the  matter 
is  very  different  when  you  come  to  deal  with  the 
ixkteresta  of  individuals  and  order  them  to  pay 
money.]  The  statute  would  surely  have  contained 
some  provision  about  taking  out  a  summons  or 
giving  a  notice,  if  such  were  necessary.  There  is 
nothing  whatever  in  the  Act  to  show  that  such  a 
notice  should  be  given.  [Blackjbubn,  J. — There  is 
nothing  in  it  to  show  that  such  a  notice  should 
not  be  given ;  and  then,  does  not  the  general  rule 
of  law  apply  that  before  an  order  is  made  calling 
on  a  person  to  pay  mone^,  that  person  should 
have  an  opportunity  of  bemg  heard  P  Quain,  J. 
referred  to  the  language  of  Lord  Hobart  (Hob. 
Rep.  87),  that  "  even  an  Act  of  Parliament,  made 
against  natural  ecjuit^r,  as  to  make  a  man  judge 
in  his  own  cause,  is  void  in  itself,  for  jura  naturcB 
swnt  inscrutahUia,  and  they  are  leges  legiim, 
Blackburn,  J.  expressed  his  dissent  fh>m  this 
view  of  the  law,  and  referred  to  the  opiniongiven 
by  the  judges  in  the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Essex, 
temp.  Hen.  8.]  No  doubt  the  decisions  seem 
against  my  contention.  In  Painter  v.  The  Liver- 
pool Oil  Gas  Light  Company  (3  A.  &  El.  433),  it 
was  held  that  a  warrant  issued  by  a  justice,  for  the 
levy  by  distress  of  a  sum  due  to  the  Gas  Company, 
without  previously  summoning  and  hearing  the 
party  to  oe  distrained  upon,  was  illegal,  though 
a  summons  and  hearing  were  not  in  terms  re- 
G[uired  by  the  Act.  That  was  the  case  of  a  warrant 
issued,  and  ao  unlike  the  present.  [Blackbuhn,  J. 
— In  Broom'B  L^al  Maxims,  p.  113,  it  is  said; 
^-^^  P^ponUon  IB  more  olaarly  established  t^an 
tamt  'a  inao  otumot  inoor  the  loss  of  liberty  or 


property  for  an  offence  by  a  jvdienl  prooesdng 
until  he  has  had  a  flEdr  opportunity  of  answering 
the  charge  against  him,  unless,  indeed,  the  Legis- 
lature has  expressly  or  impliedly  ei ven  an  aatbofity 
to  act  without  that  necessary  prniminarT.'  *'    And 
that  I  take  to   be  very  clearly  the  law.     The 
question  then  is  whether  such  an  authority  can  be 
said  to  be  given  impliedly,  because  nothing  is 
said   in   the  Act   of  Paiiianeut  about    hearing 
the  partv.]    The  maxim  refers  to  a  sentence  for 
any  act  done  or  alleged  to  have  been  done  by  the 
party  condemned ;  but  the  present  is  not  m  case  ol 
that  sort.    The  order  is  here  made,  by  authority 
of  Parliament,  merely  on  the  ground  A  m  reaeon 
able  apprehension,  and  the  only  test  of  that  is  the 
oath  of  three  credible  witnesses.    [BLACESUur,  J. 
— It  is  the  railway  company  who  have  brought 
the  workmen  together,  ought  they  not  to  have  an 
opportunity  of  contesting  that  met  P    EUs  Lord- 
ship   referred    to  Be  Hammsrsmith    BenUharge^ 
(4  Ex.  87).]    If  the  order  for  payment  was  no4 
made  on  the  Cheshire  Lines  Committee,  the  pay- 
ment must  be  made  by  the  general  body  of  rate- 
payers ;  and  how  could  a  notice  be  given  to  the 
general  body  of  ratepayers?     [Quain,  J. — The 
enactment  in  the  3rd  section  for  the  reooyery  of 
the  amount  by  distress  "  in  all  cases  where  sudi 
treasurer,  or  other  officer  as  aforesaid,  shall  refuse 
or  neglect,  during  three  weeks  next  afler  demand 
thereof,  to  pay  such  sum  of  money  as  shall  have 
been  ordered  by  such  justices  and  allowed  by  the 
Secretary  of  State,**  seems  to  be  in  j^oor  fisvoor. 
This  looks  as  if  three  weeks  were  given  to  the 
party  after  the  making  of  the  order  to  appeal 
against  it  to  the  Secretary  of  State.]    That,  it 
is  submitted,  was  the  object  of  the  emactment. 
[Blackburn,  J. — That  would  throw  yerj  groat 
difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  party.  The  justioes  first 
decide  against  him  ex  parte ;  tlien  the  Secretary  o£ 
State  ex  parte  confirms  the  order  of  the  justioes; 
and  then  there  is  an  appeal  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  against  his  decision  already  made  allowing 
the  order.]    Possibly  the  three  weeks  are  given  to 
enable  the  party  i^inst  whom  the  order  is  mads  to 
come  before  the  justices  and  show  cause  against 
issuing  the  distress  warrant:  Bonaker  v.  Svams^ 
(16  Q.  B.  162),  will  also  be  relied  on  by  the  other 
side.    In  that  case,  under  1  J^  2  Vict.  o.  106»  s 
writ  of  sequestration  issued  from  the  Consistoiy 
Court  of  the  diocese  of  W.  reciting  that  the  bishop 
had  issued  a  monition  ordering  the  vioar  of  \hs 
vicarage  of  C.  within  the  diocese,  to  reside  cm  his 
benefice,  that  the  monition  was  served  on  the 
vicar,  and  he  returned  that  he  had  since  com- 
menced residence  in  consequonoe  of  this  monitioD; 
that  it  had  been  officially  reported  to  the  bishq) 
that  the  vicar  had  so  commenced  residenoe^  hot 
had  not  continued  to  reside,  and  had  not  beeo 
present  at  his  vicarage  house  four  months  on  the 
whole  in  the  year  following  the  monition;  thtt 
the  bishop    thereupon    by  a    subsequent    order, 
ordered  him  to  proceed  to  and  reside  on  the  bene- 
fice  within   tlurty  days,  which    order   had  not 
been  complied  with,  and  the  bishop  had  therdore 
directed  the  court  to  sequester  tne  j^rofits  oduI 
the  order  should  have  been  complied  with  or  sa^ 
factory  reason  shown  to  che  bishop,  whereapos 
the  court  sequestered  the  profits  until,  Ao.    The 
sequestrator  having   taken   the   profits   aooord- 
iugl^,  an  action    of  debt    for  numej  had  and 
TeoewedL  naa  \vcQo>^\k  ^^gusiat  him  hgr  the  noVt 
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tion  had  issued  without  notice  to  the  vicar 
to  show  caase  whj  it  should  not  issue,  it  was 
held  by  the  Ck>nrt  of  Exchequer  (Chamber  that 
saoh  notice  was  essential  to  the  right  of  the 
•equeetrator,  although  after  a  proper  preliminarj 
inquiry  the  judgment  of  the  bishop  is  nnal.  That 
oase  would  be  more  like  the  present  if  the  justices 
had  issued  a  distress  warrant,  which  they  have 
not  done.  Further  there  was  no  appeal  m  that 
case  fh>m  the  act  of  the  bishop  sequestrating  the 
liTing,  whereas  there  is  an  app^  here  to  the 
Secretary  of  State.  [Blackburn,  J.— Neverthe- 
less  that  case  is  a  very  strong  one  against  you,  for 
the  Act  of  Parliament  there  authorized  the  bishop 
to  proceed  either  of  his  own  knowledge  or  upon 
proof  by  affidavit.  Quain,  J.— The  ftdng  of  the 
number  of  witnesses  at  three  is  a  point  in  your 
fiiTour.  Blackburn,  J. — Certainly  one  does  not 
•ee  Tery  clearly  why  the  Legislature  should  have 
fixed  the  number  three  as  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
jnsticeB'  mind,  if  the  matter  were  to  be  decided 
only  on  hearing  the  other  side.] 

Holker,  Q.G.  and  Beresford,  in  support  of  the 
mle. — ^The  real  question  is  whetber  the  making  of 
the  order  for  payment  by  the  Cheshire  Lines 
Committee  of  the  expenses  of  the  special  constable 
was  a  judicial  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the 
JQsiioee,  or  merely  a  ministerial  act.  If  it  were 
a  judicial  proceeding  then  the  general  rule  of  law 
Implies,  and  the  order  should  not  have  been  mode 
without  ^ving  the  Cheshire  Lines  Committee  an 
opportumty  of  being  heard  in  opposition  to  it. 
'niat  rule  is  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.  in  Be  Hajn- 
menmiih  Benteharge  (4  !Ex.  96)  to  be  "  that  no 
one  is  to  be  punished  in  any  judicial  proceeding 
unless  he  has  an  opportunity  of  being  heard.**  In 
Oapd  Y.  Chad  (2  Or.  &  J.  579)  Bayley,  J.  said,  "  I 
know  of  no  case  in  which  you  are  to  have  a  ju- 
dicial proceeding  by  which  a  man  is  to  be  de- 
Eived  of  any  part  of  his  property,  without  his 
▼ing  an  opportunity  of  bemg  neard.'*  Bonnacker 
v.  Bvan9  (not  «iip.)  and  a  number  of  other  cases 
are  authorities  to  the  same  effect.  Then  is  there 
anything  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  show  that 
ike  Legislature  intended  that  a  railway  company 
dionld  be  deprived  of  the  privilege  which  the 
fBoenl  law  of  the  land  confers  on  ul  others  P  It 
ts  submitted  that  there  is  nothiug  whatever  in 
the  statute  to  show  any  such  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  Legislature.  Though  the  statute  men- 
tions Uiree  credible  witnesses  it  does  not  confiue 
ibe  number  to  three ;  and  they  must  be  "  credible.** 
On  determining  whether  thev  aro  so  or  not  the 
jnatioes  must  exercise  a  judicial  function.  Dr. 
BmUie^s  ease  (6  T.  Bep.  198) ;  Bex,  v.  Benn  (7  T. 
Bep.  275) ;  and  Harper  v.  Carr  (7  T.  Rep.  275) ;  are 
aU  anthoritiee  in  favour  of  the  right  of  the  railway 
company  to  be  heard  before  the  order  for  pay- 
ment is  made  upon  them.  [Quain,  J. — Capel  v. 
OhUd  (vM  8up.)  seems  to  be  the  strongest  case  in 
joar  fiivour.  It  was  there  held  that  a  requisition 
issued  by  a  bishop  under  57  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  50, 
requiring  the  vicar  of  a  parish  to  nominate  a 
OQrate  with  a  stipend  on  the  ground  that  it  ap- 
peared to  the  bishop,  of  his  own  knowledge,  that 
the  eodenastioal}  duties  of  the  parish  were  inade- 
quately performed  by  reason  of  the  vicar*s  negli- 
geooe,  was  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  and 
void,  as  the  party]  had  no  opportunity  of  being 
heard;  ihongn  the  Act  of  Parliament  authorised 
Ike  ietoe  of  a  foaaiaitiaD  "wheaetBr  it  shall  ap- 
|9  tte  mUmmilBm  of  maj  btBhop,  either  of 


his  own  knowledge,  or  upon  proof  by  affidavit 
laid  before  him,  that  by  reason  of  the  number  of 
churches  or  chapels  belonging  to  any  benefice 
locally  situate  within  his  diocese,  or  .  .  .  the  negli- 
gence of  the  spiritual  person  holding  the  same, 
that  the  ecclesiastical  duties  of  such  benefice  are 
inadequatelv  performed.**]  It  is  ouite  clear  that 
there  must  oe  some  judicial  proceeaing  before  the 
order  to  pay  is  made,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  the  proceeding  before  the  Secretary  of 
State  is  anv  more  judicial  than  that  before  the 
justices.  There  bemg  nothing  in  the  Act  ex- 
pressly or  by  necessary  implication  to  deprive 
the  railway  company  of  the  ordinarv  privilege 
enjoyed  by  all  other  persons,  they  should  have  had 
an  opportunity  of  being  heard  before  the  order 
was  made,  and  as  they  had  not,  the  order  is  void, 
and  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute. 

Blackburn,  J. — When  we  examine  the  Act  of 
Parliament  we  must  see  that  there  is  no  valid 
obi  action  to  the  order  made  by  the  justices  ap- 
pomting  the  special  constable,  and  the  rule  as  to 
that  must  be  discharged.  But  the  rule  as  to  the 
order  made  by  the  justices  on  the  Cheshire  Lines 
Committee  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  special 
constable,  must  he  made  absolute  to  quash  it,  dn 
the  ground  that  from  the  nature  of  the  proceeding 
the  Cheshire  Lines  Committee  should  have  had  an 
opportunity  of  being  heard  before  they  were  or- 
dered to  pay.  The  general  rule  of  law  is  not  dis- 
puted. It  is  laid  down  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Bxchequer  Chamber  in  Bonaker  v,  Evane  {ubi 
sup.)  and  stated  at  greater  length  in  the  case 
relating  to  Hammers-mith  Benteharge.  And  it  is 
this— that  though  the  Legislature  may  by  direct 
enactment,  not  necessarily  usin^  express  woi-ds  to 
that  effect,  enact  that  something  may  be  done 
which  will  finally  fix  a  man  with  the  payment  of  a 
sum  of  money  or  deprive  him  of  his  property,  yet 
that  is  a  thing  not  to  be  presumed,  but  every  man 
is  entitled  to  be  heard  before  he  is  called  on  to 
pay,  and  be  at  liberty  to  show,  if  he  can,  that  he 
ought  not  to  pay.  Such  a  proceeding  is  a  ludicial 
one.  It  is  quite  a  different  matter  where  all  that  is 
done  is  a  mere  process  to  bring  a  party  before 
the  court,  such  as  an  indictment,  the  old  order 
of  a  judge  to  hold  to  bail  on  mesne  process  and 
such  like.  There  the  proceeding  may  be  ex  parte. 
But  whenever  the  proceeding  is  judicial,  where  there 
is  a  decision,  then  an  opportunity  of  being  heard 
must  be  given  to  the  part  jr.  The  strongest  case  of  all, 
perhaps,  on  the  subject,  is  that  of  Oapel  v.  Child, 
[ubi  sup.),  where  fh)m  the  language  or  the  Act  of 
Parliament  it  looked  as  if  the  bishop  might  act 
merely  on  his  own  knowledge  and  authority, 
the  words  of  the  Act  being  that  **  whenever  it 
shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  any  bishop,  either 
of  his  own  knowledge  or  upon  proof  by  affidavit, 
Ac."  The  bishop  having  issued  a  requisition  by 
virtue  of  which  it  was  sought  to  charge  the  vicar 
with  payment  of  the  stipend  of  the  curate  appointed 
by  the  bishop,  without  previously  giving  the  vicar 
an  opportunity  of  being  heard,  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber  held,  notwithstanding  the  very 
strong  language  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  that  the 
requisition  was  void  upon  this  gpround.  Now,  let 
us  examine  the  language  of  the  present  Acts. 
[His  Lordship  read  s.  1  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  80.] 
Wow,  it  is  noticeable  that  this  order  which  the 
justices  are  authonae^^A  inakA  wL>Q«iSi%>^^«&»^ 
bythe  oat\i  ot  tYir^  ot  mot^  cw^c^^-^irtoMaa^ 
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oanal  company  to  pay  money ;  therefore,  primd 
facie^  according  to  tne  general  rale  of  law,  it  can- 
not be  made,  if  final,  unless  the  party  upon  whom 
it  is  made  has  an  opportunity  of  being  heard. 
Now,  there  is  nothing  m  the  words  of  the  Act  to 
show  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  Legislature 
to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  this  opportunity 
being  afforded.  The  circumstance  that  three 
witnesses  are  mentioned  as  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  minds  of  the  justices  no  doubt  looks  somewhat 
that  way ;  but  it  does  not  follow  from  that  fact 
that  the  company  are  cot  to  have  an  opportunity 
of  beinff  heard.  If  the  rest  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment showed  that  the  order  made  by  the  justices 
was  to  be  merely  a  formal  order — ^a  mere  process 
to  brinff  the  paities  before  the  Secretary  of  State, 
then  there  would  be  nothing  to  prevent  the 
justices  making  the  order  ex  'parte ;  out  there  is 
nothing  in  the  Act  to  show  that.  The  order  made 
by  the  justices,  if  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
State,  is  to  be  binding,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  the  Secretaiy  of  State  is  to  ^ve  any 
notice  to  the  parties  before  approving  the 
order.  He  may  allow  the  ordfer,  either  in 
whole  or  in  part,  but  nothing  is  said  about 
his  railing  the  company  before  him  previously 
to  doing  so.  The  3rd  section  of  the  Act  pro- 
vides for  the  recovery  by  distress  of  the  amount 
named  in  the  order,  "in  all  cases  where  such 
treasurer  or  other  officer  as  aforesaid  shall  refuse 
or  neglect,  during  three  weeks  next  after  demand 
thereof,  to  pay  such  sum  of  money  as  shall  have 
been  ordered  by  such  justices  and  allowed  by  the 
Secretary  of  State.*'  But  that  does  not  in  terms 
say  that  the  party  upon  whom  the  order  is  served 
shall  have  power  to  fl:o  before  the  Secretary  of 
State  in  the  interval,  and  be  heard  against  it ;  and 
even  if  it  did  sav  that,  it  would  still  be  contrary  to 
the  ordinary  rules  of  justice  that  the  party  ordered 
to  pay  should  not  be  neard  before  the  original  order 
to  pay  was  made  by  the  justices.  Looking  at  the 
matter  in  this  li||^ht,  I  cannot  take  it  that  the 
order  made  by  the  justices  is  merely  in  the  nature 
of  a  summons,  ex  parte,  to  bring  the  party  before 
the  Secretary  of  state  to  show  cause  why  the 
order  should  not  be  allowed  by  him.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  before  making  the  order  notice 
should  be  ffiven  to  the  party  on  whom  the  order 
is  to  be  made,  informing  him,  some  way  or  another, 
of  the  intention  to  make  it,  and  giving  him  an 
opportunity  of  beinff  heard  against  it,  and  show- 
ing if  he  can,  that  the  appointment  of  the  special 
constable  was  not  made  on  account  of  the  be- 
haviour, or  by  reasonable  apprehension  of  the 
behaviour  of  persons  employed  by  him.  If  the 
company  had  oeen  heard  by  the  justices  and,  not- 
withstanding that,  the  justices  decided  against 
them,  then  they  would  necessarily  know  that  the 
order  would  be  sent  up  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
for  his  approval,  and  they  mi^ht  act  accordingly. 
To  do  otherwise  would  be  gomg  contrary  to  the 
general  rule  of  law.  It  would  be  to  decide  against 
a  party  without  hearing  him.  On  this  ground  I 
thmk  the  second  order  made  by  the  justices  was 
wrong  and  must  be  quashed. 

QuADT,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  general  rule  of  law  is  explained  by  Parke,  B, 
in  Bannaker  v.  Evans  {uhi  eup.),  where  he  says, 
"  No  proposition  can  be  more  clearly  established 
than  that  a  man  cannot  incur  the  loss  of  liberty  or 
property  for  an  <^enod  by  a  judicial  prooeeding, 
until  be  baa  bad  a  fair  opportonity  of  aoBireinng 
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the  charge  against  him,  unless  indeed  the  Legis- 
lature has  expressly  or  impliedly  given  an  autno- 
rity  to  act  without  that  necessary  preUminary.'* 
What  we  have  to  decide  here  then,  is,  whether 
this  was  a  judicial  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the 
justices,  ana  if  so,  whether  the  railway  company's 
right  to  be  heard  is  taken  away  by^  express  enact- 
ment, or  by  necessary  implication.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  proceeding  is  a  judicial  one,  and 
that  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  to 
take  away  from  the  company  the  right  of  being 
heard  before  an  order  is  made  on  them  for  pay- 
ment. On  the  construction  of  the  first  Act  of 
Parliament  we  are  agreed  that  the  justices  may 
appoint  special  constables,  ex  parte,  on  being  satia- 
fied  "on  the  oath  of  any  credible  witness  that 
any  tumult,  riot  or  felony,  has  taken  place  or  may 
be  reasonably  s4)pTehended  in  an^  pjarish,  town- 
ship or  place  situate  within  the  division  or  limits 
for  which  the  said  respective  justices  usually  act, 
Ac"  An  application  for  the  appointment  of 
special  constables  under  that  section  is  one  with 
which  no  individual  has  anything  to  do.  But  the 
case  is  very  different  when  we  come  to  the  second 
preceding,  ordering  certain  persons  to  pay  the 
expenses  of  the  appointment.  In  this  case,  a 
second  question  comes  before  the  justices  which 
was  not  at  all  before  them  on  the  first  occasion. 
The  justices,  in  the  words  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, on  being  satisfied  **  on  the  oath  of  three  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  that  the  employment  of 
such  special  constables  has  been  occasioned  by  the 
behaviour,  or  by  reasonable  apprehension  of  the 
behaviour,  of  the  persons  employed  upon  any 
railway,  canal,  or  other  public  work  made  or  carried 
on  under  the  authority  of  Parliament,  within  the 
district  or  division  for  which  such  justices  usually 
act,"  are  entitled  "  at  any  time  not  exceeding  one 
calendar  month  next  after  such  appointment  to 
make  orders,  from  time  to  time,  upon  the  treasurer 
or  other  officer  who  shall  have  the  control  or  custody 
of  the  funds  of  any  company  making  or  carrying 
on  such  railroad,  canal  or  other  public  work,  for  the 
payment  of  such  reasonable  allowances  for  their 
trouble,  loss  of  time  and  expenses,  to  such 
special  constables  who  shall  have  so  served,  or  be 
then  serving,  as  to  the  said  justices  shall  seem 
proper."  On  this  second  occasion  a  wholly  new 
question  arises  before  the  justices,  viz.,  whether 
the  appointment  was  made  on  account  at  the  be- 
haviour of  persons  employed  by  the  company. 
If  they  are  satisfied  that  the  appointment  of 
special  constables  was  so  caused,  tne  justices  are 
empowered  to  make  an  order  upon  the  oompanj 
for  payment.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  a  judi- 
cial inquiry,  in  the  largest  sense  of  the  word,  a 
warrant  of  distress  issuing  subsequently  if  neces- 
sary, to  compel  payment  of  the  amount  ordered. 
The  ^neral  rule  of  law,  therefore,  applies,  unless 
there  is  something  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  show 
that  it  is  not  to  be  applicable.  Now,  is  there  any- 
thing in  the  Act  to  snow  tiiat  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  Le^Iature  to  take  away  from  the  company 
the  ordinary  right  of  being  heard  before  the  order 
to  pay  is  made  upon  them  P  An  appeal  ia  given 
to  the  Secretary  of  State,  but  that  does  not  show 
that  the  party  is  not  also  entitled  to  be  heard 
in  the  court  below.  I  see  no  words  in  the  Aot 
of  Parliament  to  take  away  that  rights  and  it 
would  require  very  strong  words  to  do  ao. 
Ther^  ia  nothing  which  either  emrnalj  or  iof 
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role  of  law  as  to  all  jadicial  prooeedinffs.  For 
these  reasons  I  agree  with  my  brother  iBlackburn 
that  the  order  for  payment  made  by  the  justices 
must  be  quashed. 

Judgment  cbccordvngly, 

Beresford  asked  for  costs. 

Blackburn,  J. — There  is  no  ground  for  saying 
that  the  justices  were  ^ilty  of  any  misconduct. 
They  have  only  erred  m  construing  a  very  diflB- 
cnlt  Act  of  rarliament.  So  there  will  be  no 
costs. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,   Ounliffe  and  Beau- 


Tabling  (app.)  v.  Fbbdericks  (resp.) 

T?ieaire — Stage  play-'Portable  booth — Licence — 
6^7  Vict,  c,  68,  «.  11. 
A  per$on  who,  without  licence,  acts  stage  flay  a  for 
hire  in  a  temporary  booth,  brings  himsdf  within 
the  penally  imposed  by  6  if  7  Vict,  c.  68,  s,  11,  on 
persons  performing  stage  plays  *'in  any  place 
not  being  a  patent  theaire,  or  duly  licensed  as  a 
iheairer 
Case  stated  by  justices  under  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43. 

1.  This  is  a  case  stated  bv  us  the  undersicped, 
Francis  Henry  Newland  Grlossop,  James  Mont- 
gomery, and  Edward  Harris  Donnithome,  Esos., 
three  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 
county  of  Middlesex  acting  in  and  for  the  division 
of  Brentford,  in  the  said  county  of  Middlesex, 
under  the  stat.  20  A  21  Yict.  c.  43,  for  the  purpose 
of  ebtainine  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  questions 
of  law  whion  were  raised  before  us  as  hereinafter 
stated. 

2.  At  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  the  Town  Hall, 
New  Brentford,  in  and  for  the  said  division  of 
Brentford,  on  the  20th  July  last,  an  information, 
preferred  by  James  Tarling,  an  inspector  of  the 
metropolitan  police  duly  authorised  by  the  Com- 
missioners of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Force  (here- 
inafter called  the  appellant),  against  Frederick 
Fredericks  the  elder,  the  manager  of  a  company  of 
■trolling  players  (hereinafler  called  the  respon- 
dent), nnaer  sect.  11  of  the  Act  6  A  7  Yict.  c.  68, 
intituled,  *'  An  Act  for  regulating  Theatres,"  for 
that  he  the  said  Frederick  Fredericks  the  elder, 
did,  on  the  24th  May  last,  at  the  township  of  New 
Brentford,  in  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  unlaw- 
fhlly  for  hire  cause,  permit,  or  suffer  to  be  acted 
or  presented  a  stage  play  in  a  certain  place  there, 
the  same  not  being  a  patent  theatre  or  duly  licensed 
as  m  theatre,  contrary  to  the  statute,  &c.,  was  heard 
and  determined  by  us,  the  said  parties  respectively 
being  then  present,  and  upon  such  hearing  we 
dismissed  the  said  information. 

3.  And  whereas  the  appellant,  being  dissatisfied 
with  onr  determination  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
said  information  as  being  erroneous  in  point  of 
law,  hath,  pursuant  to  sect.  2  of  the  said  stat.  20  J^ 
21  Yiot.  o.  43,  duly  applied  to  us  in  writing  to 
state  and  sign  a  case  setting  forth  the  facts  and 
grounds  of  such  onr  determination  as  aforesaid  for 
Uie  opinion  c/t  the  court,  and  hath  duly  entered 
into  a  recognisance  as  required  by  the  said  statute 
in  that  bemJf. 

4.  Now,  therefore,  we  the  said  justices,  in  com- 
pHsDoewith  ^e  said  application  and  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  statute,  do  hereby  state  ana  sign 
the  ibilowing  case  :— 

5.  The  remcodent  ia  the  manager  of  a  company 
ciaktiSti^pmxan  wbicb  baa  been  in  the  habit  of 


giving  public  performances  of  stage  plays  in 
different  parts  of  the  country  in  a  temporary  booth 
constructed  partly  of  wood  and  partly  of  canvas, 
with  a  moveable  proscenium,  for  some  time  past, 
and  has  usually  remained  in  one  locality  from  a  few 
days  to  several  weeks,  according  to  the  amount  of 
patronage  the  performances  have  obtained  from 
the  public. 

6.  It  was  proved  before  us,  and  in  fact  admitted 
by  the  respondent,  that  he  did,  on  the  24th  May 
last,  in  the  said  booth,  which  was  erected  on  the 
land  of  the  Brentford  Town  Hall  and  Market 
House  Company,  in  the  said  division,  which  they 
allowed  to  be  used  for  that  purpose  for  hire,  cause, 
permit,  or  suffer  to  be  actea  or  presented  a  stage 
play,  and  that  such  booth  was  not  a  patent  theatre, 
or  duly  licensed  as  a  theatre. 

7.  It  was  also  proved  before  us  that  the  respon- 
dent was  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  proviso 
mentioned  and  contained  in  the  23rd  section  of 
the  Act  6  A  7  Yict.  c.  68,  which  provided  that 
nothing  therein  contained  shall  be  considered  to 
apply  to  any  theatrical  representation  in  a  booth 
or  show  which,  by  the  justices  of  the  peace  or  other 
persons  having  authority  in  that  behalf,  shall  be 
allowed  in  any  lawful  fair,  feast,  or  customary 
meeting  of  the  like  kind. 

8.  It  was  contended  by  the  respondent  that  such 
booth  was  not  a  house  or  place  of  public  resort 
within  the  meaning  of  the  2nd  section  of  the  Act 
6  &  7  Yict.  c.  68,  and  did  not  require  to  be  licensed, 
and  that  it  was  not  a  place  within  the  meaning  of 
the  11th  section  of  the  said  Act,  whereby  it  is 
illegal  to  cause,  permit,  or  suffer  the  acting  or 
presenting  of  a  stage  play,  and  that  an  offence 
would  only  be  committed  under  such  section  if  the 
place  was  one  requiring  a  licence  and  capable  of 
Deing  licensed. 

9.  It  was  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the 
said  booth  was  a  house  or  other  place  of  public 
resort  within  the  meaning  of  the  2nd  section  of  the 
Act  6  &  7  Yict.  c.  68,  and  should  be  licensed  in  the 
manner  provided  in  the  said  Act,  and  that  even  if 
it  was  not  a  place  requiring  a  licence  it  was  a  place 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  11,  and  that  the  re- 
spondent having  for  hire  caused,  permitted,  or 
suffered  the  acting  or  presenting  of  a  stage  play 
therein  was  liable  to  the  penalties  mentioned  in 
the  11th  section  of  the  Act  6&7  Yict.  c.  68. 

10.  And  we  the  said  justices  were  of  opinion 
that  the  said  booth  being  constructed  partly  of 
wood  and  partly  of  canvas,  and  entirely  of  a 
temporary  and  moveable  description,  and  such  as 
is  usually  found  at  fairs  and  similar  public  meet- 
ing^, was  not  a  house  or  other  place  of  public 
resort  within  the  meaning  of  the  2nd  section  of  the 
Act  6  &  7  Yict.  c.  68,  as  decided  in  the  cases  of 
Davys  v.  Douglas  (4  H.  &  N.  180 ;  28  L.  J.  193, 
M.  C.) ;  and  Fredericks  v.  Howie  (1  H.  &  C.  381 ;  31 
L.  J.  2t49,  M.  C),  and  that  the  omission  of  the 
words  "house  or  other  place  of  public  resort"  in 
the  11th  section  of  that  Act,  and  tne  substitution  of 
the  words  **  in  any  place  "  in  such  last-mentioned 
section,  did  not  bring  the  said  booth  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  but  that  the  11th  section 
must  be  read  as  if  the  words  **  house  or  other  place 
of  public  resort  *'  had  been  inserted  after  the  words 
"  stage  play,"  and  that  the  respondent  was  not 
liable  to  the  penalties  meiiti\Qii<»^  «xA  ^fi^kVsc^^Ha 
the  11th  section  ot  t\i^  f»\^  kjA»,  «^  >iXi^  VsqrJOcl  ^^' 
not  a  place  Teqjodxmi^  a  Wofttvofe.  ^  ^  %iM6iN&sw% 
missea  the  m^  ^  kiSoEcmsksLOfn^^ 
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11.  The  qaestion  of  law  for  tbe  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  is,  whether  such  booth  is 
a  place  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  11 ;  and  whether 
tiie  respondent  was  justified  or  not  in  causing 
stage  pi&jB  to  be  acted  for  hire  in  such  booth  as 
the  same  was  not  licensed  P 

12.  If  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  we  ought  to 
have  convicted  the  respondent,  the  case  to  be  re- 
mitted to  us  in  order  that  we  may  convict  and  im- 
pose a  penalty. 

13.  We  think  it  right  to  add  that  the  parties 
were  not  represented  by  counsel  or  attorney,  and 
thtkt  our  attention  was  not  called  to  the  case  of 
Frederidcs  v.  Payne  (1  H.  &  C.  684;  32  L.  J.  78, 
M.  C),  until  some  weeks  after  we  had  dismissed 
the  information,  granted  the  case,  and  the  appel- 
lant had  entered  into  recognizances  under  the 
statute. 

Given  under  our  hands  this  23rd  Nov.  1872,  at 
New  Brentford,  in  the  coun^  of  Middlesex. 

F.  H.  N.  Olossop. 

James  Montgomsbt. 

e.  h.  donnithorne. 
F.  M.  While,  for  the  appellant. — The  justices 
were  wrong  in  dismissing  this  information.  Sect.  2 
of  6  &  7  Vict.  C.68,  enacts  that  "except  as  aforesaid, 
it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  anv  person  to  have  or  keep 
any  house  or  other  place  of  public  resort  in  Great 
Britain,  for  the  public  performance  of  stage  plays, 
without  authority,  by  virtue  of  letters  patent  from 
Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and  successors  or  prede- 
cessors, or  without  license  from  the  Lord  Cham- 
berlain of  Her  Majesty's  household  for  the  time 
being,  or  ftt>m  the  justices  of  the  peace,  as  herein- 
after provided ;  and  every  person  who  shall  offend 
against  this  enactment  shall  be  liable  to  forfeit 
such  sum  as  shall  be  awarded  by  the  court  in 
which,  or  the  justices  by  whom,  he  shall  be  con- 
victed, not  exceeding  20l.  for  every  day  on  which 
such  house  or  place  shall  have  been  so  kept  open 
by  him  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  without  legal 
authority."  Then,  as  to  persons  performing  in 
anlicensed  places,  sect.  11  provides  "  that  every 
person  who  for  hire  shall  act  or  present,  or  cause, 
permit,  or  suffer  to  be  acted  or  presented,  any  part 
m  any  stage  play,  in  any  place  not  being  a  patent 
theatre  or  duly  licensed  as  a  theatre,  shall  forfeit 
such  sum  as  shall  be  awarded  by  the  court  in 
which,  or  the  justices  by  whom,  he  shall  be  con- 
victed, not  exceeding  101.  for  every  day  on  which 
he  shall  so  offend.  The  performance  by  the 
respondent  clearly  came  within  this  section,  and 
the  justices  were  oound  to  convict.  In  the  case  of 
Fredericks  (app.),  v.  Payne  (resp.)  (1H.&  Colt.  584), 
it  was  expressly  decided  that  a  booth  theatre, 
which  is  taken  to  pieces  and  carried  from  place  to 
place  for  theatrical  representations,  is  a  "  place  " 
within  the  meaning  ot  the  11th  section  of  6  &  7 
Vict.  o.  68,  and  that  a  person  causing  a  stage  play 
to  be  acted  therein  for  hire,  is  liable  to  the  penalty 
imposed  by  that  section,  if  it  be  not  licensed  or  a 
patent  theatre.  Bramwell,  B.,  with  reference  to  the 
argument  that  the  word  "place"  means  *' a  place 
which  requires  a  licence,"  said :  "  The  introduction 
of  words  into  an  Act  of  Parliament  is  open  to 
serious  objections,  and  should  only  be  resorted  to 
for  the  most  cogent  reasons,  so  as  to  avoid  a  re- 
pugnancy of  construction  or  something  which  is 
apposed  to  good  sense.  But  here  it  would  be 
opposed  to  food  sense  to  introduce  any  words, 
Mwce  it  woola  interfere  with  the  very  obiectwli\c^ 
tb0  Z^gialsiture  bMd  in  neif ,  tic,  to  prohilMfc  tuqH- 


censed  play  acting.  By  the  2nd  seddon  it  is  pro- 
vided that  no  person  '  shall  have  or  ke^  any  house 
or  other  place  of  public  resort,  for  the  pubuo  per- 
formance of  stage  plays,*  without  letters  patent  or 
a  licence ;  and  a  penalty  is  imposed  upon  any  one 
who  shall  keep  open  any  such  house  or  place  fbr 
that  purpose.  That  is  an  express  prohibition 
against  keeping  such  a  place,  and  in  ad^tion  a 

Ssnalty  is  imposed  on  the  person  who  keeps  it 
ut  that  alone  would  not  oe  sufficient,  if  ths 
statute  had  stopped  there,  any  person  mij^M  aoi 
at  a  place  not  so  kept,  without  becoming  liable  to 
any  penalty.  Thus  a  band  of  strolling  players, 
acting  in  bams  and  similar  places  not  kept  for  the 
purpose,  might  cause  the  mischief  which  it  was  the 
object  of  the  Legislature  to  provide  against.  But 
the  11th  section  prohibits  the  acting  for  hire  in  all 

g laces  except  those  that  are  licensea,  whether  they 
e  kept  for  the  public  performance  of  stage  plays 
or  not,  and  so  forms  a  necessary  complement  to 
the  2nd  section.  This  view  is  also  confirmed  by 
the  proviso  in  the  23rd  section.  It  seems  a  l^ffiti- 
mate  inference  that  booths  and  shows  in  amir, 
if  not  excepted  by  the  terms  of  that  proviso,  are 
within  the  scope  of  the  11th  section." 

Edward  Clarke,  for  the  respondent,  contended 
that  the  justices  were  right  in  refusing  to  convict 
in  this  case.  It  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Dovyt 
V.  Douglas  (4  H.  &  N.  180),  that  a  booth  theatn^ 
which  is  taken  to  pieces  and  carried  from  place  to 
place  for  theatrical  purposes,  is  not  a  "  house  or 
other  place  of  public  resort  for  the  public  perfcrm- 
anceof  stage  phtyst"  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  2  of 
6&7Yict.c.6o.  Now  sect.ll  must  be  read  as  merely 
supplementary  to  sect.  2,  and  the  penalty  imposw 
by  sect.  11  must  be  taken  as  iutenoed  to  refer  odHj 
to  persons  who  act  in  a  house  without  a  Hoenos^ 
not  to  those  who  act  in  a  moveable  booth,  as  was 
the  case  in  the  present  instance.  As  that  case 
decides  that  the  oooth  is  not  a  "  house  or  other 
place  "  within  sect.  2,  and  sects.  3-10  contemplate 
only  the  licensing  of  "  houses  or  other  places^  as 
mentioned  in  sect.  2,  tbe  result  is  that  tne  respon- 
dent is  wholly  unable  to  get  a  licence  for  his  booth; 
and  if  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  get  a  licence,  it  is 
manifestly  unjust  to  impose  a  penalty  upon  him 
for  acting  without  one.  Sect.  11  was  not  intended 
to  apply  to  any  other  cases  than  those  referred  to 
in  sect.  2.  [Blackbubn,  J. — I  take  it  that  if  a 
person  acts  for  hire  in  a  field,  he  would  OGms 
within  sect.  11.]     Ctm  this  be  so,  if  he  has  no 

riwer  of  getting  a  licence  P  [Blackbusx,  J.— 
think  so.]  That  would  be  a  great  hardship. 
[Blackbubn,  J. — ^The  hardship  of  the  matter  seemf 
to  be  met  by  the  proviso  in  sect.  23 — "  Provided 
always  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  bt 
construed  to  apply  to  any  theatrical  r^unesenta- 
tion  in  any  booth  or  show  which  by  the  justices  of 
the  peace,  or  other  persons  having  authority  in 
that  behalf,  shall  be  allowed  in  any  lawful  nir, 
feast,  or  customary  meeting  of  the  like  kind."] 
The  representation  in  the  present  case  was  not  at 
a  fair,  feast,  or  customary  meeting  of  the  liks 
kind.  [QuAiN,  J.— -The  proviso  in  sect  23  shows 
that  the  Ijegblature  had  theatrical  booths  in  thsir 
contemplation,  and  that  they  desired  to  confins 
performances  in  them  to  fairs,  feasts,  and  cnstanisiy 
meeting  of  the  like  kind.]  It  is  sobmittod  thst 
Fredeneke  y.  Payne  {ubi  tup,)  was  wzoogfy  ds- 
cided. 

'EiACixvi'KfiL ,  S  .—1  do  not  think  there  can  be  aot 
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Q.B.] 


MiUiEB  (app.)  V.  Bhind  (resp.) 


[Q.B. 


have  oonyicted.  The  2nd  section  of  the  Act  pro- 
vides that,  "except  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  for  any  person  to  have  or  keep  any  house 
or  other  place  of  public  resort  in  Great  Britain,  for 
the  pubhc  performance  of  stage  plays,  without 
authority,  by  virtue  of  letters  patent,  from  Her 
Majesty,  her  heirs  and  successors  or  predeces- 
aors,  or  without  Ucence  from  the  Lord  Chamber- 
lain of  Her  Majesty's  household  for  the  time  being, 
or  firom  the  justices  of  the  peace,  as  hereinafter 
provided,"  &o.  We  have  not  at  present  to  consider 
whether  the  justices  might  or  might  not  under 
that  section  license  an  open  field  or  temporary 
booth  for  the  performance  of  plays.  That  (^[uestion 
is  not  now  before  us,  or  whether  the  decision  of 
the  Oourt  of  Exchequer  in  Davys  v.  Douglas  {ubi 
9up.)  was  right  or  not.  The  enactment  in  the  11th 
section  of  the  Act  is  a  very  different  thing.  That 
seotion  provides  "  that  every  person  who  for  hire 
■hall  act  or  present,  or  cause,  permit,  or  suffer  to 
be  acted  or  presented,  any  part  in  any  stage  plav, 
in  any  place  not  being  a  patent  theatre,  or  duly 
Uoensea  as  a  theatre,  shall  forfeit  such  sum  as 
shall  be  awarded  by  the  court  in  which,  or  by  the 
justices  bv  whom,  he  shall  be  convicted,  not  ex- 
oeedinff  lOZ.  for  every  day  on  which  he  shall  so 
offend.  This  applies  even  to  an  open  field,  if 
plajrs  are  acted  there  for  hire;  and  the  person 
actinff  them  is  liable  to  the  penalty.  It  applies, 
therefore,  of  course,  to  the  respondent,  and  the 
justices  were  wrong  in  not  convicting. 

QuAiK,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  pro* 
vise  in  sect.  23  of  the  Act  shows  conclusively  to 
me  that  the  Le^lature  intended  that  theatrical 
representations  in  booths,  if  allowed  at  all,  should 
be  confined  to  fairs,  feasts,  and  customary  meet- 
ings of  the  like  kind,  and  that  the  authorisation  of 
the  justices  should  be  obtained  for  that  purpose. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  a  conviction  in  the  present 
oase  would  have  been  proper,  and  that  the  justices 
wore  wrong. 

Judgment  for  offpeUant, 

Attorneys  for  appellant,  EUie  and  Ellis. 

Attorney  for  respondent,  H,  M.  Ody. 


Saturday,  May  31, 1873. 
MtTiLBIi  (app.)  V,  Bhikd  (resp.). 

Metropolitan  Police  Act  (2^3  Vict  c.  71),  s,  44— 
LinUiation  of  time  for  taking  proceedings — Va^' 
emaJtion  Act  1871  (34  ^  35  Vict  c.  98)  s,  11— 
Implied  repeal  of  time  informer  Act. 

BecL  11  of  the  Vacemaiion  Act  1871  (34  ^  35  Vict 
e,  98)  which  provides  that  awy  com/plaint  m^  be 
made  far  an  offence  under  that  Act^  or  the  Vacd- 
nation  Act  of  1S67  at  any  time  not  exceeding 
iwdoe  months  from  the  time  when  the  matter  oj 
eomplaint  arose,  impliedlu  repeals  sect,  44  of  the 
Metropolitan  PoUce  Act  (2^3  Vict.  c.  71)  so  far 
as  reaards  the  limitation  of  tims  {six  calendar 
months)  for  proceedings  under  the  Va^nation 
Aete,  wUhin  the  metropolis  as  weU  as  else- 
where* 

OiSB  Stated  by  one  of  the  Metropolitan  Police 

Maoisteates,  under  20  &  21  Vict.  o.  43. 
The  defendant  was  summoned  by  the  clerk  to  the 

Cheisea  j^nardians  for  neglecting  to  take  his  infant 

femnlecihild  to  be  vaccinated, according  to  liie  pro- 

Tisioiis  of  the  Yaodnation  Act,  1867. 
TheoMeflameoo  for  hearing  on  the  13th  June 

1873;  and  imeM^oarDed  till  the  20th  of  the  same 

Md0,  CiA—VoL.  VUL 


month,  when  it  was  dismissed  on  the  ground  of 
want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  complainant  being  dissatisfied  with  my  de- 
termination in  the  case,  as  being  erroneous  in 
point  of  law,  duly  applied  to  me  to  state  and  sign 
a  case  setting  forth  the  facts  and  the  grounds  of 
such  determinatien,  for  the  opinion  thereon  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

In  pursuance  of  which  application  I  beg  to  sub- 
mit the  following?  case : — 

By  sect.  19  of  the  Vaccination  Act  1867  it  is 
enacted  that  **  the  parent  of  every  child  .  .  .  shall 
within  three  months  afler  the  birth  of  such 
child  .  .  .  cause  it  to  be  vaccinated."  And  by 
sect.  29  a  penalty  not  exceeding  twenty  shilling  is 
imposed  on  a  parent  neglecting  to  have  the  child 
vaccinated. 

The  defendant's  child  was  bom  on  the  10th 
Sept.  1871. 

The  period  of  three  months  within  which  she 
should  nave  been  vaccinated  would  expire  on  the 
9th  of  Dec.  in  the  same  year. 

By  sect.  44  of  the  Police  Courts  Act,  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  71,  "  all  offences  .  .  .  punishable  on 
summary  conviction  .  .  .  may  be  heard  and  de- 
termined," by  a  metropolitan  magistrate,  **  within 
six  calendar  months  at  the  furthest  next  after  the 
commission  of  such  ofienoe  (sic)  .  .  .  and  not 
afterwards." 

Under  this  section  the  offence  with  which  the 
defendant  was  charged  should  have  been  heard  and 
determined  within  six  calendar  months  after  the 
9th  Dec.  1871,  that  is,  by  the  10th  June  at  the 
furthest. 

The  summons  was  taken  out  on  Thursday  the  - 
6th  June  1872,  and  by  the  ordinary  course  and 
practice  of  this  court  was  made  returnable  on  the 
Thursday  following  the  13th  of  June,  but  it  was 
then  too  late  to  be  heard  and  determined  within 
six  calendar  months  after  the  alleged  commission 
of  the  offence. 

But  it  was  pointed  out  by  the  complainant  that 
by  paragraph  three  of  the  11th  section  of  the 
vaccination  Act  1871  ''any  complaint  may  be 
made  .  .  .  for  an  offence  under  tne  Vaccination 
Acts  1867  and  1871  at  any  time  not  exceeding 
twelve  months  from  the  time  when  the  matter  cS 
such  complaint  .  .  .  arose." 

And  the  question  was,  whether  this  enactment 
applies  to  proceedinflrs  before  a  metropolitan  magis- 
trate so  as  to  extend  the  period  from  six  to  twelve 
months  within  which  complaints  may  be  made  in  a 
police  court  for  an  offence  under  the  Vaccination 
Acts. 

It  was  argued  that  the  words  of  the  Vaccination 
Act  were  very  general,  and  being  a  later  statute 
would  override  the  provisions  of  the  Police  Act. 
But  I  was  of  opinion  that  the  words  of  the  Police 
Act  were  very  strict  and  precise,  and  could  not  be 
superseded  by  any  later  statute,  unless  expressly 
rererred  to  therein. 

The  case  of  Wra/y  v.  EUis,  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  (reported  in  the  Justice  of  the 
Peace  1858,  p.  800),  though  by  no  means  conciusive 
in  the  present  question,  seems  to  establish  that 
although  the  provisions  of  a  later  statute  may  be 
apparently  incompatible  with  those  of  the  Police 
Acts,  stiU  they  do  not  of  necessity  repeal  them. 

I  oonsiderea,  therefore,  that  thet^  '^rej^  ^  \fiA&\»  ^ 
doubt  on  tibe  sub^«c^  «Q!^  VJb»^  \\.  -^wi^.^  TiR^»  V» 
prudent  to  exeroum  «b  dcyd^Xilxi^  yoM^cfcassii^  ^»a^  ^^ 
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Q-B.] 


BooiH  (app.)  «.  Sbadobtt  (resp.). 


[Q-B. 


If  the  Court  of  Qaeen's  Bench  should  reverse 
the  dotermination  in  respect  of  which  this  case  has 
been  stated,  I  respectfiuly  request  that  the  court 
will  make  such  order  in  the  matter  as  to  the  court 
may  seem  fit. 

(Signed)  T.  J.  Abnold. 

Metcalfe,  Q.C.  for  the  appellant,  contended  that 
the  extended  time  mentioned  in  the  Vaccination 
Act  1871,  B.  11,  was  the  time  within  which  pro- 
ceedings might  now  be  taken  in  the  metropohs  as 
well  as  elsewhere.  The  words  of  the  Acts  are  per- 
fectly general,  "  any  complaint  may  be  made  and 
any  information  laid  for  an  offence  under  the 
Vaccination  Acts  1867  and  1871  at  any  time  not 
exceeding  twelve  months  from  the  time  when  the 
matter  3.  such  complaint  or  information  arose, 
and  not  subsequently.*'  This  impliedh[  repeals 
sect.  44  of  the  Police  Courts  Act,  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  71, 
so  far  as  it  is  inconsistent  with  it.  The  case  of 
Wray  v.  EUU  (1  El.  &  El.  276)  is  no  authority  to 
the  contrary. 

No  person  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

Blackbubn,  J. — I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
Vaccination  Act  of  1871  gives  a  period  of  twelve 
months  for  taking  proceedings,  whether  the  pro- 
ceedings are  taken  within  the  metropolis  or  else- 
where. 

QuAiN,  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant. 


Booth  (app.)  v.  Shadgett  (resp.) 

Weights  and  measwres — Balances** light  or  wijust" 
— Balance  unjust  a^fainst  ihe  seller  himself— 
22  ^  23  Vict.  c.  66,  s,  3. 

22  ^  23  Vict.  c.  56  s.  3,  enacts  that  if  any  beams, 
scales,  balances,  or  weights  or  measures  shall, 


any  fraud  be  wilfully  comfwnilted  in  the  using 
thereof,"  they  may  be  seized  a/nd  the  person  using 
or  having  it  shall  be  liable  to  a  penally. 
Appellant,  who  carried  about  for  sale  in  a  cart, 
pork,  bacon,  and  cheese,  was  convicted  tmder  the 
above  section  for  hamng  in  his  possession  a  spring 
balance,  which  was  unjust,  inasmuch  as  it  gave 
17 oz.  to  the  pound  avoirdupois,  being  loz.  against 
the  seller,  and  in  favour  of  the  purcJuuer.    The 
Justices  who  convicted  negatived  fra^d  on  the  part 
of  the  appellant. 
Hdd,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong,  the  enactment 
being    directed   wholly  against  sellers,    and  not 
against  buyers,  using  a  **  light  or  unjust "  beam, 
8fc.,  which  m/ust  therefore  mean  unjust  as  against 
the  purchaser  and  in  favour  of  the  seller. 
Case  stated   by  justices  under    20  &   21  Vict. 
c.  43. 

This  is  a  cshse  stated  by  us,  the  undersigned, 
two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  in  and 
for  the  county  of  Kent,  under  the  statute  20  &  21 
Vict.  c.  43,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  opinion 
of  the  court  on  questions  of  law  which  arose  before 
us  as  hereinafter  stated. 

At  a  petty  sessions,  holden  at  the  sessions  house 
at  Maidstone,  in  and  for  Bearstead  division,  in  the 
county  of  Kent,  on  the  4th  Nov.  1872,  an  infor- 
mation preferred  by  William  Shadgett,  an  in- 
spector of  weights  and  measures  (hereinafter  called 
tne  respondent),  a^unst  Henry  Booth,  a  provision 
deaJera'  aeaistant  (hereinafter  called  the  appellant). 


under  sect.  2  of  the  Act  22  &  23  Vict.  o.  56, 
charging,  "That  the  said  William  Shadgett,  on 
the  7th  Sept.  last,  at  the  parish  of  East  Farle^h, 
in  the  saia  county,  and  within  his  jurisdictiQii, 
inspected  certain  beams,  scales,  balances,  and 
weights,  in  the  possession  of  Henry  Booth,  late  of 
the  said  parish,  labourer,  who  was  selling,  offer- 
ing, and  exposing  for  sale,  certain  ^oods,  to  wit, 
pork,  bacon,  and  cheesd,  in  a  certain  public  tho- 
roughfare there;  and  that  upon  such  inspection 
and  examination,  he  found  that  the  said  Henxy 
Booth  then  and  there  had  in  his  possession  a 
certain  weighing  machine,  to  wit,  a  spring  balance, 
which  was  incorrect  and  unjust,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided,*' was  heard  and  determined  by  us,  the  said 
justices,  respectively,  being  there  present,  and  upon 
such  hearing  the  applicant  was  duly  convicted 
before  us  of  the  saia  offence,  and  we  adjudged 
him  to  pay  a  penalty  of  6d.  and  9s.  6d.  costs,  or  in 
default  of  payment  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  House 
of  Correction  at  Maidstone  for  seven  days. 

And  whereas  the  appellant,  being  dissatisfied 
with  our  determination  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
said  information,  as  being  erroneous  in  point  of 
law,  hath,  pursuant  to  sect.  2  of  the  said  statute 
20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  duly  applied  to  us  in  writing 
to  state  and  sign  a  case,  setting  forth  the  facts 
and  grounds  of  such  our  determination  as  afore- 
said, for  the  opinion  of  this  court,  and  bath  duly 
entered  into  a  recognizance  as  required  by  the  said 
statute  in  that  behalf. 

Now,  therefore,  we,  the  said  justices,  in  compli- 
ance with  the  said  application  and  the  provision  ol 
the  said  statute,  do  hereby  state  and  sign  the 
following  case. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information,  it  was 
proved,  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  and  found  as  a 
fact  that  on  the  day  named  in  the  information,  he 
found  the  appellant  with  a  horse  and  cart  on  the 
highway  in  tne  parish  of  East  Farleigh,  within  his 
jurisdiction.  Tne  cart  was  laden  with  pork,  bacon, 
and  cheese,  which  the  appellant  was  selling,  offer- 
ing, and  exposing  for  sale  on  the  highway.  The 
respondent  then  proceeded  to  examine  a  weighing 
machine  called  a  spring  balance,  which  the 
appellant  had  in  his  possession,  and  which  was 
bemg  used  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  weighing  or 
selling  the  before-mentioned  articles  of  food  ;  and 
on  its  being  tested,  the  respondent  found  that  the 
spring  balance  was  incorrect  and  unjust,  inasmuch 
as  it  gave  seventeen  ounces  to  the  pound  weighi 
avoirdupois,  being  one  ounce  against  the  seller  and 
in  favour  of  the  purchaser,  and  upon  ascertainiDg 
this  he  at  once  seized  the  spring  balance. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant,  it  was  contended 
that  the  stetute  being  intended  for  the  protection 
of  the  public,  could  apply  only  to  the  cases  in 
which  the  balance  was  in  favour  of  the  peatv  nsisg 
it,  and  could  not  apply  to  cases  where  tne  only 
result  of  using  the  buance  on  a  salo  was  a  benefit 
to  the  purchaser,  for  whose  protection  the  statute 
was  framed,  and  that  the  appellant  intended  and 
committed  no  fraud. 

We,  however,  finding  that  the  balanoe  could 
have  been  used  for  the  purpose  of  baying  as  well 
as  selling,  and  whilst  it  was  in  the  posBeBsicm  of  a 
person  trading  in  the  manner  and  under  the  ci^ 
oumstanoes  hereinbefore  stated,  was,  in  fact  is- 
correct  and  ui^ust,  were  of  opinion  that  it  wis 
liable  to  be  seized  by  the  respondenfei  aMhoo^ 
no  fraud  on  the  public  was  intended  to'  be  qob^ 
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loilMd  bj  the  appellant,  and  that  tho  eridenoe 
^vea  before  mt  brought  the  case  within  the  opera' 
tioD  of  the  said  2na  Beotioa  of  the  Act  22  A  23 
Vict.  c.  56,  and  the  5  &  6  W.  4,  o.  63,  inoorpo- 
rated  therewith,  and  we  gave  our  determination 
■gainat  and  convicted  the  appellant  in  the  manner 
before  stated. 

The  qnestion  or  law  arieing  on  the  above  atate- 
ment  for  the  opinion  of  thie  oonrt  is,  whether  the 
•pring-balance  fonnd  ander  the  aircamstances 
before  stated  was  liable  to  be  seized,  and  the  appel- 
lant liable  to  be  convicted. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said 
conviction  was  legally  and  properlj  mode,  and  the 
Appellant  is  liable  as  aforesaid,  then  the  said  con- 
viction is  to  stand  i  but  if  the  court  shoold  be  of 
opinion  otherwise,  then  the  said  information  to  be 
diamisied. 

Given  under  onr  hands  this  4th  day  of  Novem- 
ber,  1872,  at  Maidstone,  in  the  County  aforesaid. 

ROUNEI. 

Wm.  Bu-stom. 
22  &  23  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  S,  under  which  the  appel- 
bot  wna  convicted,  enacts  that 

It  •ball  b«  lawfo]  tor  stbij  ioipeotor  of  wwghti  and 
BMaiona,  or  other  panon  or  penoDi  dalf  appointei^  tn 
inipeot  weishUand  msaatueB,  at  all  TSBHODable  time 
'   11  beam*,  loalei  and  b' 


iag,  en  tupimiag  for  •ale,  an;  niods  on  asj  open  groond, 
«r  in  anj  public  streat,  lane,  tWonghbre,  or  other  opeu 
plane  ;  aod  if  spoil  nioh  intpeotiotl  or  aiammation,  aoj 
•neh  beaniB,  soalea,  or  balaaoes,  ot  wmghti,  or  mtaaor**, 
■hall  be  foond  lifht  or  nnjnit,  or  otharwiM  aimtiair  to 
tbe  m^orisionB  otthi*  Act,  and  the  hereinbefora  reoited 
Act  <5  A  6  WilL  1, 0. 63),  or  if  anj  tiand  be  wiltallr  oom- 
mitted  in  the  oaiDB  thereof,  the  nme  shall  be  liable  to  be 
Miied  and  lorteited,  aod  tiie  penon  or  penona  ■sing,  or 
having  in  hii  ov  her  poweaaiOD,  an;  aoah  falaa  or  nnjiut 
baanu,  aoalee,  or  balauoea,  or  light  or  nnjiut  weighta  or 
ueaanrea,  ahall  be  liable  to  any  penalty  not  eioeeding 
flva  ponndi. 

Oihbons,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  the 
above  enactment  contempli.ted  only  frauds  in 
&voiir  of  the  seller,  and  that  the  present  case 
was  not  within  the  miHchief  intended  to  be  reme- 
died by  the  Aot  of  Parliament,  and  that  the  con- 
viction was  wrong.  He  cited  Carr  v.  Stringer  {18 
L.T.-Bep.N.S.  ^9;  L.  Kep.  3  Q.B.  433). 

Barrow,  in  support  of  the  conviction :  It  ia  clear, 
from  the  words  of  the  section,  that  fraud  ia  not 
Deoeesary  in  order  to  constitute  the  offence. 
[BlaCKBUBH,  J.  —  That  ia  not  contended.  The 
qnestion  r^dl^  is,  whether  this  enactment,  in 
which  everything  points  to  weighta  or  measures 
nqjust  againat  the  purchaser,  can  be  made  appH- 
cabte  to  a  balance  ui^ust  aoainst  the  seller.]  The 
Motion  waa  intended  to  apply  to  all  persons  travel- 
ting  about  the  country,  and  such  persona  travel 
■boat  M  much  tor  the  parpoae  of  buying  as  selling. 
[Blackbdrn,  J.-^But  the  legislature  says  nothing 
about  buying.  Evec  BuppaBinc;  that  che  appel- 
lant octnolly  uses  the  balance  for  that  purpose.] 
The  Act  incorporates  that  of  5  A  6  WUl.  4.  c.  63, 
•■  21,  of  which,  after  providing  that  magistrates  in 
England  and  Scotland,  and  grand  juries  in  Ireland, 
■re  to  procure  stamips  for  inspectors  for  Btampiog 
•U  wra^ta,  Ac,  under  this  Act,  enacta  that 
"tntrj  penODwho  ahall  use  on j  weight  or  measure 
ottiar  tun  those  authorised  by  this  Aot,  or  some 
aliqoot  parts  thereof  as  hereinbefore  described,  or 
irinoh  haa  not  been  so  stamped  ne  oforestud,  except 
■■  beNJoafter  excepted,  or  which  shall  be  foond 
UgU  or  ottwiMM  myvti,  ifaall,  on  oonviotioD,  fbr- 


eight 
isEed 


feit  a  sum  not  exceeding  51.,  Ac."  Now,  a  w 
cannot  be  "  otherwise  uniust,"  aa  diatin^ 
from  "  light,"  except  by  oeing  heavy.  [fiucK- 
BUBH.  J. — But  that  enactment  applies  only  to 
weights.]  The  same  policy  ahoald  surely  be  appli- 
cab^  to  the  case  of  sooles.  [Blacksush,  J. — In 
the  construction  of  penal  Acte  we  cannot  go  apon 
considerations  of  pohoy,  but  upon  the  expresa  worda 
of  the  enactment.]  The  28tn  section  of  the  same 
Act  empowers  justices  and  inspectors  "  at  all 
reasonable  times  to  enter  anv  ahop,  store,  wore* 
house,  stall,  yard,  or  place  wnatsoever  within  hla 

i'nriadiction,  wherein  goods  shall  he  exposed  or 
:ept  for  sole,  or  shall  be  weighed  for  conveyanceor 
carriage,  and  there  to  examine  the  weights, 
measures,  steelyards,  or  other  weighing  machmea, 
and  to  compare  and  try  the  same  with  the  copies 
of  the  imperial  standard  weights  and  meaenreB 
required  or  authorised  to  be  provided  under  this 
Act ;  and  if  upon  such  examination  it  shaU  appear 
that  the  said  weighta  or  measures  are  light,  or 
otherwise  unjust,  the  same  shall  be  liable  to  be 
seized  and  forfeited,  &c.,"  shovring  that  the  policy 
of  the  legislature  waa  intended  to  be  the  same  in 
the  case  of  ateelyards  or  weighing  machines,  and 
in  that  of  weights. 

BiACEBUSN,  J.— I  am  of  opinion  tfaat  the  argu- 
ment in  support  of  the  conviction  is  nntena^e. 
All  the  provisions  of  the  enactment  under  which 
the  appellant  was  convicted,  are  directed  against 
sellers  naing  unjuat  weights.  There  ia  no  provi- 
sion in  the  Act  gainst  buyers  doing  so,  probably 
because  such  a  oaae  is  a  ver^  unusual  one ;  at  any 
rate  there  ia  no  auoh  pravisiou,  and  the  conviction 
cannot  be  sustained. 

OUAIN,  J. — If  there  were  a  proviaion  in  the  Act 
under  which  the  appellant  waa  convicted,  that  a 
seller  using  an  " incorrect"  weighing  machine,  I 
should  agree  with  the  argument  for  the  respon- 
dent ;  but  the  3rd  section  contemplates  only  the 
case  of  a  aeller  uain^  an  unjust  cr  hght  weight. 
That  must  mean  unjust  as  regards  the  buyer,  The 
legislature  not  having  provided  for  the  rare  case 
of  a  aetler  naing  awei^hing  machine  unjuat  against 
himself,  and  the  justices  liaving  negatived  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  appellant  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Attorneys  for  appellant, 

Attorneys  for  respondent.  Palmer,  BvU,  and  Fry. 
Judgment  for  appelUmt. 


Monday,  June  2, 1873. 
Reo  d.  Cdbzon  ans  othebs. 

Beerhou»e  iieained  on  the  let  ifaj  \869—Befiual  to 
grant  certificate  after  lapie  of  licence — DUcretion 
of  jjiftice>—m  *  33  Vict.  c.  27.  »■  19. 

The  applicant,  who  on  the  lit  May  1869,  heJd  a 
licence  to  seU  beer  on  his  premises  under  11  Geo. 
4*1  WUl  4,  e.  64.  s.  2,  did  not  apply  for  a  cer- 
tificate under  sect.  19  of  The  Wine  and  Beerhouse 
Act  1869,  at  the  licensing  meetings  of  1870  or 
1871 ;  and  in  1872  the  juelieei,  in  Iheexercite  of 
their  discretion,  under  sect.  3  of  The  Intonieating 
Liquors  {Licenses  Suspension)  Act  1871,  refused 
his  application  for  such  certificate.  The  Licens- 
ing Act  1872  repeaU  the  said  Act  of  1871,  but  in 
1873  the  juitiees  again  r^sed  the  amilieant  a 
certificate,  and  upon  grounds  other  than  those 
limited  by  the  Act  of  1869. 

Held  upon  mandomut  to  the  jwst^CM  \a  ^iiA  a.  wt- 
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tiilcatet  that  the  limitation  of  the  justices*  discre* 
txon  in  the  Act  of  1869  applied  only  to  a  licence 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  a  certi- 
ficaie;  that  the  law  before  the  Act  of  1871  vsas  the 
same  as  declared  by  sect.  3  of  that  Act,  and  there' 
fore  is  not  affected  by  its  repeal;  and  that  the 
justices  had  jurisdiction  to  refuse  this  certificaie 
upon  any  grounds  which  justified  the  refusal  of  a 
certijicaiefor  a  new  licence. 
This  was  a  rule  for  a  mandamius  to  certain  licensing 
justices  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  directing  them 
to  grant  or  to  renew  to  Isaac  Coney  a  licence  to 
Bell  beer  by  retail,  to  be  consumed  on  the  pre- 
mises in  a  beerhouse  called  the  Malvern  Tavern, 
in  Malvem-road,  Kilbum,  Middlesex. 

It  was  stated  upon  affidavit  by  the  said  Isaac 
Coney  that  he  had  been  the  freeholder  of  the  said 
house,  and  had  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  beer- 
retailer  therein  for  nine  years.  In  1868  he  applied 
to  the  said  licensing  justices  for  a  spirit  licence, 
but  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  house  was 
too  dilapidated.  In  18io9  he  sold  the  freehold 
and  took  the  land  on  a  building  lease  for  a  term  of 
ninety  years.  The  licence  to  the  old  house  con- 
tinued in  force  until  Oct.  1869;  and  until  the 
passing  of  the  Beerhouse  Act  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  27), 
on  the  12th  Julv  1869,  every  holder  of  a  beer 
licence  was  entitled,  under  11  Geo.  4  &  1  WilL  4. 
c.  64,  s.  2,  and  the  several  Acts  amending  it,  to  renew 
his  licence  as  of  right  on  paying  the  proper  excise 
duties  iu  October  of  each  year. 

By  the  Beerhouse  Act  1869  (s.  19),  it  was 
declared  that  **  where  on  the  1st  May  1869,  a 
licence  under  any  of  the  said  recited  Acts,'*  that  is 
to  say,  the  said  Act  of  11  Oeo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  and 
the  said  amending  Acts  "is  in  force  with 
respect  to  any  house  or  shop  for  the  sale  by 
retail  therein  of  beer,  cider,  or  wine,  to  be  con- 
sumed on  the  premises,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for 
the  justices  to  refuse  an  application  for  a  certificate 
for  the  sale  of  beer,  cider,  or  wine,  to  be  consumed 
on  the  premises,  in  respect  of  such  house  or  shop, 
except  upon  one  or  more  of  the  grounds  upon 
which  an  application  for  a  certificate  under  this 
Act  in  respect  of  a  licence  for  the  sale  of  beer, 
cider,  or  wine,  not  to  be  consumed  on  the  pre- 
mises, may  be  refused  in  accordance  with  this 
Act." 

The  said  Isaac  Coney  did  not,  nor  did  his  said 
house,  come  within  any  of  the  exceptions  men- 
tioned in  the  said  Act,  which  was  declared  to 
remain  in  force  for  two  years  from  the  passing 
thereof  (July  1869),  and  until  the  end  of  the  then 
next  session  of  Parliament :  and  by  the  Beer  House 
Amendment  Act  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  29,  July 
1870),  the  principal  Act  was  continued  in  force  for 
two  years  from  July  1870,  and  until  the  end  of  the 
then  next  session  of  Parliament.  The  Excise 
Licence  for  this  house,  which  wms  in  force  on  the 
1st  May  1869,  expired  in  Oct.  1869,  and  a^i  the  said 
Isaac  Coney  was  then  about  to  pull  down  the  old 
building  and  erect  a  new  one  on  the  site  thereof, 
and  would  for  a  long  time  have  no  use  for  a 
licence,  he  considered  it  unnecessary  to  renew 
it  until  the  new  house  was  built ;  and  he  did  not 
renew  it,  but  relied  on  his  right  to  a  licence  at  any 
time  under  the  said  Beerhouse  Act  1869. 

He  was  unable  for  want  of  funds  to  begin  the 
rebuilding  of  the  house  until  June  1870,  but  it 
was  finished  in  time  for  an  application  for  a  licence 
in  March  1871,  when  he  applied  for  a  spirit  licence 
which  was  refused ;  and  as  he  had  not  given  alter- 


native notices  for  a  beer  licence,  he  did  not  apply 
for  one. 

He  believed  he  was  entitled  as  of  right  to  » 
renewal  of  his  beer  licence  in  March  1872  (the 
Beerhouse  Act  1869  being  then  still  in  force).  But 
the  Intoxicating  LiquorB  (Licenoes  SoBpensioo) 
Act  1871  (34  &  35  Yiot.  c.  88)  was  passed  in  the 
mean  tim&  (Aug.  1871),  and  by  that  Act,which  was 
to  continue  in  force  and  until  the  1st  Sept.  1872 
only,  a  discretion  was  given  (sect  3),  to  the  instioet 
to  grant  or  refuse  a  renewal  of  licenoes  in  nnroe  oa 
the  Ist  May  1869,  and  his  application  for  a  beer 
licence  in  March  1872  was  refused  by  the  justices 
in  the  exercise  of  such  discretion. 

By  the  Licensing  Act  1872  (35  &  36  Vict.  c.  94), 
the  Intoxicating  Liquors  (Licenses  Suspension) 
Act  was  repealed,  and  the  Beerhouse  Act  1869 
was  made  perpetual,  and  beUeving  that  by  each 
repeal  the  discretion  of  the  justices  to  grant  or 
refuse  a  certificate  or  licence  was  taken  away,  and 
his  absolute  right  to  such  certifici^  or  koence 
to  the  said  tavern  revived,  the  said  Isaac  Conej 
applied  to  the  said  Edwiurd  Cecil  Curzon,  Major- 
General  Sir  Charles  Bamston  Daubeney,  and  Wm. 
Bird,  the  above-named  justices  assembled  at  the  ad- 
journed general  annual  licensing  meeting  for  the  said 
division  neld  at  the  Vestry-hall,  Kensington,  i^are- 
said,  on  the  25th  March  1873,  for,  and  demanded 
a  renewal  or  grant  of,  a  certificate  or  licence  in 
respect  of  the  said  Malvern  tavern  as  of  right,  bat 
the  said  justices  refused  to  grant  such  oertificato 
or  licence,  they  considering  tney  had  no  power  to 
grant  it.  All  proper  notices  required  by  the 
statute  in  that  behalf  were  given. 

There  has  not  during  tne  whole  of  the  said 
tenacy  or  ownership  of  the  said  premises,  been  any 
complaint  or  proceeding  whatever  against  the  said 
Isaac  Coney,  in  respect  of  his  conduct  of  the  busi- 
ness carriea  on  thereat  or  otherwise,  but  he  has 
during  the  whole  of  the  time  conducted  the  said 
business  in  a  respectable  and  orderly  manner,  and 
he  has  on  the  iaith  of  his  right  to  a  renewal  c^the 
licence  so  in  force  on  the  Ist  May  1869,  as  afore- 
said, laid  out  20001.  in  rebuilding  the  said  tayem, 
which  is  specially  adapted  for  the  purposes  of  an 
inn  or  beer-house,  but  is  unfitted  for  any  other 

Eurpose,  and  he  believes  himself  to  be  aggrieved 
y  the  refusal  of  the  above-named  iustioes  to  grant 
him  a  licence  or  certificate  to  sell  beer  in  the  said 
tavern,  to  be  consumed  on  the  premises. 

Bosanquet  showed  cause  against  the  rule  oo 
behalf  of  the  licensing  justices :  —  The  third 
section  of  the  Act  of  1871,  the  whole  of  which 
Act  is  repealed  by  the  Act  of  1872,  cer- 
tainly recognises  the  existence  of  doubts  as  to  Uie 
discretion  of  justices  in  a  case  like  this ;  the  words 
are :  "  Whereas,  under  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act 
1869,  and  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  Amead- 
ment  Act  1870,  justices  are  prohibited  in  the  case 
of  any  house  or  shop  with  respect  to  which  a 
licence  for  the  sale  by  retail  therein  of  beer,  dder, 
or  wine,  was  in  force  on  the  1st  day  of  May  1869, 
from  refusing  an  application  for  a  certificate  in 
respect  of  such  house,  except  upon  the  grounds 
therein  mentioned,  and  doubts  have  arisen  whether 
suchprohibitiop  extends  to  the  case  of  an  appUca- 
tion  lor  a  certificate  with  respect  to  any  mob.  houee 
or  shop,  if  the  licence  which  was  in  force  on  tiie 
1st  May  1869,  or  any  certificate  since  granted  in 
respect  of  the  said  house  or  shqp,  has,  by  fbr- 
feiture,  lapse  of  time,  or  otherwise,  oeased  to  be  in 
force ;  and  it  is  expedient  to  remove  sudh  donbto: 
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it  is  therefore  hereby  declared,  that  in  the  case  of 
anj  Buch  application  the  justices  may,  in  their 
discretion,  rerase  the  application  upon  any  ground 
upon  which  they  might  refuse  the  application,  if 
made,  for  a  certificate  with  respect  to  any  house  or 
shop  with  respect  to  which  a  licence  was  not  in 
force  sn  the  let  day  of  May  1869."  If,  however, 
it  can  be  shown  that  the  law  under  the  Act  of 
1869  OQffht  to  be  interpreted  as  it  is  declared  in 
sect.  8  of  the  Act  of  1871,  without  the  aid  of  this 
dedarafcory  section,the  mandamus  should  be  refused. 
Vow  section  19  of  the  Act  of  1869  implies  through- 
oat  that  the  applicant,  whom  the  justices  are  pro- 
hibited from  refusing  a  certificate,  not  only  has  a 
licence  on  the  1st  A&y  1869,  but  also  has  a  licence 
in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  application.  The 
subject  of  the  section  is  the  renewal  of  existing 
licences,  and  there  can  be  no  renewal  of  a  licence 
which  has  been  dropped  for  three  years. 

FUld,  Q.C.  and  Besley,  supported  the  rule. — 
This  was  a  case  in  which,  except  for  the  3rd  sec- 
tion of  the  Act  of  1871,  the  justices  had  discretion 
to  refuse  a  certificate  only  for  the  reasons  men- 
tioned in  sect.  8 ;  neither  of  those  reasons  exists 
here,  and  the  Act  of  1871  is  now  repealed,  so  the 
justices  are  bound  to  grant  a  certificate. 

Bosanquet  called  the  attention  of  the  court  to 
Hargreaveg  ▼.  Dawean  {24,  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  428). 

Blackburn,  J. — That  case  is  exactly  in  point ; 
the  circumstances  are  like  these  with  the  excep- 
tion that  there  the  licence  was  forfeited  by  the 
misconduct  of  the  tenant  instead  of  being  allowed 
to  lapse  by  the  apphcant,  as  in  this  case.  The 
licensing  justices  nad  refused  a  certificate  upon 
other  ^rounds  than  those  limited  by  sect.  8, 
although  the  house  was  licensed  on  the  Ist  May 
1869.  The  licence  was  lost  on  account  of  the  per- 
sonal misconduct  of  the  then  tenant  at  the  licensing 
meeting  in  Aug.  of  that  year,  and  in  the  following 
Aog.  1870  the  application  for  a  certificate  by  the 
landlord  was  refused.  This  court,  consiRting  of 
Cockbum,  C.J.  Mellor  and  Lush,  JJ.  held  in  May 
1871  that  the  justices  had  a  right  to  exercise  their 
discretion,  as  at  the  time  there  was  no  existing 
licence.  If  the  Legislature  had  been  aware  of 
that  decision,  the  3rd  section  mifi:ht  haye  been 
omitted  from  the  Act  of  1871.  But  without  the 
aathority  of  that  case  I  was  prepared  to  come  to 
the  same  conclusion.  I  think  that  case  is  quite 
right,  and  if  sect.  19  of  the  Act  of  1869  stood 
alone,  without  the  declaratory  interpretation  of 
sect.  8  of  the  Act  of  1871,  it  should,  although 
dnmsily  worded,  apply  only  to  licences  in  exist- 
ence at  the  time  of  applicatios,  which  had  existed 
from  the  Ist  May  1869.  That  being  so,  the 
justioes  here  had  power  to  exercise  an  unlimited 
discretion,  and  refuse  this  application  for  a  certi- 
ficate upon  other  grounds  than  those  mentioned 
in  the  Act  of  1869.  The  applicant  was  in  the  same 
position  as  if  he  were  asking  for  an  entirely  now 
licenoe.    The  rule,  therefore,  will  be  discharged. 

QUAIN,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  had 
arriyed  at  the  same  conclusion  as  that  of  the 
judges  in  Hargreavea  y.  Dawson  before  I  saw  the 
report  of  the  case. 

Archibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This 
interpretation  of  the  19th  section  of  the  Act  of 
1S69  has  oonyenience  as  well  as  simplicity  on  its 
side.  If  this  priyilege  to  holders  of  licences  in 
Mmj  1869  were  not  limited  to  the  time  of  the  con- 
rinnwioe  of  the  licences,  application  as  of  right 
might  be  made  after  the  lapse  of  any  namber  of 


years.  The  Legislature,  by  the  Act  of  1871,  pro* 
yided  for  any  doubts  upon  the  subject,  but  in  1872 
repealed  that  proyision.  I  haye,  howeyer,  no  doubt 
about  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  1869,  without  the 
assistance  of  the  Declaratory  Act  of  1871. 

Bule  discharged. 

Attorneys  for  applicant.  Hunter,  OwcUkin  and 
Co. 

Attorneys  for  Justices,  0.  and  /.  AUen  and  Son, 


Wedneada/y,  June  4, 1873. 

HuoGiNs  V.  Ward. 

Contagiotu  Diseases  (Animals)  Act,  1869  (32  Sf  33 
Vict,  c.  70) — Order  in  Council — Notice  to  police — 
Proof  of  order — Amount  of  penalties. 
The  appellant  was  convicted  at  petty  sessions  under 
an  order  in  council  made  in  pursuance  of  the 
Contagious  Diseases  (Anim^)  Act  1869,  for 
having  in  his  possession  six  animals  ejected  with 
a  contagious  or  infectious  disease,  and  neglecting 
with  all  practicable  speed  to  give  notice  to  a  police 
constable  of  the  fact  of  the  anim^ds  being  so 
affected,  and  he  was  fined  £30.  It  was  proved 
that  the  inspector  discovered  these  diseased  animals 
amongst  others  which  were  sound  upon  the  appeU 
lanVs  premises,  but  no  proof  was  given  that  the  ap' 
pellant  had  or  had  not  given  the  required  notice  to 
a  police  constable,  A  copy  of'  the  said  order  in 
council  purporting  to  bej^rinted  by  the  Government 
printers  was  produced  in  evidence,  but  it  was  not 
proved  thai  the  order  was  published  in  the  London 
G^ette,  as  required  by  sect.  81.  This  order  im^ 
poses  no  penalties  for  offences  against  the  same, 
as  provided  by  sect,  75. 
Held,  upon  appeal,  that  the  conviction  was  valid,  and 
that  the  penalty  was  not  too  large  under  sect,  103. 
This  was  a  case  stated  by  two  justices  for  the 
county  of  Norfolk  under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 

At  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  the  Sessions 
House  in  Diss,  in  and  for  the  division  of  Diss,  in 
the  county  of  Norfolk,  on  the  25th  Sept.  1872,  an 
information  preferred  by  John  Ward  (hereinafter 
called  the  respondent),  against  Charles  Huggins 
(hereinafter  called  the  appellant),  under  the  order 
of  Priyy  Council  made  on  the  20th  Dec.  1871, 
under  the  Contagious  Diseases  (Animals)  Act, 
1869,  hereinafler  called  the  Act,  charging  for 
that  he  the  said  Charles  Huggins  on  the  8th  Aug. 
1872,  at  Shelfanger,  in  the  said  county,  unlawful^ 
was  guilty  of  a  certain  ofience  against  a  certain 
order  of  rrivy  Council,  duly  made  and  published 
on  the  20th  Dec.  1871,  under  the  Act,  and  then 
in  force  in  the  said  parish  of  Shelfanger  (that  is 
to  say),  that  he  had  in  his  possession,  or  in  his 
charge,  fourteen  animals,  to  wit,  eight  bullocks, 
three  tups,  and  three  lambs,  affected  with  a  con- 
tagious or  infectious  disease,  and  that  he  neglected 
with  all  practicable  speed,  to  give  notice  to  a 
police  constable  of  the  fact  of  the  animals  being  so 
affected,  contrary  to  the  order  and  statute,  was 
heard  and  determined  by  the  justices,  the  said 
parties  respectively  being  then  present ;  and  upon 
such  hearing,  the  case  against  the  said  Charles 
Huggins  with  reference  to  the  said  eight  bullocks 
was  not  proved  to  the  justices*  satisfaction,  but 
with  reference  to  the  said  three  tups  and  three 
lambs,  the  appellant  was  duly  convicted  before 
them  of  the  said  offence,  and  they  adjudged  him 
to  pay  a  fine  of  £5  per  head  on  the  said  three 
tups  and  three  ktmbs  (£30^  «sid.  £\  \\%.  ^.  ^^^Nj^ 
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to  be  levied  by  distress,  and  in  default  to  be  com- 
mitted to  Norwich  Castle  for  two  months  with 
hard  labour  unless  sooner  paid.  And  whereas  the 
appellant  being  dissatisfied  with  the  justices'  de- 
termination upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  informa- 
tion as  being  erroneous  in  point  of  law  had,  pur- 
suant to  sect.  2  of  the  said  statute,  20  &  21  Vict. 
c.  43,  duly  applied  in  writing  to  state  and  sign  a 
case  setting  forth  the  facts  and  the  grounds  of 
their  determination  as  aforesaid,  for  the  opinion  of 
this  court,  and  had  duly  entered  into  a  recogni- 
sance as  required  by  tiie  said  statute  in  that 
behalf. 

Therefore  the  said  justices,  in  compliance  with 
the  said  application  and  provisions  of  the  said  sta- 
tute, did  tnereby  state  and  sign  the  follovrin^  case: 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was 
proved  on  the  part  oi  the  respondent,  and  found  as 
a  fact,  that  the  respondent  was  a  superintendent  of 
police  for  the  divisiop  of  Diss,  in  tne  said  county. 
That  a  bill,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  to  this  case, 
marked  "  A,"  was  posted  up  in  Shelfanger. 

The  respondent  put  in  evidence  a  copy  of  the 
Order  of  Privy  Council,  dated  20th  Dec.  1871,  and 
numbered  341,  purported  to  be  printed  by  the 
Government  printer.  A  similar  copy  formed  part 
of  this  case. 

The  respondent  produced  a  printed  copy  of  the 
Norwich  Mercury  newspaper  of  the  11th  Dec.  1869, 
containing  an  advertisement,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy : 

Contagions  Diseases  (AniTnals)  Aot  1869. 
Connty  of  Norfolk. 

The  looal  anthority  soting  nnder  the  said  Aot  has 
made  the  following  regulations : 

The  looal  authority  of  the  oonn^  of  Norfolk  gives 
power  and  authority  to  the  poUce  omeerB  of  the  county 
constabulary,  subject  to  such  orders  as  may  from  time  to 
time  be  given  by  the  chief  constable,  to  penorm  idl  such 
acts  and  obserre  all  such  things  as  may  be  neoessary  in 
the  carrying  out  of  the  32nd  clause,  and  any  oUier  provi- 
sion of  the  Contagious  Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1869,  and 
orders  of  the  Privy  Council  conseauent  thereon.  Animals 
affected  with  plonro-pneumonia  snail  only  be  moved  for 
the  purpose  of  immediate  slaughter,  and  to  the  nearest 
slaughter-house  or  other  oonvenient  place. 

Chas.  B.  Oilman, 

Norwich,  4th  Dec.  1869.  Deputy  Clerk,  9928. 

and  the  justices  received  the  same  in  evidence, 
and  as  proof  of  the  fact  stated  in  such  advertise- 
ment. 

It  was  further  proved  on  the  part  of  the  re- 
spondent, and  found  as  a  fact,  that  on  the  8th 
Aug.  1872,  Edward  James  King,  who  is  a  vete- 
rinary surgeon,  and  inspector  for  the  Diss  district 
under  the  Act,  went  to  the  appellant's  pre- 
mises at  Shelfanger,  and  there  found  eighty-one 
sheep,  amongst  which  were  throe  tups  and  three 
lambs,  which  were  suffering  from  foot  and  mouth 
disease,  which  was  infectious. 

No  publication  of  the  said  order  of  the  Privy 
Council  in  the  London  Oazettet  or  in  any  local 
newspaper  was  proved. 

No  proof  was  ^ivcn  that  the  defendant  had  not 
given  the  required  notice  to  a  police  constable. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant, 

that  there  was  no  proof  of  the  publication  in  the 

London  Oazetie  of  the  said  order  of  the    Privy 

Council,  dated  the  20th  Dec.  1871 ;  that  there  was 

no  proof  of  the  publication  of  the  said  order  by 

the  local  aathority  in  any  local  paper  or  other- 

^I'se;  that  the  Baid  justices   had  no  power  to  in- 

£'ct  any  penalty,  inasmuch  as    no  penalty  waa 

axed  by  the  said  order  of  the  20th  Dec.  1871  \ 


that  in  the  event  of  their  having  power  to  inflict 
a  penalty  it  must  not  exceed  20L,  as  the  Privy 
Council  could  not  have  fixed  a  larger  sum ;  that 
there  was  no  proof  that  notice  of  the  appearance  of 
a  contagious  disease  amongst  the  said  animals  had 
not  been  given  to  a  police  constable,  as  required 
by  the  said  order. 

It  was  further  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  that  evidence  of  the  posting  of  the  said 
bill  marked  *'  A.'*  was  inadmissible,  as  there  was 
no  proof  that  it  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
appellant,  but  the  justices  admitted  such  evidence. 

It  was  further  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  that  evidence  of  the  said  advertise- 
ment in  the  Norwich  Mercury  was  improperly  ad- 
mitted, it  being  of  a  date  anterior  to  the  said 
order  of  council,  and  it  not  being  brought  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  appellant ;  but  the  justices  ad- 
mitted the  evidence. 

The  justices,  however,  being  of  opinion  that  by 
the  Documentary  Evidence  Act  18d8,  sect.  2,  prima 
facie  the  evidence  of  any  order  issued  before  or 
after  the  passing  of  that  Act  by  the  Privy  Council 
may  be    given  in  all   courts  of  justice  by  the 
production  of  a  copy  of  such  order  purportins 
to  be  printed  by  tne  Government  printer,  held 
that  the  Act,  sect.  81,  requires   the  publication 
in  some  newspaper  circulating  in  the  district  of 
the  local  authority  of  such  orders  only  as  are  sent 
to  the  local  authority  bv  the   Privy  Council  for 
publication,  and    that    the  said    order  of  Privy 
Council  of  20th  Dec.  1871  was  not  sent  to  the  local 
authority  for  such  publication,  nor  did  it  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  order  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  Privy  Council  that  it  should  be  so  published ; 
that  with  respect  to  any  publication  of  the  order 
either  in  the  London  Gazette,  or  in  a  local  news- 
'  paper,  (if  the  latter  should  be  held  to  be  necessary), 
it  was  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  esta- 
blishing their  jurisdiction,  to  give  proof  of  such 
publication,  as   the  Act  does   not   say  that  ths 
orders  of  the  Privy  Council  shall  be  absolutely  void 
if  not  so  published ;  and  it  was  held  b^  Coleridge, 
J.,  that  where  **  the  Legislature  requires  a  thmg 
to  be  done,  not  in  itself  essential  to  the  validity  oc 
it,  and  does  not  in  terms  specify  what  shall  be  the 
consequence  of  non-compliance,  the  court  will  not 
make  that  consequence  to  be  an  avoidance  of  ths 
whole,  and  for  a  good  reason" — see  Le  Feuvre  v. 
Miller  (26  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  1857,  M.  C.  p.  175, 178)- 
and  further  the  Act  (sect.  42)  declares  that  any 
want  of  or  defect  or  irregularity  in  publication 
shall  not  invalidate  an^  oraer.    The  sect.  75  per- 
mits the  Privy  Council  to  impose  penalties  fat 
offences  against  the  orders  not  exceeding  Uie  sum 
of  £20  for  any  such  offence,  and  so  that  in  every 
such  order  provision  be  made  that  a  penalty  kts 
than  the  maximum  may  be  ordered  to  be  paid ; 
that  every  order  shall  have  the  like  force  and 
effect  as  if  it  had  been  enacted  by  this  Act.    Sect 
103  enacts  if  any  person  is  guilty  of  any  ofFenoe 
against  any  order  or  regulation  made  by  the  Privy 
Council  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  he  shall  for 
every  such  offence  (except  as  otherwise  provided 
in  this  Act,  and  except  where  a  less  penalty  ii 
provided  in  any  such  order  or  regulation)  be  liable 
to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  £20,  where  any  siu^ 
offence  is  committed ;  with  respect  to  more  thso 
four  animals,  a  penalty  not  exceeding  51.  for  esob 
animal  may  be  imposed  instead  of  uie  penalty  6f 
^V)l.   TV<d  Y3L%\i\ee&  c^\i«\dered  that  in  sect.  75  the 
"word. ''  xnaijC^  «ia  \a  \i)[v^Sxsi\oi^&Ks&.^\mg^^  fay 
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the  Privy  Conncil,  was  permissive,  and  not 
imperative,  and  that  the  Privy  Council  not 
having  thought  fit  to  exercise  the  power  in  this 
respect  the  amount  of  the  penalty  was  not  other- 
wise provided  in  the  Act,  nor  was  a  less  penalty 
proviaed  hy  the  order,  and,  therefore,  tbe  case 
came  within  the  limits  of  sect.  103.  If  the  word 
•*  may  "  above  referred  to  must  be  taken  as  im- 
perative, the  order  itself,  as  it  seemed  to  them, 
must  be  avoided  by  the  omission.  The  Order  in 
Council,  part  2,  sect.  19,  sub.  sect.  2,  does  not  limit 
the  parties  to  whom  notice  is  to  be  given  to  the 
police  constables  of  the  county;  therefore,  proof 
of  notice  not  having  been  given  is  simply  impos- 
sible, and  if  it  were  so  limited  the  fact  that  the 
Norfolk  police  force  consists  of  231  constables  of 
different  grades,  dispersed  throughout  the  length 
and  breadth  of  the  county,  brought  the  justices  to 
the  conclusion  that  it  was  not  necessarv  for  the 
prosecntor  to  prove  the  negative ;  but  the  defen- 
oant  mieht  prove  the  affirmative  in  his  defence  if 
he  wonla  have  the  advantage  of  the  same  section 
(11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43  s.  14). 

The  questions  of  law  arising  on  the  above  state- 
ment were — First,  whether  the  said  justices  had 
power  to  inflict  any  penalty  for  the  offence 
charged  in  the  said  information ;  secondly,  whether 
the  said  justices  had  any  power  to  inflict  a  greater 
penaltv  than  201. ;  thirdly,  whether  it  was  neces- 
sary there  should  have  been  proof  that  no  notice 
was  given  to  a  police  constable  of  the  appearance 
of  a  contagious  disease  amongst  the  said  animals. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said 
conviction  was  legally  and  properly  made,  and  the 
appellant  was  liable  as  aforesaid,  then  the  said  con- 
Tiction  was  to  stand ;  but  if  the  court  should  bo  of 
opinion  that  the  appellant  upon  the  evidence  given 
was  liable  to  no  greater  penalty  than  201,  under 
the  Order  in  Council,  then  the  penalty  was  to  bo 
reduced  to  20Z. ;  but  if  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  otherwise,  then  the  said  information  was 
to  be  dismissed. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  bill  marked  "A,*' 
referred  to  in  the  case : 

Contagious  Disbasbs  (Animals). 
Important  partionlars  in  the  Aot  of  Furliament,  and 
ocdan  of  Privy  Goonoil  relating  thereto. 

Diseased  Animals. 

1.  Tlie  term  oontagioas  or  infeotioos  disease  includes 
eatUe  plagne,  plenro  -  pneumonia,  foot  and  mouth 
diaeaae,  sheep  poz,  sheep  scab,  and  glanders  in  horses. 

2.  When  any  suoh  contagious  or  infectious  disease 
appears,  the  owner  or  person  in  charge  shall,  as  far  as 
praotioable,  separate  such  affected  animal  from  other 
aniTnals  not  affected.  In  the  case  of  cattle  plague,  pleuro- 
poeomonia,  sheep  poz,  and  sheep  scab,  tnis  is  impera- 
tive. 

8.  On  the  appearance  of  any  contagious  disease  as 
aborve,  the  owner  or  person  in  charge  shall,  with  all 
praotioable  speed,  give  notice  of  the  same  to  a  police 
oonatable. 

4.  All  sheds  and  places  nsed  by  animals  so  affected  are 
forthwith  to  be  cleuised  and  dismfeoted. 

Mabkbts,  Fairs,  and  Sales. 
If  any  pmon  exposes  in  a  market  or  fair,  or  in  any  Bale- 
yard,  pQDlio  or  private,  or  plaoes  in  any  lair  or  other 
plaoe  adjacent  thereto,  an  animal  affected  with  conta- 
fioQS  or  infeotioas  disease,  such  person  is  guilty  ot  an 
offsnoe ;  and  the  animal  or  horse,  if  affected  with  cattle 
plsfgiie,  sheep  poz,  or  glanders,  may  be  slaughtered  with- 
out oompensaoon ;  if  affected  with  any  other  contagious 
dSssase,  It  may  be  detained  and  kept  in  isolation  at  the 
eaipense  of  the  owner,  oonsignor,  or  oondgnee. 

MoviNo  or  Animals. 
If  say  pvson  plaoes  or  keeps  on  taiy  nsinolosed  lands 
sr  is  #  Md  inBnmoimtlj  fenced,  or  on  the 


side  of  the  highway,  or  causes  to  be  driven  on  a  highway 
or  thoroughfare,  or  transported  by  any  oonvevanoe  or 
horse  or  animal  affected  with  any  contagious  disease  as 
above,  such  person  is  guilty  of  an  offence  against  the 
law. 

Infected  Places. 

1.  Plaoes  declared  infected  because  of  cattle  plague  or 
sheep  poz  will  be  kept  in  strict  isolation ;  and  no 
animal  dead  or  alive,  or  part  or  refuse  &o.,  of  any  animal, 
shall  be  removed  therefrom  till  the  restriction  be  removed. 

2.  Where  plenro-pneumonia  is  declared  to  exist,  the 
premises  and  lands  contiguous  in  the  same  occupation 
shall  be  treated  as  infected  on  the  declaration  of  the 
inspector,  and  no  cattle  so  affected  shall  be  moved  from 
such  fields  or  premises  except  for  immediate  slaughter, 
according  to  the  regulations  of  the  local  authority.  Nor 
shall  any  other  cattle  be  moved  therefrom  without  a 
licence  signed  by  an  officer  of  the  local  authority  certify- 
ing that  such  cattle  were  not  affected,  and  had  not  been 
in  contact  with  affected  cattle.  This  restriction  will  last 
till  thirty  days  after  the  disappearance  of  the  disease,  as 
declared  by  an  officer  of  the  local  authority.  Where  foot 
and  mouth  disease  exists  cattle  affected  and  those  herded 
with  them  are  not  to  be  moved  from  the  premises  or  fields 
contiguous  in  the  same  occupation,  except  for  immediate 
slaughter,  according  to  the  regulations  of  local  authority, 
or  under  a  licence  signed  by  an  officer  of  the  local  autho- 
rity. This  restriction  will  last  till  ten  days  after  the 
disappearance  of  the  disease,  as  declared  by  the  officer 
of  the  local  authority. 

Offences  and  Penalties. 

Whoever  shall  act  in  contravention  of  any  of  the 
regulations  specified  above  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of 
j620,  and  in  tne  case  of  animals  a  penalty  of  £5  for  each 
animal,  in  lien  of  the  general  penalty.  But  certain 
offences  such  as  doing  anything  without  a  licence  for 
which  a  licence  is  required,  or  obtaining  a  licence  under 
false  representations  or  using  a  fictitious  or  expired 
licence,  or  untruthfully  acting  with  intent  to  evade  the  Act 
of  Parliament  and  orders  of  the  Privy  Council,  shall  be 
liable  to  three  months'  imprisonment  with  hard  labour  in 
lieu  of  fine. 

The  police  have  power  to  bring  to  justice  persons 
offending  against  these  laws,  and  are  authorised  by  the 
local  authority  to  take  all  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary 
for  executing  them.  This  duty  they  have  my  orders  to 
perform  firmly,  but  with  all  propriety  and  consideration, 
and  it  is  the  interest  of  all  persons,  whether  cattle  owners 
or  meat  consumers,  to  render  them  every  assistance  in 
so  doing,  particularly  in  giving  information  of  diseased 
cattle  being  brought  to  market,  or  into  the  county  gone* 
rally,  either  by  cattle  dealers  or  other  persons.  I  invite 
this  assistance  because  it  is  only  by  a  little  temporary 
sacrifice  and  the  co-operation  of  all  classes  that  those 
diseases  can  be  speeoily  overcome,  and  these  serious 
restrictions  be  removed. 

G.  Black,  Lt.-Col., 
Chief  Constable  of  Norfolk. 

Constabulary  Office,  Norwich, 
29th  Nov.  1869. 

The  Order  in  Council  mav  be  found,  although  it 
was  not  so  proved  at  tbe  hearing  before  the  jus- 
tices, in  a  supplement  to  the  London  Gazette  of 
20th  Dec.  1871.  "By  sect.  19  of  tho  said  Order, 
"  Every  person  having  in  his  possession,  or  under 
bis  charge,  an  animal  (including  a  horse)  affected 
with  a  contagious  or  infectious  disease,  shall 
observe  the  following  rules: — (1)  He  shall,  as  far 
as  practicable,  keep  such  animal  separate  from 
animals  not  so  affected.  (2)  He  shall,  with  all 
practicable  speed,  give  notice  to  a  police-constable 
of  the  fact  of  the  animal  being  so  affected.  Such 
police-constable  shall  forthwith  give  notice  thereof 
to  the  inspector  of  the  local  authority,  who  shall 
forthwith  report  the  same  to  the  local  authority, 
and  (except  in  the  case  of  foot  and  mouth  disease) 
to  the  Privy  Council."  The  Privy  Council  has 
not  in  any  order  imposed  penalties  for  o£Eenfi»& 
against  the  same  wndex  %qc>\>.1^  <^1\>[v.^  ksX». 

JferewetHer  aroued  to  Oa.^  «^ij^i\»2D.\»v— '^l  \sr»\. 
point  is  iJDiaAi  Bome«J^rmwKN^«TAfisiicfto'lN5c^vs^ 
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offence  ongbt  to  have  been  produced.  [Black- 
burn, J. — Surely  the  respondent  could  not  be  ex- 
pected to  produce  all  the  police  of  the  county.] 
The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  a  recent  case, 
NichoUs  V.  HaU  (28  L.  T.  Bep.  473),  held  that  some 
affirmative  evidence  of  knowledge  on  the  part  of 
the  person  charged,  that  his  cattle  were  diseased, 
was  necessary  to  constitute  this  offence.  At  all 
events  the  police  of  the  immediate  district  might 
be  called  by  the  prosecution. 

Blackburn,  J. — We  have  no  doubt  that  there 
is  no  ground  for  requiring  affirmative  evidence  of 
this  negative  offence.  The  mere  charge  is  sufficient 
to  call  upon  the  defendants  to  show  to  whom  he 
gave  notice. 

QuAiN,  J. — ^I  quite  agree,  and  merely  add  that, 
at  all  events  in  this  case,  the  proof  that  the 
inspector  found  these  diseased  animals  on  the 
appellant's  premises,  amongst  others  which  were 
■ound,  was  quite  sufficient  to  throw  the  burden  of 
proof  on  the  other  side. 

Archibald,  J. — I  agree. 

Merewether, — My  next  point  is  that  the  Order  of 
Council  having  made  no  provision  for  penalties  for 
offences  against  the  same,  no  penalty  can  be 
imposed  for  a  breach  of  its  provisions.  [Black- 
burn, J. — Sect.  103  answers  tnat  objection.]  Then 
the  penalty  under  sect.  75  must  be  limited  to  £20. 
[Blackburn,  J. — Not  if  there  are  more  than  four 
diseased  animals.]  Sect.  103  does  not  relate  to 
offences  under  this  Order  in  Council,  for  the  Order, 
Inr  omitting  the  penalties,  is  not  in  pursuance  of 
tue  Act. 

Blackburn,  J. — ^This  point  is  quite  untenable. 
If  an  order  under  the  Act  omits  penalties,  that 
subject  is  provided  for  by  sect.  103. 

Merewether. — ^The  next  point  is  concerning  the 
publication  of  the  order.  There  was  no  proof  of 
the  pubHcation  in  the  London  Gazette,  as  required 
by  sect.  81,  nor  was  there  any  publication  in  the 
neighbourhood  that  this  was  an  offence.  Here  the 
offence  was  created  by  the  Order  in  Council,  yet 
the  only  possible  notice  of  it  was  the  posted  bill, 
which  he  may  not  have  seen. 


Blackburn,  J. — I  think  the  production  of  the 
copy  of  the  order  purporting  to  have  been  printed 
by  the  Grovemment  printer,  was  sufficient  under 
the  Documentary  Evidence  Act  18(>8  (31  &  32  Yiot 
c.  37)  s.  2,  sub-sect.  2. 

QuAiN  and  Archibald,  JJ.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  respondent. 

Attorneys  for  appellant,  Doyle  and  Edwards,  for 
/.  0.  Chiitock,  Norwich. 


Wednesday,  June  4,  1873. 

Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  (apps.) 
V.  Overseers  of  Birkenhead  (reaps.) 

Poor-rate — 8epa/rate  assessment  of  premises  in  one 
occupation — Enhanced  value  hy  proximity  to  a 
losing  property. 

The  appellants*  property  on  the  Birhenhecid  side  of 
the  Mersey  consists  of  docks  and  hasins  with  looro- 
houses,  lime  kUns,  m^achinery,  sheds,  and  other 
premises  ;  it  was  rated  hy  the  respondents  under 
nine  separate  items  of  premises,  the  ninth  being 
the  docks  and  their  imrnediate  premises,  the  other 
eight  being  the  various  warehouses  and  other  pre- 
mises in  conneeti<m  with,  hut  not  forming  pa/ri  of, 
the  docks.  The  ninth  item  of  titese  premises  is 
worked  hy  the  appellants  at  so  great  a  loss  thai, 
although  each  of  the  first  eight  items  is  capable  cf 
separate  beneficial  occupation,  the  whole  property 
produces  no  profii. 

Held,  that  the  said  premises,  other  than  the  docks, 
were  rightly  ralea  ai  their  separate  value  to  « 
tenant,  although  thai  value  were  enhanced  hy  ike 
proximity  of  the  premises  to  the  docks,  whith 
were  a  losing  concern. 

This  was  a  special  case  stated  by  consent  and 

order  under  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  45,  s.  11. 
In  June  1871,  a  rate  of  2«.  in  the  pound  for  the 

relief  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Birkenhead, 

was  made  by  the  respondents,  and  was  afterwards 

duly  signed  and  allowed,  and  published  as  by  law 

required. 

The  parts  of  the  rate  relating  to  the  property  of 

the  appellants  in  the  said  township  are  at  toUows : 


Rate  made  %th  June  1872,  Toumship  of  Birlcenhead. 


No. 


8186 


3184 

8135 
8830 

3840 


3842 
3848 


3844 
3846 


Name  of 
occupier. 


Mener  Dock 
andHftrbonr 
Board. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 


Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Do. 


Name  of 
owner. 


Dock  Board 


Do. 


Do. 
Do. 

Do. 


Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Do. 


Description  of  proptrty. 


1.  Two  new  warehooMO,  &o.,  on  the  margin  of  the  Morpeth 

^^OGK  •••   •••   «■•   ■••   •••   >••   •••   ■••   •••   •••   •••   •••   •"•   ••* 

2.  Workshop*,  offices,  lime  kiln.  No.  1  adjoining,  with  the 

mortar  mill  and  maohinerr     

8.  Lime  kiln  and  mortar  mill  No.  8,  and  machinery      

4.  Graving  docks,   with   steam  engines  and  machinerj  for 

^'^^i**  ^'"w  BwBDIV***   ••■   ••■   •••   ■••   •••   •■*   •••   •••   •••        •'• 

5.  Chain'0iu>le  and  anchor  testing  works,  and  the  machinery 

for  working  same,  and  yard  adjoining,  containing  8378  yards 

OX  Iftuu        •••       •••      «••      ■••       •••      •••       •••       •••      •••       •••      ■••      •••      ••• 

6.  Four  new  warehouses  on  margin  of  Great  Float     

7.  Warehouses,   and  the  hydraulic  cranes   for  working  the 

warehouses,   engine  houses,    accumulators,    and  steam- 
en^es  for  working  the  hydraulic  cranes  and  warehouses... 

8.  Timber  and  guano  sheds 

9.  Moxpeth  and  Ecerton  Docks,  and  such  of  the  Great  Float 

and  low  water  Basin  as  is  lyinr  withm  the  township,  with 
the  qnars,  coal  tips,  weighing  manhlnes,  cranes,  x^lways 
and  lana,  not  elsewhere  charged.  Tix. : — 
8,444  yuds  of  timber  wharf 


III 


£ 
800O 


83,830 
18,886 
80,815 
141,786 
25,327 
86,506 


*0 


frontage  of  Great  Float 

railway  and  tramway 

land  for  rails 

between  Duk»4treet  and  Yiotoria  Whaxf 

ooal  depot 

West  Dnke<«treet  Wharf 


888.564  totid  yixds  of  iMBd 


•M 


800 
1300 


8850 
1400 


4050 
480 


IZJM 


£ 
1800 


506 
180 

1170 


4456 


UJOOO 


Bats  at 


£     ai. 

180  0  0 


8118  6 
18   0  0 

117  0  0 


iOtlO  6 
186  0  0 


44510  0 
48   4  0 


UM  9  • 
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The  appellants  gave  notice  of  objection  to  the  | 
assessment  committee  of  the  Birkenhead  Union, 
who  confirmed  the  assessment,  and  the  appellants 
thereupon  gave  notice  of  appeal  to  the  quarter 
sessions  of  the  county  of  Chester,  by  whom  judg- 
ment is  to  be  entered  in  conformity  with  the  judg- 
ment of  this  court  at  the  sessions  next  or  next  but 
one  after  such  judgpnent  shall  be  ^iven. 

The  appellants  are  a  corporation,  incoroorated 
and  regulated  by,  and  holding  docks  ana  other 
property  (including  the  subject  of  the  said  rate) 
under  various  Acts  of  Parliament,  all  or  any  of 
which  might  be  referred  to,  and  were  to  be  taken 
as  part  of  this  case. 

The  docks  and  other  property  so  held  by  the 
appellants  are  situated  partly  on  the  Lancashire  and 
Mrtly  on  the  Cheshire  side  of  the  river  Mersey. 
The  property  situated  on  the  Cheshire  side  of  the 
river  consists  of  the  property  in  the  township  of 
Birkenhead,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  present 
rate,  and  certain  other  similar  property  in  the 
adjoining  township  of  Seacombe. 

The  working  expenses  and  average  annual  cost 
of  the  repairs,  insurance,  and  other  expenses  neces- 
sary to  maintain  the  premises  (the  subject  of  the 
saia  rate)  taken  as  a  whole  in  a  condition  to  pro- 
duce the  income  derived  therefrom  exceed  the 
amount  of  such  income.  The  largest  part  of  such 
expenses  is  attributable  to  the  repairs,  mainten- 
ance, and  other  expenses  of  the  docks,  basins,  and 
other  works  mentioned  in  the  ninth  item  of  the 
Mid  rate;  but  some  part  of  sach  expenses  is 
attributable  to  the  respective  premises  mentioned 
in  the  other  eight  items. 

It  is  admitted  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  but 
not  further  or  otherwise,  that  the  premises  respeo- 
tiyely  comprised  in  the  said  first  eight  items  of 
the  said  rate  are  respectively  capable  of  separate 
beneficial  occupation,  apart  from  the  proximity  to, 
and  connection  with,  the  docks,  and  other  premises 
comprised  in  the  said  ninth  item  of  the  said  rate, 
and  would  be  so  capable  if  the  said  docks  and 
other  premises  comprised  in  the  said  ninth  item 
were  not  in  existence.  It  is  further  admitted  for 
the  purposes  of  this  case,  but  not  further  or  other- 
wise, that  the  premises  comprised  in  the  first  eight 
items  are  res])ectiv€Jy  enhanced  in  value  by  reason 
G^  their  proximity  iro,  and  connection  with,  the 
docJu  and  other  premises  comprised  in  the  said 
ninth  item. 

It  is  admitted  by  the  respondents  that  the  ex- 
penses of  maintaining  the  docks  and  other  pre- 
mises comprised  in  the  said  9th  item  exceed  any 
yalue  derivable  from  them,  and,  therefore,  that 
the  docks  and  other  premises  mentioned  in  that 
item  are  not  at  present  the  subject  of  a  profitable 
occupation,  and  that  the  rating  thereof  cannot  be 
maintained,  and  that  this  item  is  to  be  struck  out 
of  the  said  rate. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  case,  but  not  further  or 
otherwise,  the  description  of  the  property  in  the 
said  rate,  and  the  rateable  values  of  the  premises 
respectively  comprised  in  the  said  first  eight 
items,  as  enhanced  by  their  proximity  to  and  con- 
nection with  the  docks  and  other  premises  com- 
prised in  the  said  9th  item,  may  be  taken  to  be 
correct  as  before  stated. 

The   questions   for  the  opinion  of  the  court 


l^rst,  whether  the  premises  respectively  men- 
tioiied  in  the  first  eight  items  of  the  said  rate  are 
properly  nted,  separately  and  apart   fh)m    the  | 

ICiiO.  Oia.— ToL.  yUL 


docks  and  other  premises  mentioned  in  the  said 
9th  item ;  secondly,  whether  if  the  premises  in  the 
said  first  eight  items  are  properly  rated  sepa- 
rately, and  apart  from  the  docks  and  other  pre- 
mises mentioned  in  the  said  9th  item,  they  are 
properly  rated  as  enhanced  in  value  by  their 
proximity  to  and  connection  with  the  docks  and 
other  premises  mentioned  in  the  said  9th  item ; 
and,  ii  not,  how  otherwise  the  said  first  eight 
items  ought  to  be  rated. 

In  the  event  of  the  court  answering  the  first 
question  in  the  affirmative,  judgment  is  to  be 
given  for  the  respondents  with  costs  as  agreed 
between  the  parties ;  otherwise  judgment  is  to  be 
given  for  the  appellants  with  costs  as  agreed  be- 
tween the  parties. 

Manisty,  Q.C.  (with  him  Crompton)  argued  for 
the  appellants  against  the  rate. — The  principle 
upon  which  the  appellants*  docks  on  the  otner 
side  of  the  Mersey  should  be  rated,  was  con- 
sidered in  a  case  before  this  court  last  year. 
The  Mersey  Docks  aiid  Harbour  Board  v. 
Overseers  of  Liverpool  (26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S. 
868 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  643).  The  court  held  that 
the  docks  on  the  Liverpool  side  were  not  to  be 
treated  as  one  system  of  docks  with  those  on  the 
Birkenhead  side ;  but  the  earnings  and  outgoings 
of  each  set  of  docks  must  be  kept  distinct,  and  the 
Liverpool  docks  rated  according  to  the  net  earn- 
ings on  that  side.  Cockbum,  C  J.  said  in  deliver- 
ing judgment,  "  As  to  what  would  be  the  proper 
Erinciple  to  apply,  if  eventually  the  Cheshire 
^ocks  should  prove  to  be  a  mere  mcumbrance  and 
to  be  a  source  of  no  profit,  and  have  to  be  main- 
tained out  of  the  earnings  of  the  Liverpool  docks, 
is  a  very  different  question.  I  do  not  see  any  ne- 
cessity at  present  for  saying  what  would  be  the 
principle  applicable  to  such  a  state  of  things  if  it 
should  arrive."  That  state  ofthin^s  has  now  arrived, 
and  the  principle  applicable  is  the  question  in  this 
case.  By  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Act 
1867  (20  &  21  Vict.  c.  ckii.  s.  50),  "All  docks  and 
works  belonging  to  the  board,  and  all  docks  and 
works  that  may  hereafter  belong  to  the  board, 
shall  be  bound  to  constitute  one  estate 
only,  called  the  Mersey  Dock  Estate,  and  a 
uniform  system  of  management  shall  be  adopted 
with  respect  to  the  whole  of  such  estate."  And 
by  the  Mersey  Dock  Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858 
(21  &  22  Vict.  c.  xcii.  s.  284),  "  Subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Act 
1857,  all  the  moneys  which  shall  be  collected, 
levied,  borrowed,  and  raised,  or  received  by  the 
board  under  or  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  or  the  said 
Act,  the  application  of  which  may  not  be  other- 
wise expressly  directed,  shall  be  applied  by  the 
board  on  any  order  with  respect  to  priority  of 
such  application  as  they  shall  deem  expedient  for 
the  following  purposes,  some  or  all  of  them,  that 
is  to  say, — in  payment  of  all  expenses  and  charges 
of  collecting  rates  ;  in  payment  from  time  to 
time  of  all  interest  accruing  due  on  moneys 
borrowed,  and  to  be  borrowed,  and  in  payment  of 
the  Mersey  Docks  Annuities,  hereinafter  authorised 
to  be  granted  according  to  the  respective  priori- 
ties of  such  moneys  and  annuities  under  this  Act. 
In  the  construction  of  works  authorised  to  be 
erected,  established,  and  maintained  by  the  board, 
and  in  supporting,  maintaining,  and  repairing 
the  same,  and  in  carrying  into  execution  all  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  Mec^arj  X^QR^&2k 
and   Harbour    Acti  \^Vi .    kiA  Vn  xH^a   vk^^^^sssJ^. 
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management,  condacting,  securing,  preserving, 
improving,  amending,  maintaining,  and  protect- 
ing the  Mersey  Docks  Estate.*'  From  these  enact- 
ments, it  appears,  that  the  principle  to  be  adopted 
is  that  which  was  applied  to  the  rating  of  branch 
lines  of  railway  in  the  case  of  Beg.  y.  Qreai  Western 
Railway  Company  (6  Q.  B.  179).  It  is  stated  in 
the  judgment  of  Lord  Dcnman,  p.  202 :  **  In  order 
to  ascertain  the  rate,  the  course  pursued  has  been 
to  take  the  gross  receipts  per  mile  in  the  re- 
spondent parish ;  and  tnis  sum  is  not  in  dispute. 
The  deductions  to  be  made  from  this  are  calcu- 
lated on  a  mileage  proportion  of  all  the  expenses 
and  outgoings,  taking  the  whole  three  lines  as  one 
entire  line  in  all  particulars  in  which  the  appellants 
are  at  all  chargeable ;  and  we  do  not  understand 
this  mode  to  be  objected  to.  Setting  the  proportion 
of  these  per  mile  against  the  gross  receipts  per 
mile,  the  residue  has  been  taken  as  the  rateable 
value  per  mile.  We  are,  then,  to  see  whether 
these  deductions  include  all  such  as  ought  to  be 
made  on  an  ordinary  occupation  exclusive  of  trade, 
and  also  all  such  matters  as  are  distinctly  referable 
to  the  trade  only,  and  do  not  enhance  the  value  of 
the  occupation.  If  so,  the  principle  of  the  rate  is 
right."  Similarly  the  appellants  here  contend  thab 
from  the  view  taken  by  the  Legislature,  and  from 
the  character  of  the  works,  all  the  rated  premises 
being  part  of  one  set  of  docks,  all  the  nine 
separate  heads  of  premises  should  be  taken  as  one 
property,  and  the  rates  should  be  calculated  upon 
the  whole  of  it  together.  At  all  events,  even  if 
rated  separately,  there  can  be  no  justification  for 
placing  an  enhanced  value  upon  the  first  eight 
items,  in  consequence  of  the  proximity  of  the 
ninth,  which  is  a  losing  concern. 

Holker,  Q.C.  (with  him  K.  Dighy),  for  the  re- 
spondents.— Mines  are  a  subject  for  rateability 
more  analogous  to  these  docks  than  railways.  In 
Gtf^st  V.  Overseers  of  Ea^t  Dean  (L.  Rep,  7  Q.  B. 
334),  the  appellant  was  the  owner  of  iron  mines, 
and  he  rented  two  acres  and  a  half  of  surface  land, 
partly  over  and  partly  adjoining  the  mines.  He 
occupied  the  mines  and  land  together,  using  the 
surface  for  the  purpose  of  working  the  mines  and 
getting  the  ore,  and  he  had  erected  thereon 
buildings,  machinery,  workshops,  and  tramways. 
The  surface  land,  buildings,  &c.,  without  the  mines, 
would  be  practically  useless.  It  was  held  that  the 
appellant  was  rateable  to  the  poor  rate  in  respect 
of  the  surface  land,  with  the  baildings,  machinery, 
workshops  and  tramways,  although  they  were 
occupied  in  connection  with  a  non-rateable  sub- 
ject matter,  viz.,  an  iron  mine.  That  the 
way  to  ascertain  the  rateable  value  was 
to  assume  the  mines  and  surface  to  be  in 
different  hands,  and  then  to  calculate  what 
rent  the  occupier  of  the  mine  would  have  to  pay 
for  the  surface  with  the  buildings,  Ac,  erected 
thereon.  So  also  with  respect  to  a  canal  and  the 
wharves,  engine  house,  and  reservoirs  connected 
with  it,  the  principle  of  assessment  adopted  in  The 
Birtningham  Canal  Navigation  Company  v.  Over' 
seers  of  Birmingham  (19  L.T.  Rep.  N.S.  311)  was  the 
distinct  rating  of  separate  premises.  And  even 
with'  respect  to  railways  it  has  been  held  that, 
where  the  gross  receipts  and  the  expenditure  are 
not  at  an  uniform  rate  throughout  the  line,  nor  in 
an  uniform  ratio  to  each  other,  the  mode  of  esti- 
mating  the  rateable  value  adopted  in  the  case  cited 
on  the  other  aide  was  faulty:  (Beg,  v.  TKe  Qreout 
Western  Eailioay  Company  (15  Q.  B.  379,  lOS^V 


Further  authorities  for  the  principle  adopted  by 
the  respondents  may  be  found  in 

Rtg.  V.  West  Middlesex  Water  Works,  1  ft  E.  716 : 

Rex  Y.  Lower  Mxtton,  9  B.  ft  C.  810. 
Manisty  in  reply. 

Blackburn,  J. — This  matter  seems  clear  enoagb. 
It  may  chance  that  a  rateable  property  is  of  such 
a  nature  that,  although  parts  of  it  may  be  in  the 
possession  of  different  people,  or  be  situated  in 
different  ratinflr  districts,  yet  it  can  only  be  valued 
as  one  property.  When  it  is  so,  we  oan  but  con- 
sider what  tne  whole  is  worth  when  taken  together, 
and  charjge  the  owners  or  the  parts  in  different 
districts  in  proportion  to  the  land  covered.  Here, 
however,  there  is  nothing  of  that  sort.     These 

Cmises  consist  partly  of  a  dock  upon  which  the 
rd  lose  money,  and  partly  of  warenoases,  sheds, 
and  workshops,  which  are  by  themselves  profit- 
able, but  not  sufficiently  so  to  make  the  dock  and 
other  premises  if  taken  as  one  property  a  beneficial 
occupation.  Although  the  Legislature  has  consti- 
tutea  the  whole  of  the  property  of  the  Board  one 
estate  for  the  purpose  of  management,  it  does  ncyt 
follow  that  it  should  be  rated  as  one  estate.  The  Acte 
nowhere  provide  that  all  these  buildings  shall  be 
occupied  or  assessed  together,  and  the  admiiwioD 
in  the  case  that  the  first  eight  items  of  premiseB 
in  the  rate  are  capable  of  separate  beneficial  oocapa- 
tion  apart  from  the  dock  is  sufficient  reason  for 
rating  those  premises  separately.  It  certainly 
seems  to  me  upon  that  statement  that  the  firtft 
question  ought  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmatiw^ 
or  in  favour  of  the  respondents.  Then  comes  the 
ciuestion  whether  these  premises  in  the  first  eisht 
items  are  properly  considered  of  enhanced  tmuo 
in  consequence  of  their  proximity  to  the  docks  in 
the  ninth  item.  Any  tenant  of  either  of  these 
premises  would  certainlv  take  into  account  in  fixing 
the  rent  he  would  pay,  the  advantM^  to  be  obtatned 
by  the  proximity  of  such  docks,  even  althougli 
they  might  be  a  losing  concern  if  oooapied 
separately.  Similarly,  shops,  if  situated  in  a  good 
street,  may  well  be  rated  higher  in  oonsequenoe, 
although  some  of  the  neighbouring  shops  may  be 
doin^  badly.  It  is  enough  to  say,  that  if  thii 
proximity  to  the  docks  enhances  the  aepante 
value  of  the  other  premises,  diat  is  a  matter  iduch 
should  be  estimated  in  the  rme. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  oib 
find  no  authority  that  because  these  docks  are  a 
losing  concern,  the  neighbouring  premises  should 
not  be  estimated  at  their  separate  value.  He 
question  always  is,  what  would  a  tenant  give  ?  I 
think  the  proximity  of  the  docks  would  be  con- 
sidered, ana  I  do  not  think  it  wonld  be  a  good 
answer  to  a  claim  for  a  higher  assessment  in  con- 
sequence, that  the  docks  were  vrorked  at  a  loss. 
Both  points  are  to  my  mind  the  same,  and  mnsl 
be  answered  in  favour  of  the  respondents. 

Abchibaid,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Judgment  for  responderUs, 

Attorneys  for  appellants,  Venn  and  Son,  for  A» 
T,  Squarey,  Liverpool. 

Attorneys  for  respondents,  Chester,  Urqukari, 
Bushby,  and  Mayliew,  for  /.  Townsend,  laverpooL 
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Q.B.] 


The  Aeeatbd  Bbead  Gompant  (LnaTED)  (apps.)  v.  Qrboo  (resp.). 


[Q.  B. 


Tuesday,  July  13, 1873. 

The  Aerated  Bread  Oomfant  (Limited)  (apps. ) 

V,  G&EGG  (reap.). 

.FVdrk^  or  fancy  bread  —  Sale  of  bread  otherwise 
ihan  by  weight— 6  ^  7  WiU,  4,  c.  37,  «.  4. 

6^7  Will,  4,  c.  37,  s,  4,  provides,  under  a  penalty, 
thai  aU  bread  should  be  sold  by  weight,  but 
nothing  in  the  Act  contained  is  to  prevent  any 
bilker  or  seller  of  bread  from  selling  "  bread 
usuaUy  sold  under  the  denomination  of  French 
or  Fancy  bread  or  roUs,  without  previously 
weighing  the  same" 

The  exemption  from  the  necessity  of  selling  by  weight 
applies  only  to  that  which  was  known  as  French  or 
fancy  bread  at  the  tirne  of  the  parsing  of  the  Act 
(1836)  and  to  bread  of  a  like  kind  with  it. 

Bread  made  in  separate  loaves,  and  so  baked  as  to 
be  crusty  aU  over,  and  now  known  in  the  trade 
€u  French  or  fancy  bread,  but  differing  from 
ordinary  bread  only  in  the  manner  of  baking,  is 
not  French  or  fancy  bread  within  the  meaning 
of  the  exemption. 

Case  stated  by  justices  under  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43. 

1.  The  appellant  was  convicted  under  the  7th 
section  of  6  <&  7  Will.  4,  c.  37,  of  the  offence  of 
selling  bread  from  a  van  or  carriage  without  having 
a  correct  beam  and  scales  with  proper  weights  or 
other  sufficient  balance,  under  the  following  cir- 
camstances : — 

2.  The  Aerated  Bread  Company  (Limited),  is 
incorporated  for  the  manufiEkcture  of  bread  by  a  new 
process,  in  which  carbonic  acid  gas  is  by  pressure 
loroed  into  the  dough  instead  of  the  dough  being 
mixed  with  a  ferment  as  in  the  usual  method  of 
bread  making.  The  kneading  also  is  effected  by 
machinery,  and  not  by  hand. 

3.  The  material  of  which  this  bread  is  made  is 
in  all  other  respects  the  same  as  ordinary  bread. 
Two  qualities  of  bread  only  are  manufactured  by 
tiie  company,  viz.  the  best  and  the  seconds,  or 
household  bread;  the  only  difference  in  this 
respect  being,  as  with  other  bakers,  that  the  best 
bread  is  made  of  more  perfectly  sifted  flour,  and 
the  household  bread  of  flour  called  **  Seconds," 
which  is  the  same  flour  with  less  of  the  bran 
aiftedout. 

4.  The  bread  manufactured  by  the  company  is 
not  made  and  baked  in  batches  as  by  other  bakers. 
The  best  bread  is  made  in  separate  loaves,  which 
are  separate  in  the  oven,  so  as  to  be  crusty  all 
orer.  The  seconds  or  household  bread  is  baked 
in  tins.  The  dough  for  the  loaves  issues  from  a 
spout  of  a  measured  size,  and  the  proper  quantity 
m  a  loaf  is  cut  off  by  a  knife,  which  descends  at 
measured  intervals,  and  the  tins,  as  they  are  filled, 
are  sent  down  a  slide  into  the  oven.  The  best 
breed  for  the  separate  loaves  is  carried  to  the 
oven  by  hand,  and  in  the  oven  is,  of  course, 
more  exposed  to  evaporation  than  those  enclosed 
in  tins. 

5.  The  company  call  the  loaves  baked  in  tins 
**  Seconds  or  household  bread,"  and  these  are  sold 
by  the  company  and  their  agents  by  weight,  but 
the  best  flour  loaves,  btdced  separately  and  not  in 
tins,  are  not  sold  by  weight,  nor  are  weights  and 
scales  sent  out  with  the  delivery  carts.  The  com- 
pany call  ^ese  "  French  or  fancy  bread,"  and  it  is 
ondCer  that  denomination  that  they  are  advertised 
and  sold,  and  it  was  contended  that  being  such 
they  came  within  the  exception  of  the  4th  section 
of  the  aboFa  atainte,  aa  foUowa:  "FroYided  that 


nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  or  be 
construed  to  extend  to  prevent  or  hinder  any  such 
baker  or  seller  of  bread  from  selling  bread  usually 
sold  under  the  denomination  of  French  or  fancy 
bread  or  rolls  without  previously  weighing  the 
same." 

6.  It  was  proved  that  such  loaves  are  in  the  trade 
known  as  "  French  or  fancy  bread." 

7.  It  vras  our  opinion  that  these  loaves  are  not 
French  or  fancy  bread  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  for  the  reasons  following : 

1st.  The  material  of  which  the  bread  in  question 
is  made  in  no  way  diflFers  from  the  ordinary  loaves 
sold  by  bakers  generally. 

2ndly.  The  material  of  these  loaves  is  the  same, 
except  in  the  quality  of  the  flour,  with  that  of  the 
seconds  or  household  bread,  which  the  company 
sells  by  weight. 

3rdly.  The  manner  of  making  differs  only  from 
that  of  ordinary  bread  in  that  the  gas  is  pressed 
into  the  pores  of  the  dough  by  force  instead  of 
being  proauced  in  the  substance  of  the  dough  by 
a  ferment. 

4thly.  That  this  bread  in  no. way,  except  the 
manner  of  baking  in  separate  loaves,  resembles 
what  was  called  French  or  fancy  bread  at  the  time 
of  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  is  in  fact  only 
English  Dread  oaked  so  as  to  have  an  outside  of 
crust. 

5thlv.  That  no  advantage  accrues  to  the  consumer 
from  this  form  of  baking,  but  that  it  is  necessary 
to  the  proper  baking  of  the  best  bread  made  by  the 
company's  process. 

6thly.  That  the  tin  baked  loaf  is  more  trouble- 
some than  baking  loaves  in  batches,  as  is  the 
manner  with  loaves  of  ordinary  bakers ;  neverthe- 
less the  company  treats  these  tin  baked  loaves  as 
ordinary  and  not  as  fancy  bread,  and  always  sells 
them  by  weight. 

7thly.  That  the  loaves  in  question  do  not  differ 
from  ordinary  loaves  more  than  do  the  tin  baked 
loaves,  except  as  above  appears. 

8thly.  That  if  the  loaves  in  question  are  fancy 
bread,  the  tin  baked  loaves  are  equally  so,  but  the 
company  do  not  claim  the  tin  loaves  as  being 
either  French  or  fancy  bread,  but  sell  them  by 
weight. 

For  these  reasons  we  were  of  opinion  that  the 
loaves  in  question  were  neither  "  French  nor  fancy 
bread,"  within  the  exception  in  the  statute,  and 
we  convicted  the  appellant  in  a  single  penalty,  and 
agreed  to  state  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  your 
honoDrable  court. 

I 

The  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court 
is,  whetner  the  said  loaves  are  French  or  fancy 
bread  within  the  exception  in  the  statute  above 
cited. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  these  loaves 
are  not  within  the  exception,  the  conviction  is  to 
be  affirmed ;  if  otherwise,  the  conviction  will  be 
quashed. 

Given  under  our  hands  this  17th  day  of 
February,  1873. 

Edwakd  William  Cox. 
I.  E.  B.  Cox. 

Day,  Q.C.  (with  him  Finlay)  for  the  appellants, 
contended  that  the  justices  were  wrong  in  con- 
victing. It  is  found  as  a  face  in  the  case  that  the 
loaves  sold  by  the  appellants  were  knowu  \x!l  ^Jaa 
trade  as  fancy  bxeaA,  ^VviXi  \^  \ajcv\a!a\.waiX.  \fi 
a  finding  tihat  t\iey  -wen^  MwisiSii  Aowxi^X*  «^^ 
sold    aa    iancy  bwaA.     li  V>Q»Jt  Sa  ^"^  ^>cifc  ^»» 
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Q.B.] 


Thz  Axbated  Bkbad  Cokfant  (Limitbd)  (apps.)  v.  Obego  (reap.). 


[Q.B. 


comes  within  the  exemption  contained  in  the 
proyiso  to  sect.  4  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  37(a) ;  for  the 
mtention  of  the  Legislature  was  not  to  confine  the 
exemption,  from  the  necessity  of  weighing,  to  what 
was  known  as  fancy  bread  at  the  time  of  the  pass- 
ing of  the  Act.  Beg.  v.  Wood  (L.  Rep.  4  Q.  B. 
559 ;  20  L.  T.  Bep.  it.  S.  654)  is  an  authority  to 
the  effect  that  by  mnpy  bread  is  meant  what  is  sold 
and  usually  known  as  such  at  the  time  of  the  pro- 
secution, not  what  was  deemed  such  at  the  time 
the  Act  was  passed.  Lush,  J.  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  court  in  that  case 
said :  '*  If  the  Act  had  been  passed  for  a  limited 
period  only,  there  might  have  been  reason  for 
supposing  that  the  Legislature  thought  there 
would  be  no  change  in  the  staple  article  during 
that  period,  and  m  that  case  the  proviso  might 
well  have  been  read  as  if  the  words  nad  been '  now 
usually  sold  under  the  denomination  of  fancy 
bread.  But  the  Act  is  a  perpetual  one,  intended 
to  regulate  the  sale  of  bread  for  all  time.  A 
similar  Act  had  been  in  operation  in  London  and 
within  the  Bills  of  Mortality  since  1822  (3  Geo.  3, 
c.  106),  and  in  1838  an  Act  was  passed  for  Ireland 
in  terms  precisely  similar  as  regards  the  present 
question  (1  &  2  Yict.  c.  28).  The  same  construc- 
tion must,  of  course,  be  put  upon  the  same  words 
in  each  Act,  and  what  is  the  proper  reading  of 
them  now  must  be  the  reading  a  hundred  'years 
hence.  We  cannot  suppose  that  the  Legislature 
meant  to  stereotype  a  particular  article,  or  to  say, 
that  because  it  was  then  an  article  of  luxury  it 
should  be  so  regarded  in  all  time,  no  matter  what 
•changes  or  improvements  may  take  place  in  the 
common  food  of  the  country.  So  to  hold  would 
be  in  course  of  time  to  neutralise  the  Act,  instead 
of  making  it  one  of  perpetual  obligation."  "  The 
customer  is  to  be  supplied  with  so  many  pounds 
of  bread  unless  he  chooses  to  have  an  article  of 
exceptional  quality — something  that  is  not  ordi- 
nary bread,  and  if  he  buys  that  the  baker  is  to  be 
at  liberty  to  sell  it  without  reference  to  its  weight. 
But  unless  it  is  of  an  exceptional  character,  if  it 
is  the  common  article  of  consumption,  the  baker 
must  sell  it  as  such."  According  to  this  reason- 
ing, the  bread  sold  by  the  appelluits  is  within  the 
exemption  contained  m  the  proviso,  and  the  con- 
viction was  therefore  wrong. 

J.  Thmnpsont  for  the  respondent,  contended  that 
the  bread  sold  by  the  appellants  did  not  come 
within  the  exemption  contained  in  the  proviso, 
and  that  the  conviction  was  therefore  right. 
Merely  calling  this  bread  fancy  bread  does  not 
make  it  such ;  and  the  justices  have  expressly 
found  that  the  materials  of  which  the  bread  is 
made  are  the  same  as  those  of    which  ordinary 

(a)  6  &  7  Will.  4,  87,  n.  4,  enaote:  "That  from 
and  after  the  oommenoement  of  this  Act,  all  bread 
■old  beyond  the  limits  aforesaid,  shall  be  sold  by  the 
the  several  bakers  or  sellers  of  bread  respectively  beyond 
the  said  limits  by  weigfht ;  ami  in  case  any  baker  or 
■ell or  of  bread,  beyond  the  limits  aforesaid,  shaXL  sell  or 
oanse  to  be  sold  bread  in  any  other  manner  than  by 
weight,  then  and  in  such  case  every  such  baker  or  seller 
of  bread,  shall  for  ever^  snoh  offence  forfeit  and  pay 
any  sum  not  exceeding  forty  shillings,  which  the  magis- 
trate or  magistrates,  justice  or  justices  before  whom 
sach  offender  or  offe  nders  shall  be  convicted  shall  order 
and  direct ;  provided  always  that  nothing  in  this  Act 
contained  shall  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend,  to  pre- 
rent  or  hinder  any  such  baker  or  seller  of  bread  from 
Belling  bread  osoaliy  sold  under  the  denomination  of 
French  or  fstnoy  bread,  or  rolls,  without  previouaVy 
weighing  the  amme." 


\ 


bread  is  made ;  the  only  difference  between  the 
two  kinds  of  bread  sold  by  the  appellants  oonnsts 
in  the  manner  of  baking,  and  such  a  difference 
will  not  make  ordinary  bread  into  fancy  bread. 
What  is  fancy  bread  is  to  be  determined  by  see* 
ing  what  was  f&ncy  bread  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  the  Act ;  only  such,  or  bread  of  a  Uke 
kind  with  it,  comes  witnin  the  application  of  the 
proviso.  Whether  the  bread  sola  by  the  appel- 
lants was  or  was  not  fancy  bread  was  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  determination  of  the  justices,  and 
they  have  determined  it  against  the  appellants. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  jnstioes 
were  ri^ht  in  convicting  in  this  case,  and  that  the 
conviction  must  be  affirmed.  The  question  turns 
upon  the  construction  of  sect.  4  of  the  6  A  7 
Will.  4,  c.  37,  and  I  will  first  state  what  is  my  view 
as  to  that  enactment.  When  that  Act  was  passed 
in  the  year  1836  there  were  two  kinds  of  bread  in 
existence,  (I)  household  bread  which  consisted  cl 
ordinary  loaves  which  a  buyer  would  expect  to  be 
of  full  weight,  and  (2)  fancy  bread  whicn,  accord- 
ing to  my  recollection  was  made  of  a  finer  quality 
of  flour  than  the  household  bread,  and  was  in  the 
shane  of  a  roll,  and  which  a  person  buyine  it  woold 
hardly  ^^pect  to  be  accurately  weighed  like  the 
other.  Then  the  Legislature  intervened,  and  by 
the  Act  of  6  &  7  YnW,  4,  o.  37,  s.  4,  provided: 
[reads  the  section.]  The  intention  of  the  li^slafcare 
in  this  was,  in  my  opinion,  to  allow  sncb  oread  as 
was  considered  fancy  bread  in  the  year  1836  to  be 
sold  without  being  previously  weighed.  When  a 
new  kind  of  bread  nas  been  introduced,  such  as 
Italian  bread  or  crescents,  the  point  arises  whether 
such  bread  can  be  considered  as  of  a  like  kind  to 
f&ncy  bread  as  fancy  bread  was  understood  in  the 
year  1836.  If  it  is  not  of  the  like  kind  with  that, 
then,  no  matter  by  what  name  it  may  be  called,  it 
must  be  weighed  before  it  is  sold.  Takins  this 
view  of  the  matter,  the  conviction  of  the  appellants 
was  right,  because  the  bread  sold  by  them  is  found, 
as  a  fact,  by  the  justices  not  to  be  like  what  was 
called  and  known  as  fancy  bread  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  the  Act  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  37,  bnt  to  be 
merely  English  bread  so  baked  as  to  have  an  outside 
of  crust.  A  change  of  the  name  by  whidb  the  bresd 
is  called  is  unimportant.  English  bread  thon^ 
baked  so  as  to  have  an  outside  of  crust  is  not,  m 
my  opinion,  fancy  bread  within  the  meaning  of 
6  &7  Will.  4,  c.  37,  s.  4,  because  at  the  time  tiiat 
Act  was  passed  the  question  whether  bread  was 
or  was  not  fancy  bread  did  not  depend  apon  the 
fact  of  there  being  an  outside  crust  upon  it  or  not 
The  learned  counsel  who  have  argued  for  the  tp' 
pellants  has  relied  upon  the  case  of  Beg,  ▼.  Wood 
(L.  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  659 ;  20  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  664).  In 
that  case  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  amongst 
the  members  of  the  court ;  but  the  conclusion  at 
which  the  majority  of  the  court  arrived  is  tt 
variance  with  that  at  which  I  have  arrived  in  the 
present  case.  They  seem  to  have  thought  tint 
the  reason  why  fancy  bread  was  not  required  br 
the  Legislature  to  bo  weighed,  as  household  bread 
was,  was  because  fancy  bread  was  an  article  of 
luxury,  and  that  the  term  fancy  bread  was  to  be 
applied  to  such  bread  as  might  m>m  time  to  time 
be  considered  as  an  article  of  luxury.  I  am  nn* 
able  to  concur  in  that  view  of  the  matter,  and  if 
the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Wood  (uH  tup.)  had  been  pre> 
cisely  in  point,  we  should  take  time  to  oonsidff 
wYiQ\iVi«r  '^e  ihoxild  dissent  from  the  decision  of  the 
ma^otiX;^  ol  0[i^Q»\xT\im^Ckai(kCSMftA.  \  «ica  iuoliiied 
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to  tbink  th&t  the  view  which  mj  brotber  HanDen 
took  in  that  cua  una  tb«  correct  one;  and  I 
deaire  to  state  that  I  do  not  s^p-ee  ia  the  raaaon- 
JD^  of  the  majoritj  of  the  ocnrt,  altboagh  I  do  not 
think  our  jadgmsnt  in  the  present  case  ooafljcts 
with  that  proDonnced  in  Beg.  v.  Wood.  For  the 
reasons  which  I  have  giren,  I  tbink  that  tbe  con- 
viction of  the  appellants  was  right,  and  that  the 
conTiction  shonld  be  affirmed.  ^ 

Qum,  J.  —  I  am  of  the  aame  opinion.  The 
question  whioh  we  have  to  determine  in  this  case 
reaolTee  itself  into  this,  whether  a  common  qnartem 
loaf  is  to  be  considered  French  or  fancy  bread 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  4  of  6  >k  7  Will-  4, 
o.  37,  simply  beoanse  it  happens  to  be  baked 
aeparatelT,  and  ia  therefore  crnstj  all  round.  I 
am  cleany  of  opinion  that  it  cannot,  on  th^ 
ground,  M  considered  to  be  French  or  fancy 
bread  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  that 
what  the  Act  refers  to  by  the  terms  French  or 
fhncy  bread  is  bread  which  was  nsaally  sold  as 


18; 


r  bread  at  the  time  the  Act  was  passed  in 
s  I  do  not  mean  to  lay  it  down  that 


the  term  fooc^  bread  mnst  be  restricted  solely 
titot  tn'ead  which  was  sold  as  fancy  bread  at  the 


then  sold  as  French  or  fancy  bread.  The  only 
kind  of  bread  whioh  the  Legislabare,  by  that  Act, 
rendered  it  nnneoesBary  to  weigh,  was  bread  which 
was  made  in  small  qoantitiea  and  in  pieces  of  a 
■mall  siie.  The  crescents  which  have  been  re- 
oentlv  introdooed  are  of  a  like  kind  with  that 
which  tbe  Legislature  intended  to  eiempt  from 
tbe  necessity  of  being  weighed,  bat  it  was  not  the 
intention  of  the  Leeislatare  to  take  ordinary 
loavea,  like  those  in  the  present  case,  out  of  the 
operation  of  tbe  Act.  On  these  grounds  I  agree 
with  my  brother  Blaokbum  that  the  conviction 
woa  right  and  ooght  to  be  affirmed. 

Akcbibuj),  J. — I  alao  am  of  opinion  that  the 
justices  were  right  in  conricting  the  appellants, 
and  that  the  conviction  mast  be  affirmed.  I  do 
not  think  that  the  proviso  which  is  contained  in 
the  end  of  sect.  A  at  6  &  7  Will.  4,  o.  67,  con  be 
attended  to  every  kind  of  bread  which  at  any 
time  may  be  called  Ihncy  bread.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  term  bnoy  bread  was  intended  by  the 
Lc^latnre  to  refer  to  that  kind  of  bread  which 
was  known  and  described  as  fancy  bread  at  the 
time  of  the  posang  of  tbe  Act,  and  to  bread  of  a 
like  kind  with  it.  In  mj  view  it  is  not  possible 
to  bring  common  English  bread  within  the  ez- 
oeption  contained  in  the  proviso  bj  merely  alter- 
ing the  mode  in  which  it  is  baked,  and  by  baking 
it  m  detached  pieoes  so  sa  to  make  the  loaf  crusty 
all  round.  Bat  I  consider  that  the  proviso  at  the 
md  of  the  section  would  include  bread  of  a  like 
kisd  with  what  was  anderstood  as  fancy  bread  at 
tbe  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act,  although  it 
may  not  have  been  known  at  that  time.  In  the 
preaeni  case  the  juxticas  have  found  as  a  fact  that 
the  bread  baked  by  the  appellants  does  not  in  anv 
way  resemble  what  was  t^led  or  knaurn  as  French 
or  ancy  bread  i  and  the  conviotion  must  therefore 
be  affirmed.  We  do  not  over-rule  the  oase  of  Reg. 
v.  Wood  («6t  sup.)  1  bnt  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Blookbnm  in  not  adopting  tbe  reasons  given  by 
the  nm'ari^  of  the  conrt  for  their  decision  in  that 
(■■bl  OonvieHon  oMmsd. 

Attameya:  for  ^ipellants,  Wilton,  BruUna,  and 
CttrpmaAi  tar  retpomUat,  A.  Saym«t. 


BuTi*t«n.*t.Lair. 

iViiay,  afaj  2,  1873. 

£p.)  o.   Ths    Ovebssbeu 
IBB  (respa.)  (Hadmbld's  Cisb). 

SAght  to  vote — "  Achiai  poaieMtion  "  of  n 

—2  WiU.  4,  e.  45,  a.  2S—SlaluU  of  Ueei  (27 
Hen.  8,  cap.  10)  —  Power  of  court  to  over- 
ride itt  own  deeigiom — 6  Vicl.  e.  18,  s.  66. 

By  indenture,  dated  the  29f&  Jan.  1872,  which 
operated  wider  the  Statute  of  Vtet,  a  perpetnal 
yearly  renteharge  wat  granted  to  the  use  of  S. 
and  tixieen  other  persons  at  tenants  tn  oomynm 
in  fee,  to  he  pmahle  by  equal  half-neariu  pay- 
ment* on  lh«  %9ih  Jviy  and  the  29th  Jon.  m  eaek 
year.  The  firit  payment,  payable  on  the  29A 
July,  woe  paid  on  the  Wth  July  1872. 

Held,  Ihat  at  the  conveyance  operated  under  the 
Statute  of  Utet,  the  cate  wat  governed  by  Hedii 
V.  Blain  (34  L.  J.  88,  O.P. ;  18  C.B.,  KS.  90.), 
and,  tiierefore,  the  granteet  mutt  be  taken  to  have 
been  in  "  actual  poeeetsion  "  of  the  renteharge 
within  the  meanuu/  of  2  WiU.  4,  e.  45,  s.  26, 
from  the  dale  of  the  conveyance,  and  wen  entitled 
bj  be  regittereaat  voters. 

SemhJe,  the  court  will  overrule  itt  previout  deeitiont 
if  they  are  clearly  »hown  to  be  wrong. 

The  application  of  eeet.  65  of  6  Viet.  e.  18,  whiek 
enact*  thai  a  deeieion  ihaU  be  final  and  eondu- 
tive,  it  limited  to  the  eate  in  whtch  the  dedtion  ts 

Afpbiil  from  tbe  revising  barrister  for  the  aonlh> 
eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

The  following  case  was  stated  by  the  revising 
barrister: 

At  a  ooort  held  at  Ashton-nnder-Lyne,  for  the 
purpose  of  revising  the  Ust  of  voters  for  tbe 
Ashton-nnder-Lyne  polling  district,  before  me, 
John  Hargrave  HodJon,  Esq.,  the  barrister  ap- 
pointed to  revise  the  list  of  voters  fur  the  aontb- 
eaatem  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
Thomas  Webster  duly  objected  to  the  name  of 
Joseph  Hadfield  being  inserted  in  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  said  division  of  the  said  county  of 
Lancaster. 

The  claim  of  the  swd  Joseph  Hadfield  was  as 
follows; 


The  following  facte  were  established  by  the 
evidence. 

By  an  indenture  made  and  dated  tbe  29th 
Jan.  1872,  and  made  between  Hugh  Mason  of  tbe 
first  part,  the  said  Joseph  Hadfield.  Robert  Taylor 
Weild,  and  others  of  the  second  part,  and  the  said 
Joseph  Hadfield  and  Robert  Taylor  Weildof  the 
thira  part,  the  said  Hugh  Mason  being  seised  in 
fee  simple  in  possession  of  certain  lands  and 
mesBuwoa  in  Ashton-under-Lvne  aforesaid, 
^antedunto  the  said  Joseph  Hadfield  and  Robert 
Weild,  being  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part  b.q4 
their  heirs,  one  perpetiM^  -jcmW  TKn.\dQss%%  ^ 
S6l.  14t.,  to  be  ^KjsfcAe.  c\eM  ^A  ifi.  4R&i«u«Wk 
whatBoever  (.exoept  pto¥«rt^  ot  YMHout  "wa^^  ^1 
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eqnal  half-yearly  payments,  on  the  29th  July  and 
the  29th  Jan.  in  each  year,  and  the  first  payment 
to  be  due  on  the  29th  July  then  next,  and  to  be 
issuing  from  and  out  of  and  charged  and  charge- 
able upon  the  said  lands  and  messuages  ;  to  hold 
the  said  rentcharge  unto  the  said  Joseph  Had- 
field  and  Robert  Taylor  Weild  and  their  keirs  for 
ever. 

In  the  said  deed  is  contained  a  declaration  that 
the  said  rentcharge,  and  the  power  of  distress 
therein  expressed  to  be  grantea  to  Hadfield  and 
Weild,  is  so  granted,  and  they  thereby  agreed 
that  they  should  hold  and  stand  entitled  to  the 
same :  "To  the  use  of  the  said  parties  thereto  of 
the  second  part,  and  their  respective  heirs  and  as- 
signs, as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 
tenants." 

The  moiety  of  the  said  rentcharge  of  35Z.  148. 
(less  property  tax),  due  on  the  29th  July,  was  paid 
on  the  30th  July  18?2,  by  the  said  Hugh  Mason 
to  Hidfield  and  Weild,  pursuant  to  the  deed,  and 
divided  equally  by  them  amongst  the  said  per- 
sons, except  Alderson  Thomas,  parties  to  the  said 
deed,  of  the  second  part,  and  John  Richardson, 
who  stands  in  the  stead  of  the  said  Alderson 
Thomas. 

It  was  contended  by  the  objector,  that  the  said 
Joseph  Hadfield  was  not  in  the  actual  possession 
of  the  said  rentcharge  for  six  calendar  months  pre- 
vious to  the  31st  Jmy  1872,  as  required  by  2  Will. 
4,  c.  45,  s.  26. 

It  was  contended  by  the  party  objected  to,  upon 
the  authority  of  Heelis  v.  Blain  (34  L.  J.  88,  C.  P.; 
18  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  90),  that  the  Statute  of  Uses  (27 
Hen.  8,  c.  10),  operated  to  give  to  the  said  party 
objected  to,  and  the  said  other  persons  parties  to 
the  said  indenture  of  the  second  part,  the  actual 
possession  of  the  said  rentcharge  on  the  execution 
of  the  said  indenture. 

I  held,  upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  that  the 
claim  was  good. 

If  the  court  be  of  opinion  that  my  decision  was 
wrong,  the  register  is  to  be  amended  by  erasing 
the  name  of  the  said  Joseph  Hadfield  from  the 
said  list. 

Herschell,  Q.C.,  for  the  appellant. — I  admit  that 
this  case  falls  within  the  decision  in  Heelis  v.  Blain 
(34  L.  J.  88,  C.  P. ;  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  90),  and  contend 
that  that  case  was  wrongly  decided,  and  should  be 
overruled.  All  the  authorities  were  not  brought 
before  the  court  in  that  case.  "  Actual  possession  " 
in  sect.  26  of  2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  means  physical  pos- 
session, i.e.,  in  the  case  of  a  rentcharge,  the  receipt 
of  the  rent.  This  view  is  confirmed  by  looking  at 
the  exceptions  in  the  Act.  [Bovill,  C.J. — There 
is  a  distinction  between  the  possession  of  an  estate 
or  interest  in  land,  and  possession  of  the  land 
itself ;  and  so,  in  the  case  of  a  rentcharge,  between 
possession  of  the  rentcharge  as  an  estate,  and 
possession  of  it  by  the  receipt  of  money.  Dexman, 
J. — A)i€lay  V.  Lt'tvig  (17  C.  B.  316)  is  important.] 
I  submit  that  the  Statute  of  Uses  was  only  in- 
tended to  deal  with  the  possession  of  estates,  and 
not  with  the  physical  possession  of  lands  or  rents. 
The  object  was  to  transfer  the  legal  estate  from  the 
feoffee  to  uses  to  the  person  havingtheuse:  (Bacon's 
Reading  on  the  Statute  of  Uses,  pp.  38,  40,  56 ; 
Littleton's  Tenures,  366,  on  the  distinction  between 
seisin  and  possession.)  The  authorities  are  in 
^rour  of  this  contention.  The  question  has 
arisen  with  regard  to  the  action  of  trespass, v^hethoT 
B  person  taking  under  the  Statute  of  Uses  gets  a 
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possession  which  entitles  him  to  maintain  tres- 
pass. The  balance  of  opinion  is  that  trespass  win 
not  lie.  In  Greeti  v.  WaUwin  (NoyI  73)  there  is  a 
dictum  that  the  cestui  que  use  may  have  assise,  but 
not  trespass : 

Geary  ▼.  Bearcroft,  Carter,  57,  66 ; 

Comyn's  Dig.  tit. ''  Trespass  "  (b.  S)  ; 

Fonblanqne  on  Equity,  vol.  2,  p.  12 ; 

Gilbert  on  Uses,  3rd  edit.,  d.  185 ; 

Koscoe's  Beal  IVoperty,  vol.  2,  p.  662 ; 

WiihAmB  on  Beal  Property,  8th  edit,  p.  176. 
The  only  authority  that  I  know  to  the  oontrary  is 
ananonymouscaseinCro.  Eliz.  p.46.  "Nota,  That 
cestui  que  use  at  this  day  is  immediately  and 
actually  seised  and  in  possession  of  the  land ;  so 
as  he  may  have  an  assize  or  trespass  before  entry 
against  any  stranger,"  &o.  Perhaps  the  words  "  or 
trespass,"  may  have  been  introduced  by  mistake. 
If  the  contention  of  the  opposite  side  is  right,  the 
effect  would  be,  with  reference  to  oases  under  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27),  that 
the  statute  would  never  run  against  a  person 
taking  under  a  conveyance  operating  unoer  the 
Statute  of  Uses,  unless  he  were  wpossasaed. 
Coming  to  Heelis  v.  Blain,  1  contend  that  your 
Lordship  should  not  hesitate  to  overrule  it.  Ko 
mischievous  consequences  would  arise  from  your 
so  acting,  and  such  a  decision  would  interfere  with 
no  vested  rights.  If  you  do  not  overrule  it 
you  will  have  to  carry  it  out  to  its  logical  extent, 
farther  than  the  actual  decision  went.  The  case 
involves  this  absurdity,  if  I  take  under  a  commoD 
law  conveyance,  I  get  no  vote  without  six  months' 
possession  ;  but  if  1  take  under  a  grant  to  A^  to 
the  use  of  myself,  I  at  once  have  a  vote  under  the 
Reform  Act.  That  decision,  again,  has  not  met 
with  uniform  approval  from  conveyancers. 

/.  W.  MeUor  (Ketielm  Bigby  with  him)  for  the 
respondents. — Heelis  v.  Blain  hviA  been  acted  upon 
for  eleven  years,  and  has  not  been  shown  to  con- 
flict with  any  decision  of  this  court,  and  Parlia- 
ment after  full  inquiry  has  subsequently  passed  an 
Act  relating  to  the  franchise  which  has  left  Heelis 
V.  Blain  untouched.  I  contend  that  Heelis  v.  Blam 
was  rightly  decided,  and  that  by  virtue  of  the 
Statute  of  Uses  the  claimant  was  m  actual  posses- 
sion of  the  rentcharge  immediately  on  the  execu- 
tion of  the  grant.  My  learned  friend  says  that 
possession  of  a  rentcharge  is  the  same  as  posses- 
sion of  land,  but  a  rentcharge  is  incorporeal,  and 
therefore  physical  possession  of  it  is  in  one  sense 
impossible.  He  says  possession  must  be  by  reoeipi 
of  rent,  but  this  is  really  only  a  constructive  pos- 
session. The  nature  of  this  possession  is  explained 
in  Murray  v.  Thorniley  (2  C.  B.  223),  where 
Tindal,  C.J.  said,  "The  question  undoubtedly 
turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the  words  'actoM 
possession ; '  and  we  think  those  words  mean  a 
possession  in  fact  as  contradistinguished  from  a 
possession  in  law ;  and  that  as  the  p>088e3sion  in 
fact  of  a  rentcharge  must  be  the  actual  miin"^ 
receipt  of  the  rent  itself  or  of  some  part  of  it,  or  of 
something  in  lieu  of  it."  In  order  to  acquire 
manual  possession  it  is  not  necessary  to  receive 
rent,  but  something  may  be  handed  over  in  the 
name  of  rent,  and  that  although  no  rent  is  due: 
{Hayden  v.  Twertoyi,  4  C.  B.  1 ;  16  L.  J.  88,  C.  P.) 
The  possession  necessary  to  maintain  an  action  of 
trespass  is  no  test,  because  that  action  does  not  lie 
in  the  case  of  a  rentcharge.  I  say  that  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Uses  is  equivalent  to  an 
acluoi  ewtrjt  and  that  one  of  its  eiGfects  is  to  dit- 
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Barker  y.  Keaie,  1  Mod.  263 ;  2  Mod.  24d ; 

Lutwich  Y.  Mitton,  Cro.  Jao.  604 ; 

2  Sanders  on  Uses,  55 ; 

Com.  Dig.  (Attornment)  A ; 

Cmise  Dig.  i.  386. 
Upon  the  question  of  the  power  of  a  court  of 
ultimate  appeal  to  modify  or  overrule  its  previous 
decisions,  the  following  cases  were  cited : 

Aitomey'Oeneral  v.  Dean  and  Canons  of  Windsotf 

8  H.  of  L.  Cas.  369  ; 
Beamish  v.  Beamish,  9  H.  of  L.  Cas.  274,  838 ; 
Mersey  Docks  and  Barhowr  Boards  y.  ChibbSy  14  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  677 ;  L.  Bep.  1  H.  of  L.  Cas  93, 125 ; 
Wiltes  Claim  of  Peerage,  L.  Bep.  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  126. 

BoviLL,  G.J. — This  was  a  case  stated  b^  the 
revising  barrister  for  the  south-eastern  division  of 
the  county  of  Lancaster,  who  allowed  the  vote  of  the 
claimant,  the  grantee  of  a  rentcharge,  according  to 
the  authority  of  Heelis  v.  Blain,  on  the  ground  that 
bj  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Uses  he  was  put 
into  "  actual  possession  "  of  the  rentcharge  at  the 
date  of  the  grant,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  26  of 
2  WUl.  4,  0.  45.  That  section  enacts  that  "no 
penon  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a 
Knight  or  knights  of  the  shire  to  serve  in  any 
fhture  Parliament  unless  he  shall  have  been  duly 
registered  .  .  .  and  that  no  person  shall  be  regis- 
tered in  any  year  in  respect  of  his  estate  or  interest 
in  anylands  or  tenements  .  .  .  unless  he  shall  have 
been  in  the  actual  possession  thereof,  or  in  receipt 
of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  for  his  own  use  for 
six  calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day 
of  Jolv  in  such  year."  A  rentcharge  is  a  "  tene- 
ment within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  and  the 
question  is  whether  by  the  operation  of  the  Statute 
of  Uses  the  grant  of  the  rentcharge  gave  the 
daimant  the  "  actual  possession  "  at  once.  Where, 
as  in  Orme'g  case  (27  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  652;  L.  Bep. 
8  O.  P.  281),  the  conveyance  of  the  rentcharge 
operates  at  common  law  and  not  under  the  Statute 
at  Uses,  no  difficulty  arises.  In  such  a  case  there 
nrast  be  an  actual  perception  of  the  fruits  of  the 
rentcharge.  But  it  was  decided  in  the  case  of 
HeeUs  v.  Blain  that  when  the  grant  operates  under 
the  Statute  of  Uses  such  actual  perception  is  not 
neoeasaiT.  We  have  been  pressed  by  Mr.  Herschell 
in  his  alne  argument  to  hold  that  the  decision  in 
that  case  was  not  warranted  in  point  of  law ;  and 
if  the  matter  had  been  res  nova  there  would  have 
been  some  probability  of  his  success.  But  tlie 
qnestion  is  whether  this  court  will  now  lay  down 
a  different  rule.  It  has  been  ar^ed  that  this 
being  the  court  of  ultimate  appeal  m  cases  of  this 
olasfl,  it  cannot  and  will  not  reverse  its  own  deci- 
moDB.  It  must  happen  in  the  case  of  almost  all 
Acts  of  Parliament  that  difficulties  arise  with 
regard  to  their  construction;  and  acting  on  general 
pnnciples  I  should  be  sorry  to  lay  down  a  rule 
preventing  this  court  from  reconsidering  its  judg- 
ment even  on  precisely  the  same  point.  At  the 
■ame  time  I  should  not  consider  that  we  are  bound 
to  adhere  to  every  decision  upon  the  principles  that 
are  applicable  to  cases  in  the  House  of  Lords.  That 
18  the  highest  tribunal — the  ultimate  court  of  ap- 
peal— and  its  decisions  are  authoritative  deolara- 
tiona  of  the  law.  They  are  made  by  the  whole 
Hooae  of  Peers,  and  it  is  only  in  modern  times 
that  these  questions  have  been  discussed  by  a 
small  oommittee.  It  is  clearly  settled  that  the 
Hbose  of  Lords  decliures  the  law,  and  that  the  law 
■o  declared  is  binding,  but  that  principle  has  not 
been  extended  to  the  Superior  Courts,  In  these 
eooTti  the  dedsioD  is  SnaJ  in  oertaia  cases  where 


there  exists  a  peculiar   jurisdiction,    as    in  the 
Queen's  Bench  in  sessions  cases,  in  the  Exchequer 
in  revenue  cases,  and  in  this  court  in  cases  rela- 
ting to  the  franchise,  and  in  matters  under  the 
Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act.     In  the  exercise  of 
their  jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  great   mischief 
might  occur  if  the  courts  held  themselves  conclu- 
sivelv  bound  by  prior  decisions;  and  therefore  upon 
general  pnnci[)Ies  I  hold  that  we  are  at  liberty  to 
reconsider  any  former  decision,  and  are  not  concln- 
sively  bound  by  it.     In  this  particular  case,  then, 
I  think  that  we  must  act  upon  the  decision  in 
Heelis  V.  Blain,  unless  we   are  clear  that  it  can- 
not be  supported.     Mr.    Herschell's    contention 
went    to    tnat    length,     and    he     also     urged 
that   great   inconvenience    would    flow   from  ad- 
hering   to    that   decision.      If    it    were   a    case 
of    general    application    affecting    the    practice 
of    conveyancers    it    would    be     a    matter    of 
great    importance,    but    fortunately    the    effect 
of  the    Statute  of     Uses     as    applicable  to  the 
interpretation  of  the  Reform  Act  of  1832,  is  all 
we  need  now  consider.     Can  it  be  said  that  a  per- 
son who  is  the  grantee  of  a  rentcharge  under  the 
Statute  of  Uses,  is  in  actual  possession  as  soon  as 
the  grant  is  executed  ?     In  the  case  of  Heelis  v. 
Blain,  this  question  was  answered  in  the  affirma- 
tive.    Several  authorities  were  referred  to  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  but  unfortunately  several 
other  cases  existed  which  were  not  presented  to 
the  court  then,  but  which  Mr.  Herschell  has  now 
brought  before  our  notice.    I  must  say  that  Mr. 
Herschell's  argument,   so  ably  presented  to   us, 
shook  me  in  my  opinion  oi;  Ileetis  v.  Blain,    But 
to  warrant  us  in  overthrowing  that  decision  there 
must  be  more-  than  a  doubt ;  we  must  be  satisfied 
that  the  decision  was  wrong.    Now  the  Statute  of 
Uses  has  always  been  considered  to  give  a  posses- 
sion which  for  some  purposes  was  actual  posses- 
sion.   The  most  ordinary  case  where  it  was  treated 
as  conferring  the  actual  possession,  was  that  of  a 
lease  and  release.    There  was  a  bargain  and  sale  for 
one  year,  executed  at  a  distance  from  the  land ;  the 
land  often  being  in  the  occupation  of  other  persons. 
It  was  doubted  in  early  times  whether  the  statute 
transferred    the    possession  where  there  was  no 
entry.     This  form  of  conveyance  was   invented 
shortly  after  the  passing  of  the  statute,  in  order  to 
evade  its  operation.      Mr.  Preston   (2    Preston's 
Conveyancing,  219)   observes :  "  By  the  common 
law,  and  till  the  Statute  for  the  Amendment  of  the 
Law  (4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  9),  attornment  of  the  par- 
ticular tenant  was  essential  to  the  validity  of  the 
grant,  and  the  tenant  might  in  many  cases  with- 
hold attornment,  or  the  grantor  or  grantee  might 
die  before  attornment  had  taken  place.     Each  of 
these  events  would  defeat  the  grant;  for  unless 
attornment  was  obtained   in  the   lifetime  of  the 
grantor,  and  also  of  the  grantee,  the  grant  became 
moperative,  and  failed  of  effect.     Besides,  there 
was  a  notoriety  attending  livery,  or  attornment, 
which  must  have  been  distressing  in  transactions 
of  delicacy  which  required  secrecy ;  and  in  giving 
the  history  of  this  assurance,  it  is  said,  this  con- 
veyance was  at  first  only  purposely  contrived  by 
Serjeant    Francis    Moore,  .at  the  request  of  the 
Lord  Norris,  to  the  end  that  some  of  his  kindred 
or  near  relations  should  not  take  notice,  by  any 
search    of  public    records,  what  QQ\vq^'^^\^s2A   ^ss 
settlement   he    Bi\iow\d.  xEvek.^  oi  >k\&  «eX»^«    ^Vs^ 
Barker  v.  Keete  a\ao;\t'\a  ft\iii\»«A\i^\jOT^^\»sl^\M^^ 
North,  that  ^t.  SeT^eajatlJLo^iTO  ^^  >5>aft  *\Mi«oJs*« 
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of  this  modo  of  assurance.  The  inconveniences 
thus  experienced  naturally  led  men  of  extensive 
practice  to  contrive  some  mode  of  conveyance  by 
which  the  estate  might  be  transferred  immediately, 
and  without  any  interval,  from  one  man  to  another, 
although  both  parties  were  at  a  distance  from  the 
lands,  and  without  even  the  necessity  of  their 
meeting  for  the  purpose  or  their  giving  any 
written  authority  to  deliver  or  receive  the  seisin.  * 
In  Barker  v.  Keat  (2  Mod.  249)  in  29  Car.  2.,  the 
Question  was  whether  there  was  a  eood  tenant  to 
tne  prsBcipe  or  not,  which  was  made  by  a  bargain 
and  sale,  out  no  money  paid,  nor  any  rent  reserved 
but  a  peppercorn,  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  six 
months,  upon  demand,  and  the  release  and  erant 
of  the  reversion  thereupon  was  only  "  for  mvers 
ffood  considerations."  The  question  was  "  if  this 
&ase,  upon  which  no  rent  was  reserved  but  that 
of  a  peppercorn  be  executed  by  the  Statute  of 
Uses  or  not.  If  it  be  thus  there  is  no  need 
of  the  entry  of  the  lessee,  for  the  statute  will  put 
him  in  actual  possession,  and  then  the  inheritance 
by  the  release  or  grant  of  the  reversion  will  pass. 
But  if  this  lease  be  not  within  the  statute,  because 
no  use  can  be  raised  for  want  of  a  consideration, 
then  it  must  be  a  conveyance  at  common  law,  and 
BO  the  lessee  ousht  to  make  an  actual  entry,  as 
was  always  usual  before  the  making  of  the  statute." 
It  was  held  "that  the  word 'grant'  in  the  lease 
will  make  the  land  pass  by  way  of  use ;  that  the 
reservation  of  a  peppercorn  was  a  good  considera- 
tion to  raise  an  use  to  support  a  common  recovery ; 
that  this  lease  being  witnin  the  Statute  of  Uses 
there  was  no  need  of  an  actual  entry  to  make  the 
lessee  capable  of  the  release,  for  by  virtue  of  the 
statute,  he  shall  be  adjudged  to  be  in  actual  pos- 
session, and  so  a  good  tenant  to  the  prsdcipe."  In 
all  the  ordinary  forms  of  lease  and  release  since 
the  case  of  Barker  v.  Keate,  the  bargainee  has  been 
treated  as  being  in  actual  possession.  Here,  there- 
fore, were  two  purposes  for  which  during  three 
centuries  the  statute  was  considered  to  give  pos- 
session. It  has  been  held  also  that  the  statute 
did  not  give  such  a  possession  as  to  enable  the 
grantee  to  maintain  trespass  at  common  law,  but 
uiat  he  might  maintain  assize.  If  we  attempted 
to  go  through  all  the  cases  upon  this  branch 
of  the  law,  we  should,  I  think,  embark  on  an 
utterly  hopeless  task.  For  some  purposes  it  has 
been  held  that  the  statute  gives  possession,  and  for 
others  that  it  does  not,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
steer  or  to  find  road  or  rule  between  them. 
Then  comes  the  question  whether  we  can  see 
clearly  that  this  court  was  wrone  in  the  decisicm 
arrived  at  in  HeelU  v.  Blain.  If  the  matter  were 
res  nova  1  should  be  disposed  to  adhere  to  the 
plain  words  of  the  statute.  But  I  cannot  think 
the  authorities  are  so  clear  that  we  should  be 
justified  in  saying  that  that  case  was  wrongly  de- 
cided. It  has  been  acted  upon  ever  since  1864, 
and  has  been  the  rule  with  regard  to  the  matters 
decided  in  it,  and  Parliament  has  not  thought  fit 
to  interfere,  although  there  has  been  legislation 
upon  the  subject  of  the  franchise.  Upon  the 
whole,  therefore,  I  am  not  prepared  to  dissent  from 
that  decision,  and  I  think  that  this  appeal  should 
be  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 

Brett,  J. — ^The  question  is,  whether  the  claimant 

Juui  been   id    **  actual  possession "  of  the  rent- 

obar^e    for   six   montba  before    the    Slat  July. 

It    23    eaid    that   he    had,     because    the    con- 

veyanee  operated    under   the  Statute  of  Hbob, 


I  so  as  to  give  him  the  actual  possession  at  the  date 
of  its  execution,  and  unless  we  ovemile  HedU  v. 
Blain  we  must  take  this  view  to  be  correct.  It 
has,  therefore,  been  urged  that  we  ought  to  over- 
rule that  case.  On  the  other  side  it  has  been  con- 
tended that  this  court  cannot  overrule  one  of  its 
former  decisions,  and  that  for  two  reasons,  first 
because  it  is  a  court  of  ultimate  appeal,  and, 
secondly,  because  of  the  words  of  the  statute 
(6  Vict.  0.  18,  s.  66),  that  every  decision  of  the 
court  "shall  be  final  and  condusive  in  the  case 
upon  the  point  of  law  abjudicated  upon,  and  shall 
be  binding  upon  every  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons  appointed  for  the  trial  of  any  petition 
complaining  of  an  undue  election  or  retnm  of  any 
member  to  serve  in  Parliament."  As  to  the  first 
reason  cases  have  been  quoted  to  show  that  the 
House  of  Lords  will  not  overrule  its  own  decisions. 
I  doubt  whether  it  is  so ;  whether  the  House  of 
Lords  if  shown  that  a  former  decision  was  wrons 
in  point  of  law  would  act  upon  such  a  rule.  But  I 
think  this  court  is  bound  to  administer  the  law  as 
it  exists  at  the  time  of  the  particular  judgment 
delivered.  I  abide  by  what  I  said  in  Orme  $  ea$9 
(27  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  652 ;  L.  Rep.  8  C.  P.  281), 
that  this  court  should  loyally  abide  by  its  former 
decisions  unless  they  are  clearly  shown  to  be  wrong. 
But  if  they  are  clearly  shown  to  be  wrong,  I  ob 
not  think  the  words  of  sect.  66  prevent  us  from 
overruling  them.  The  judgment  is  to  be  final  '*  in 
the  case"  in  which  it  was  given.  The  decision  in 
HmUs  v.  Blain  was  that  the  word  "  possession " 
was  to  be  read  as  if  it  were  "  actual  possessioD,** 
and  it  followed  that  the  words  "  actual  possession** 
in  the  Reform  Act  must  have  the  same  meaning 
as  the  word  "  possession"  in  the  Statute  of  Uses. 
It  has,  I  think,  been  shown  that  among  convev- 
ancers  where  a  conveyance  operated  under  the 
Statute  of  Uses,  it  was  deemed  to  confer  the 
actual  possession.  That  must  continue  until  it  is 
got  rid  of.  In  land,  a  visible  thing,  it  is  easy  to 
see  when  it  is  got  rid  of.  There  is  no  great  diffi- 
culty in  regara  to  land  either  in  the  case  of  an 
actual  trespass  or  of  a  conveyance  under  the 
registration  Acts,  because  in  an  action  of  trespass 
there  must  be  actual  possession  at  the  time 
the  trespass  was  committed,  and  it  is  easy  to 
show  that  actual  possession  has  been  got  rid 
of  ;  and  so  in  the  case  of  a  oonvej^anoe  of 
land  under  the  registration  Acts.  In  the  case 
of  a  rentcharge,  however,  it  is  more  difiBcult  to 
see  whether  the  actual  possession  has  been  got  rid 
of.  It  might  be  got  ria  of  by  assignment,  and  if 
that  took  place  within  six  months  the  claimant 
would  not  be  registered.  If  the  payment  became 
due  and  was  not  collected,  that  might  be  evidenoe 
that  the  grantee  had  ceased  to  hold  posaessioiL 
But  I  am  not  quite  clear  upon  this  point.  Actual 
possession  once  deemed  to  oe  in  a  claimant  remains 
in  him  until  it  is  got  rid  of.  I  cannot  see  thai 
this  is  wron^  or  unreasonable ;  it  was  the  ground 
of  the  decision  in  Heelis  v.  Blain,  and  I  cannot 
say  that  that  case  was  clearly  wrong.  I  admit  it 
was  an  anomalous  decision,  but  it  must  so  lemain 
until  the  Legislature  alter  the  rule  if  they  think 
fit.  I  think  the  decision  of  the  revising  banister 
was  right. 

Grove,  J. — If  this  Question  had  oome  belbre  ma 

for  the  first  time  I  tnink  I  should  have  decided 

that  the  words  "  actual  possession  "  in  the  Befarm 

Act  maaxit  ^omfi^^vti^  oBoakl^  of  ^lain  demomtni* 
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ras  the  real  owner  in  possession,  and  not  a 
cret  bailee  receiving  something  which 
terwards  be  handed  over.  In  Murray  v. 
y,  Tindall,  C.  J.»  said :  "  The  question  turns 
)  meaning  of  the  words  '  actual  possession,' 
ihink  those  words  mean  a  possession  in 
contradistinguished  from  a  possession  in 
d  that  as  the  possession  in  fact  of  a  rent- 
nust  be  the  actual  manual  receipt  of  the 
Jf,  or  some  part  of  it,  or  of  something  in 
',,  so  there  could  be  no  such  possession  in 
this  case  where  the  first  pavment  of  the 
not  become  due  until  after  the  expiration 
;onth  of  July,  and  where  nothing  whatever 
toe  but  the  mere  execution  of  the  deed." 
rther  on,  "The  actual  possession  of  rent 
therefore,  a  well-known  legal  phrase  or 
on,  the  Legislature  cannot  be  taken  to 
ed  it  in  any  other  than  such  well-known 
hat  is,  as  contradistinguished  from  such 
on  in  law,  or  right  to  the  rent- 
as  the  bare  delivery  of  the  deed  of 
^ould    confer."      Tindal,    C.J.    had   not 

cases  before  him  which  we  have 
)sented  to  us  in  the  argument  on  the 
occasion,  or  nrobablv  he  would  not  have 
3  expression  "well-known  sense."  If  the 
of  Uses  had  been  construed  according  to 
nal  simple  intention  the  matter  would  havo 
ee  from  difficulty.  In  many  cases  the 
actual  possession"  have  received  a  con- 
n  consistent  with  Heelis  v.  Blain,  and 
"e  I  cannot  sav  that  that  case  was  wrong, 
er,  that  would  be  to  overrule  a  decision 
ied  by  the  Legislature,  and  left  untouched 
equent  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  to  shake 
ice  in  the  stability  and  certainty  of  law.  I 
consider  that  the  words  of  6  Vict,  a  18,  s. 
n  that  the  decision  of  the  court  shall  be 
1  conclusive  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
rely  in  the  particular  case.  I,  therefore, 
s^ith  the  rest  of  my  learned  brethren. 
AN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
uestion  is  what  is  the  meioiing  of  the 
"  actual  possession  "  when  applied  to  a 
irge  operating  by  deed  under  the  Statute 

I  agree  that  "  actual "  means  "  in  fact " 
sense.  Yet  there  are  many  cases  where, 
h  the  word  "  actual  "  is  used,  it  must  be 
ed  constructively  and  not  literally,  as  in 
ne  V.  Padwick  (L.  Rep.  6  Ex.  203),  where  a 
of  the  goods  of  a  aebtor  in  a  mansion- 
'as  held  to  be  an  .actual  seizure  of  .goods  at 
house  in  his  occupation  a  mile  distant. 
we  are  dealing  with  a  rentcharge,  "actual" 
dly  mean  **  in  fact,"  because  this  is  a  case 
rporeal  hereditament.  That  being  so  we 
case  decided  upon  this  very  statute — viz., 
'.  Blain,  and  decided  before  the  last  legis- 
ipon  the  subjec  t  of  the  franchise,  and  un- 
.  by  subsequent  legislation.  And  we  must 
that  the  Legislature  knew  of  this  decision, 
d  it  to  be  binding  unless  it  can  be  condu- 
ihown  that  it  is  wrong.  Now  I  am  by  no 
ilear  that  if  I  had  to  decide  this  case  for 
i  time  I  should  not  decide  it  as  in  HedU 
\,  I  think,  therefore,  that  that  is  not  a  case 
bis  court  should  overrule. 

Decision  affirmed. 
neys :  for  appellant,  J.  ^Uio^^o^e,  for  Robert 
Ashton-under-Lyne ;     for    respondentSi 
\$  and  WalJIeer,  for  W.  J.  Mellor,  Oldham. 


COVBT  OF  SXCKSQUEB. 

£eport0d  by  T.  W.  SAUVDCBa  and  H.  LsieH,  Biqxt., 
BMristart-at-Law. 


Jwie  7  and  8, 1873. 
Ex  parte  Hugubt. 

Extradition  Act — 33  ^  34  Vict.  c.  62 — DtUy  of  police 
vftagiatrate — Hie  decision  not  reviewable — Deposit 
tion  of  a  witness  examined  at  a  former  hearing 
before  a  different  police  magistrate. 

By  the  ^  ^  34  Vict.  c.  62  (The  Extradition  Act) 
when  a  fugitive  criminal  is  brought  before  a  police 
magistrate,  the  latter  is  to  hear  the  case  in  the 
sams  manner  and  to  have  the  same  jurisdiction 
and  powers,  as  near  as  may  be,  as  if  the  prisoner 
were  brought  before  him  charged  with  a/n  indict' 
able  offence  committed  in  England. 

Held,  unon  a  rule  for  a  habeas  corpus,  upon  a  com" 
mitUU  by  a  poUce  m>agistrate,  that  as  this  is  not  a 
court  of  appeal  in  su^h  a  case  U  wUl  not  question 
the  judgment  of  the  m^istrates  if  the  case  was 
within  his  jurisdiction  and  there  was  any  evidence 
to  support  his  decision. 

Upon  such  a  hearing,  a  witness  gave  his  evidence 
before  a  police  ma>gistrale  in  (he  presence  of  the 
accused  and  signed  his  deposition.  The  further 
hearing  of  the  case  was  then  adjourned,  and  on  the 
adjournment  day  the  further  hearing  was  resumed 
before  B., another  police  magistrate,  but  as  the  wit' 
ness  before  examined  before  A.  refused  to  attend  and 
had  gone  abroad,  his  deposition  made  before  A.  was 
proved  to  have  been  duby  taken  and  was  read  as 
part  oj  the  case  against  the  accused,  whereupon 
additional  evidence  having  been  taken,  the  prisoner 
was  committed  to  the  Middlesex  House  of  Deten* 
tion  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

Held,  per  Martin  and  Pollock,  BB.  (Kelly,  O.B., 
dubitante),  that  the  deposition  so  taken  at  the 
former  hearing  by  A.  was  properly  receivable  by 
B.  upon  the  subsequent  hearing. 

Upon  a  former  day  Besley  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  Ernest  Etienne 
Huguet,  a  Frenchman  in  custody  of  the  Governor 
of  tne  House  of  Detention,  upon  a  warrant  of  Sir 
Thomas  Henry  under  the  orovisions  of  the  33  &  34 
Yict.  c.  62  (an  Act  to  amend  the  law  relating  to 
the  extradition  of  criminals),  in  order  that  he  may 
be  discharged  from  custodv. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  the  applicant, 
who  is  a  French  subject,  left  France  and  came  to 
England  in  April  1872,  having  in  his  possession 
the  sum  of  27,000f.,  being  at  that  time  a  Danker  in  • 
Paris  and  the  editor  and  proprietor  of  a  news- 
r^bper  called  L*Avenir  Liberal;  that  whilst  in 
England  he  was  adjudged  by  the  French  Courts 
to  be  a  fraudulent  bankrupt  and  was  ordered  to 
be  put  upon  his  trial  for  iraudulent  bankruptcy. 
A  requisition  was  accordinglv  made  by  the  French 
authorities  to  the  Foreifl^n  Secretary  (Lord  Gran- 
ville)  of  this  country,  and  thereupon  he  made  an 
order  requiring  a  police  magistrate  to  issue  his 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  applicant.  A 
warrant  was  accordingly  issued,  and  he  was 
brought  before  Mr.  Yaughan,  one  of  the  police 
magistrates  at  Bow-street.  Evidence  was  then 
taken,  and  Mons.  de  Monchairville,  the  official 
assignee  in  France  under  the  bankruptcy,  gave 
evidence  of  all  the  facts  connected  with  sucbi 
banloruptoy  of  an  of^olaJL  ta2l\xt^.  1^^  "w^s^  ^sc^^^- 
examined  oy  t^ie  oo\mAe\  ol  \^^  ^j^-^cuoXt^^sA  V^ 
signed  bit  depoaitiou  'm  ^u^  I'^itm.  '^^aa  VaJ^Mst 
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hearing  of  the  case  was  then  adjourned,  and  upon 
the  adjourned  meeting  Sir  Thomas  Henry  presided 
Upon  that  occasion  a  quantity  of  French  documen- 
tary eyidenco)  was  produced,  and  a  Mons.  Adolpbe 
Moreau,  counsel  to  the  French  Embassy  in  London, 
gave  evidence  of  the  French  law  upon  the  subject, 
and  thereby  established  the  fact  that  the  applicant 
had,  according  to  the  evidence,  made  himself  amen- 
able to  the  charge  of  being  a  fraudulent  bankrupt. 
Mons.  de  Monchairville  was  not  required  to  give 
evidence  before  Sir  Thomas  Henry  as  he  had  be- 
fore given  it  before  Mr.  Vaughan,  for  it  appeared 
that  at  the  adjournment  of  the  former  heanng  he 
announced  that  he  would  not  again  attend,  and 
would  go  to  Paris,  and  he  did  not  in  fact  again  at- 
tend. Upon  this,  Mr.  Humphries,  the  second 
clerk  at  Bow-street,  deposed  to  the  due  taking  of 
the  deposition  of  Mons.  de  Monchairville  before 
Mr.  Vaughan,  and  to  his  cross-examination  on  be- 
half of  the  applicant.  Upon  this  proof  Sir  Thomas 
Henry  received  in  evidence  the  deposition  so 
made,  and  the  case  being  complete  he  committed 
the  applicant  to  the  Middlesex  House  of  Detention 
to  await  the  warrant  of  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
his  surrender  (a).  The  rule  was  moved  upon  the 
erounds — First,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  commission  of  any  offence  justifying 
the  application  of  the  Extradition  Act  1870 ; 
secondly,  that  Sir  Thomas  Henry  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  act  upon  any  deposition  not  taken  before 
himself. 
The    Attorney-General    (Sir    J.    D.    Coleridge, 

(a)  By  sect.  7  of  the33&34yiot.  o.  52  it  is  enacted  that 
"  a  requisition  for  the  surrender  of  a  f  uflritive  criminal  of 
any  forei^  state  who  is  in,  or  suspected  of  beinf?  in  the 
United  Kingfdom,  shall  be  made  to  a  Secretur  of  State 
by  some  person  recognised  by  the  Secretary  of  State  as 
a  diplomatic  representative  of  tiiat  foreign  state.  A 
Secretary  of  State  mayj  by  order  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
signify  to  a  police  magistrate  that  such  requisition  has 
been  made,  and  require  him  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  fugitive  criminal,"  Ao. 

Sect.  9.  "  When  a  fugitive  criminal  is  brought  before 
the  police  magistrate,  the  police  magistrate  shall  hear  the 
case  in  the  same  manner,  and  have  the  same  jurisdiction 
and  power,  as  near  as  mav  be,  as  if  the  prisoner  were 
brought  before  him  charged  with  an  indictable  offence 
committed  in  England,"  &<s. 

Sect.  10.  '*  In  the  case  of  a  fugitive  criminal  accused  of 
an  extradition  crime,  if  the  foreign  warrant  authorising 
the  arrest  of  such  criminal  is  dm^  authenticated,  and 
such  evidence  is  produced  as  (subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  Act)  would,  according  to  the  law  of  England, 
justify  the  committal  for  trial  of  the  prisoner  if  the  crime 
of  which  he  is  accused  had  been  committed  in  England, 
the  police  magistrate  shall  conunit  him  to  prison,  but 
otherwise  shall  order  him  to  be  discharged.  ...  If  he 
commits  such  criminal  to  prison,  he  shall  commit  him  to 
the  Middlesex  House  of  Detention,  or  to  some  other 

S risen  in  Bfiddlesez,  there  to  await  the  warrant  of  a 
ecretary  of  State  for  his  surrender,  and  shall  forthwith 
send  to  a  Secretary  of  State  a  certificate  of  committal, 
and  such  report  upon  the  case  as  he  may  think  fit." 

Sect.  11.  If  a  police  magistrate  commits  a  fugitive 
criminal  to  prison,  he  shall  inform  such  criminal  that  he 
will  not  be  surrendered  until  after  the  expiration  of 
fifteen  days,  and  that  he  has  a  right  to  apply  for  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpi*s.  Upon  the  expiration  of  tiie  said 
fifteen  days,  or  if  a  writ  of  habeas  carjms  is  issued,  tdter 
the  decision  of  the  court  upon  the  return  of  the  writ  as 
the  case  xxMy  be,  or  after  such  further  period  as  may  be 
allowed  in  either  case  by  a  Secretary  of  State,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  a  Secretazy  of  State  by  warrant  under  his 
hand  and  seal  to  order  the  fugitive  criminal  (if  not 
delivered  on  the  decision  of  tiie  court)  to  be  surrendered 
to  such  person  bb  may  in  his  opinion  be  duly  authorised 


Q.G.)  and  Bowen  showed  cause. — ^If  the  ma^^istrata 
had  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  case,  this  coart 
will  not  interfere  with  the  result  at  wluch  he  has 
arrived.    It  is  clear  that  he  had  such  jariadicticm 
to  inquire,  and  it  was  for  hfm  alone  to  form  an 
opinion,  precisely  as  it  would  have  been  if  the 
charge  had  been  of  an  ofiTence  committed  in  thii 
country,  and  the  inquiry  had  been  one  with  a 
view  to  a  committal  to  triaL    The    question  of 
whether  or  not  there  is  a  prima /(icie  case  is  one 
intrusted    entirely  to  the    magistrate :    {Bea,  t. 
Bolton,  1  Q.  B.  66),    As  regards  the  second  objec- 
tion, that  Sir  Thomas  Henry  did  not  hear  the 
whole  of  the  evidence,  and  that  he  acted  upon  the 
evidence    of    Mons.  de  Monchairville,    wno  was 
examined  on  a  previous  day  before  another  magis- 
trate, there  is  nothing  objectionable  in  his  having 
done  so,  and  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  De  VidU  (9  Coots 
Crim.  C&s.  4)  is  in  point.     There  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  unlawfully,  maliciously  and  feloniooslr 
cutting  and  wounding  Alfred  John  de  Vidil«  with 
intent  to  murder  him.    A  witness  being  too  ill  to 
travel,  it  was  proposed  to  read  his  deposition,  and 
the  magistrates'  clerk  being  examineo,  he  said  thai 
he  was  the  chief  clerk  at  Bow-street,  and  that  oo 
the  16th  July  he  went  down  to  Twickenham,  in 
consequence  of  the  illness  of  the  witness  Birers. 
That  the  prisoner  was  then  in  custody ;  that  the 
charge    against   him   was   for  unlawfully,    mali- 
ciously,   and    feloniously    cutting    and    wound- 
ing one  Alfred  John  de  Yidil,   with    intent  to 
murder  him ;  that  the  charge  was  made  at  Bow- 
street,  before  the  magistrate  there,  and  that  in 
consequence  of  the  iUness  of  the  witness,  the  pri- 
soner was  taken  down  to  Twickenham  and  the 
witness's  deposition  was  taken  before  two  county 
magistrates,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  tiie 
prisoner,  and  signca  by  tbem;  and  that  subse- 
quently, upon  a  further  investigation  at  Bow-street, 
the  prisoner  was  committed  by  the  ma^istnue 
there.    Upon  this  it  was  objected  by  Serjt.  Bal- 
lantinc  that  the  deposition  could  not  be  read,  the 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  enacting  that    in  all  cases 
where  any  person  shall  appear  or  be    brought 
before  an^  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  char^ 
with  any  indictable  offence,  &c.,  before  he  or  they 
shall    commit    such    accused    person    to    prison 
for  trial  he  shall  in  the  presence,  &c.,  take  the 
statement  on  oath,  &c.,  and  shall  put  the  same  into 
writing,  and  such  deposition,  <&c.,  shall  be  signed 
by  the  justice  or  justices  taking  the  same;  and  he 
contended  that  the  meaning  of  this  was,  that  the 
deposition  should  be  taken  by  the  magistrate  before 
whom  the  charge  is  made  and  by  whom  the  pri- 
soner is  committed,  and  that  in  that  case  there  was 
the  intervention  of  other  magistrates  for  the  par* 
pose  of  taking  that  single  deposition,  those  magis- 
trates not  being  the  magistrates  before  whom  the 
charge  was  made  or  by  whom  the  prisoner  was 
committed.    Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  however,  said, 
*'  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  intended  by  the 
two  sections  referred  to  (17  and  18)  to  confine  the 
admissibility  of  a  deposition  to  the  case  of  a  peraoo 
examined  before  the  magistrate  before  whom  the 
charge  is  made,  and  who  commits  the  prisoner  for 
trial.    The  meaning  of  the  provision  in  the  Act  is 
this,  that  when  a  witness  may  be  in  a  distant  part 
and  too  ill  to  travel,  the  magistrate  or  magistntes 
acting  for  that  locality  may  take  the  ezamioation, 
of  course  in  the  presence  of  the  aocoaed,  and  with 
t!h.e  ^ormalvlics  enjoined,  and  return  it  to  the  pnop^ 
c^MaxUx.   l^<(si^  \>[i<&  ^<&vwfi.N3iKss\.  "ma  vaad  over  to 
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inod  by  the  witness,  and  also  signed  by  tbe 
i  taking  the  same.  It  was  taken  in  the 
seof  the  prisoner,  and  he  had  full  oppor- 
of  cross-examining.  It  seems  to  me  that 
b  is  necessary  ha3  been  complied  with,  and 
allow  the  deposition  to  be  read."  That  case 
isposes  of  this  objection.  The  case  of  Beg, 
\§  (33  L.  J.  63,  M.  C.)  is  not  in  point,  for  in 
96  the  com*t  held  that  the  depositions  had 
lily  been  taken  in  the  presence  of  a  magis- 

iber$,  Q.C.  and  Besley  for  the  applicant. — 
art  will  examine  the  decision,  of  the  com- 
l  magistrate,  and  if  it  finds  that  the  magis- 
as  acted  upon  insufficient  materials,  and 
me  to  a  wrong  decision  it  will  interfere, 
Lse  the  right  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is 
r.  They  argued  that  the  materials  before 
agistrate  were  insufficient  to  prove  any 
br  which  in  this  country  the  applicant 
be  committed  for  trial.  As  regards  the 
point,  that  Sir  Thomas  Henry  had  no  juris- 
to  act  upon  a  deposition  not  taken  by  him — 
le  of  Re^.  V.  De  Vidll  is  no  authority  be- 
;  was  decided  upon  wholly  different  materials, 
lot  be  that  one  magistrate  may  take  a  do- 
Q,  and  another  may  judge  of  its  relevancy 
iportance ;  if  this  were  so,  a  case  may  be 
at  a  dozen  different  adjournments  by  a 
lifferent  magistrates. 
^T,  C.B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 

be  discharfi^ed.  It  has  been  said  by  the 
ev-Oeneral  that  as  there  was  evidence 
the  magistrate  of  a  fraudulent  bankruptcy, 
isdiction  to  make  his  warrant  of  commit- 
sannot  be  impeached.  No  arguments  have 
Idressed  to  us  with  regard  to  our  jurisdic- 
deal  with  a  case  like  this,  but  it  is  said  that 
nagistrate  had  jurisdiction  to  hear,  we  have 
'er  to  interfere.  This,  however,  is  stated  in 
rather  too  wide.    Suppose,  for  instance,  a 

be  made  against  a  forei^er  residing  in 
untry  for  a  murder  committed  by  him  in 
,  and  that  when  it  came  before  the  magis- 
•  should  appear  that  the  party  survived  more 
twelvemonth ;  I  am  of  opmion  that  that  would 
I  subject  of  extradition,  and  that  if  the  magis- 
'ere  to  make  his  warrant  for  his  detention,  we 
interfere.  Where,  however,  there  is  evi- 
of  experts  in  French  law  which  shows  a 
x>mmitted  in  France,  which  if  committed 
ould  be  punishable  by  our  law,  we  have  no 
0  question  the  truth  of  the  testimony.  In 
case  it  is  for  the  magistrate  to  deciae,  and 
^h  we  may  think  that  the  case  is  very  in- 
live,  we  cannot  interfere.  He  is  the  only 
nuthorised  to  decide  upon  the  facts.  Such 
)he  law,  what  are  the  objections  ?  It  ap- 
hat  the  applicant  was  charged  wich  fraudu- 
nkruptcy,  and  the  first  question  is.  Had  he 
ailty  according  to  law  ?     Now  upon  that  I 

bring  myself  to  entertain  a  doubt.  (His 
lip  then  reviewed  the  evidence  upon  this 

Then  there  is  another  objection.  It  ap- 
)hat  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings  the  evi- 
of  a  gentleman  named  Monchairville  was 
)efore  another  magistrate  than  the  one  who 
bely  decided  the  case.  Now  the  receiving 
L  evidence  is  certainly  almost  entirely  con- 
o  practice.  If  evidence  is  to  be  acted  upon, 
Jd  be  heard  by  the  committing  magistrate, 
)  oaght  not  to  act  upon  any  deposition 


taken  before  another  magistrate ;  and  except  in 
the  case  of  Reg  v.  De  Vidil,  before  my  Brother 
Blackburn,  I  know  of  no  other  case  of  a  similar 
description;  and  notwithstanding^  the  opinion  of 
my  Brother  Martin,  I  entertain  great  doubt 
whether  the  deposition  of  M.  de  Monchairville  was 
admissible  in  evidence  before  Sir  Thomas  Henry. 
But  I  accede  to  the  Attomey-Grenerars  argument, 
that  if  there  was  sufficient  evidence  before  Sir 
Thomas  Henry  without  that  deposition,  then  it 
becomes  immaterial,  and  I  think  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  without  it.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  objection  fails. 

Martin,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  law  has 
been  correctly  laid  down  m  the  cases  cited.  The 
ouestion  is,  was  this  a  proceeding  within  the  juris- 
diction of  Sir  Thomas  Henry  P  I  don't  say  that  if 
there  had  been  no  evidence  before  him,  or  he  had 
acted  contrary  to  law,  we  would  not  have  dis- 
charged the  prisoner ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that 
all  the  proc^dings  have  been  properly  taken. 
This  is  not  a  court  of  appeal  from  his  decision, 
and  it  is  for  him  to  decide  whether  or  not  the 
evidence  is  sufficient.  It  has,  however,  been 
strongly  insisted  that  the  evidence  taken  before 
Mr.  Yaughan  was  not  admissible  before  Sir  Thomas 
Henry  so  as  to  enable  him  to  act  upon  it.  Now,  I 
don't  mean  to  express  any  positive  opinion,  but  I 
think  that  such  evidence  was  admissible  at  com- 
mon law.  The  witness  who  has  made  a  deposition 
upon  oath  will  not  appear,  but  goes  abroad.  Here 
is  an  inquiry  in  the  same  matter  between  the  same 
parties,  and  the  witness's  deposition  is  admissible 
at  common  law.  The  argument  as  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  criminal  statutes  is  not  applicable ; 
their  provisions  were  intended  merely  for  the 
convenience  of  proof.  This  certainly  is  my  own 
impression. 

Pollock,  B. — I  also  think  that  this  rule  should 
be  discharged.  The  statute  points  out  the  mode 
of  proceeding,  and  it  directs  tnat  the  case  is  to  be 
treated  by  tne  magistrate  in  the  same  way  as 
though  it  were  a  hearing  of  an  ordinary  case  with 
a  view  to  a  committal  to  trial.  As  regards  the 
evidence  taken  before  Mr.  Vaughan: — this  was 
taken  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  I  should 
have  thought  that  it  was  receivable.  But  whether 
it  was  so  or  not,  if  there  were  other  sufficient 
evidence,  it  may  be  disregarded.  This  is  not  like 
the  case  of  the  admission  upon  a  trial  of  improper 
eviden  ;e  upon  which  a  jury  may  have  acted.  Tnis 
was  only  a  preliminary  inc^uiry,  and  if  the  ma^s- 
trate  had  sufficient  materials  we  cannot  question 
his  decision.  Rule  discharged. 

Attorney  for  the  applicant,  H.  C,  L.  Behh. 
Attorney  for  the  Crown,   The  Solicitor  to  the 
Treasury, 

CBOWV  CASES  BESEBVED. 

Reported  by  Johh  Thoxpsoit,  Esq..  Berriater-at-Law. 


Saturday,  May  31, 1873. 

(Before  Bovill,  C.J.,  Bramwbll  and  Cleasbt,  BB., 
Qbov£  and  Abchibaxd,  JJ.) 

Beg.  V,  Bebbcca  Goldsmith. 

Indictment — False  pretences — Receiving — Aider  h 
verdict— 24,  ^  25  Viet,  c,  96,  ss.  88,  95—7  ^  ' 
OeOm  4u  c.  64.  s,  21« 

An  w'dictment  ttud«r  "iA  ^  "&  YvA.  c,^,  %,^^^Sw 
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lawfuUy  <md  hnowingly,  and  frcMdenily  obtained 
hy  false  pretences  mth  inteni  to  defraud,  well 
Jenowing  thai  the  goods  had  been  obtained  by  false 
pretences  with  intent  to  defraud,  as  in  this  count 
before  mentioned,"  omitted  to  set  out  what  the  par' 
ticular  false  pretences  were. 
Held,  that  the  objection,  not  having  been   taken 

before  plea,  was  cured  by  the  verdict  of  guHty. 
Gase  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  Gocu-t  by  the 
Depaty  Recorder  of  the  Gity  of  London. 

At  a  session  of  the  Gentral  Griminal  Gourt,  held 
on  Monday  the  5th  May  1873,  Rebecca  Goldsmith 
was  tried  before  me  upon  an  indictment  containing 
fonrteen  counts  for  various  misdemeanors. 
The  thirteenth  count  was  as  follows : 
''And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present  that  the  said  Rebecca 
Goldsmith,  afterwards  to  wit  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1872,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Gentral  Griminal  Gourt 
unlawfully  did  receive  and  have  divers  articles  of 
jewellery,  to  wit  (here  followed  a  list  of  the  ^oods 
alleged  to  have  been  unlawfully  received)  o!  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Gharles  Drayson 
and  others,  which  said  goods  and  chattels  in  this 
count  aforesaid  had  lately  before  then  been  un- 
lawfully and  knowingly  and  fraudulently  obtained 
of  and  from  the  said  Gharles  Drayson  and  others, 
by  means  of  certain  false  pretences  with  intent  to 
defraud.  She  the  said  Rebecca  Goldsmith  at  the 
time  she  so  as  aforesaid  unlawfuUv  received  and 
had  the  same  goods  and  chattels  then  and  there, 
well  knowing  that  the  same  goods  and  chattels 
had  been  obtained  by  means  of  certain  false  and 
fraudulent  pretences  with  intent  to  defraud  as  in 
this  count  oefore  mentioned.  Against  the  peace 
of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown,  and 
dignity." 

The  fourteenth  count  was  in  the  same  form  for 
receiving  goods  belonging  to  another  owner. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  Mr. 
Gifiard,  Q.G.  and  Mr.  Poland  on  behalf  of  the  pri- 
soner objected  that  the  thirteenth  and  fourteenth 
counts  were  bad  because  they  did  not  set  forth  the 
false  pretences  by  means  of  which  the  goods  had 
been  obtained  and  that,  consequently,  it  did  not 
appear  that  those  false  pretences  were  within  the 
statute  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  88. 

Mr.  Metcalfe,  Q.G.,for  the  prosecution  contended, 
first,  that  it  was  unnecessary  in  a  substantive 
charge  of  receiving  goods  obtained  by  false  pre- 
tences, to  set  forth  the  specific  false  pretences  by 
which  they  had  been  obtained ;  seconaly,  that  the 
allegation  in  the  indictment  that  they  had  been 
unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  fraudulently  obtained 
by  figdse  pretences  with  intend  to  defraud  must  be 
taken  to  mean  that  they  had  been  obtained  by 
feilse  pretences,  which  were  unlawful  and  fraudulent 
within  the  statute;  and,  thirdly,  that  even  if  it 
were  necessary  as  matter  of  form  to  set  out  the 
false  pretences,  yet  the  objection  was  too  late  and 
ought  to  have  been  taken  before  plea  by  virtue  of 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  25. 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty  on  the  thirteenth 
and  fourteenth  counts  only,  and,  doubting  whether 
those  two  counts  were  gooa  in  form,  and  also  doubt- 
ing whether,  if  they  were  not  good,  the  objection  was 
taken  in  proper  time,  I  reserved  for  the  decision  of 
the  Gourt  for  Gonsideration  of  Grown  Gases,  the 
two  qaestions :  First,  whether  the  two  counts  are 
^ood  in  form,  and,  secondly,  if  they  are  no*;  good 
whether  the  objection  was  too  late. 


\ 


If  the  counts  are  bad  and  the  objection  was  in 
time  the  conviction  is  to  be  annolled,  but  if  the 
counts  are  good  or  the  objection  was  too  late  the 
conviction  will  be  affirmed. 

The  prisoner  is  in  gaol  awaiting  judgment. 
(Signed)        Thomas  Ghambsrs, 

Deputy  Beooorder. 

Oiffard,  Q.G.  (Polami  with  him),  for  the  prisoner. 
— ^The  conviction  cannot  be  sustained.  The  offence 
of  obtaining  goods  by  false  pretences  is  governed 
by  the  24  <k  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  88,  which  enacts 
that  '*Whosoefer  shall  by  any  folse  pretence 
obtain  froui  any  other  person  any  chattel,  money, 
or  valuable  securitv  shall  be  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor." Then  the  charge  in  the  counts  of  the 
indictment  upon  which  the  prisoner  has  been  cod- 
victed  is  dealt  with  in  the  sect.  95  in  these  terms 
"  Whosoever  shall  receive  any  chattel,  money, 
valuable  security,  or  other  property  whatsoever, 
the  stealing  taking,  obtaining,  converting,  or  dis- 
posing whereof  is  made  a  misdemeanor  by  this 
Act,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  unlawfully 
stolen,  taken,  obtained,  converted,  or  disposed  of, 
shfidl  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."  It  has  long 
been  settled  law  that  in  an  indictment  for  of 
taining  goods,  &o.,  by  &lse  pretences  the  par* 
ticular  f^se  pretences  must  oe  charged  in  the 
indictment  (Mex  v.  Mason,  2  T.  R.  581),  in  order 
to  show  that  they  come  within  the  statute — the 
crime  of  obtaining  goods,  &c.,  by  false  pretences 
not  being  an  ofience  at  common  law.  Then  the 
question  arises  whether  the  same  rule  is  applica- 
ble to  the  offence  of  receiving  soods  knowing 
them  to  have  been  obtained  by  folse  pretences. 
[BoviLL,  G.J. — There  is  this  material  aifferenoe^ 
the  receiver  may  know  that  the  goods  have  been 
obtained  by  false  pretences  and  fraudulently,  bat 
he  may  not  know  the  particular  Mse  pretences.] 
Nevertheless  it  must  be  proved  what  the  false 
pretences  are  by  which  the  goods  have  been 
obtained,  and  they  should  be  stated  in  the  indict- 
ment to  show  that  as  against  the  principal  offender 
the  case  falls  within  the  statute.  It  is  consistent 
with  the  present  indictment  that  the  goods  were 
obtained  oy  a  false  pretence,  that  is  not  within 
the  statute.  The  words  of  sect.  95  are  "  the  stealing, 
taking,  obtaining,  converting,  or  disposing  whereof 
is  made  a  misdemeanor  by  this  Act."  This  point 
appears  to  have  been  decided  in  Beg,  v.  HiU,  Gloa- 
cester  Spring  Assizes  1851, 2  Russ.  on  Grimes,  554^ 
4th  edit.,  in  a  note  (a),  where  it  was  held  that  an 
indictment  like  this  was  bad.  If  the  receiver 
were  indicted  along  with  the  principal  offender  it  ia 
clear  that  the  particular  false  pretences  must  beset 
out,  and  there  is  no  reason  why,  when  the  receiver 
is  indicted  alone  they  should  not  also  be  set  out- 
[Archibald,  J. — Is  it  necessary  to  do  more  in  an 
indictment  than  to  set  out  the  offence  in  the  words 
of  the  statute,  and  would  not  an  indictment  fol- 
lowing the  words  of  the  statute  mean  the  same 
thing  as  the  statute  means  P]  As  a  general  propo- 
sition that  may  be  correct ;  but  every  all^Uoa 
in  this  indictment  may  be  fulfilled  without  show- 
ing any  criminal  offence.  The  words  "  unlawfoUy 
obtained,"  are  not  words  of  art,  and  have  no 
technical  meaning,  and  may  be  satisfied  by  a 
great  many  things  which,  though  unlawful,  are 
not  indictable.  The  present  indictment  is  really 
onlv  an  enlargement  of  the  allegation,  **  oontraiy 
to  the  form  of  the  statute."  'Hien,  seoondly.  as 
U>  \\vQ  tAm^N^hcn  the  objectio:i  was  taken.  I  ms 
\AbVeik  \)^loT^  ^^T^v(i'^.    \>^i:£wa^  B.— It  was 
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taken,  after  the  prisoner  was  given  in  charge  to 
the  jury,  who  were  sworn  to  try  the  issue  joined 
between  the  parties.    No  injustice  has  been  done, 
as  the  judge  would  tell  the  jury  you  must  not  find 
the  prisoner  guilty  upon  tms  evidence,  because  it 
is  not  a  statutory  offence,  if  the  facts  warranted 
him  in  so  doing.    It  strikes  me  you  should  have 
demurred  to  the  indictment,  or  moved  in  arrest 
of  judgment.]    The  object  in  taking  the  objection 
at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution  is  that 
the  prisoner  has  a  right  to  know  how  the  evidence 
applies   to  the  offence  charged.    The   14  &  15 
Vict.  c.  100,  s.  25,  enacts  that  **  Every  objection  to 
any  indictment  for  anv  formal  defect  apparent  on 
the  fooe  thereof  shall  be  taken  by  demurrer  or 
motion  to  quash  such  indictments  before  the  jury 
shall  be  sworn,  and  not  afterwards;   and  every 
court  before  which  any  such  objection   shall   he 
taken  for  any  formal  defect  may,  if  it  be  thought 
neoessaiT,  cause  the  indictment  to  be  forthwith 
amended  in  such  particulars ;  and  thereupon  the 
trial    shall    proceed    as   if   no    such  defect  had 
appeared."    This  objection  is  not  a  formal  one ;  it 
is  that  the  very  offence  itself  is  not  described ; 
and  the  indictment  could  only  be  amended  under 
the  statute  by  inserting  words  to  set  out  the  sub- 
stantive offence.    Even  if  the  words  *'  against  the 
form  of  the  statute  "  had  been  in  the  indictment, 
that  would  not  have  cured  the  want  of  allegations  to 
bring  the  offence  within  the  statute  :  (2  Kale  P.  G. 
192.)  The  case  of  SiU  v.  Ths  Queen  (1  Dears  132) 
shows  that  a  substantial  omission  in  an  indictment 
is  not  cured  by  verdict.  [Bovill,  G.J. — If  there  had 
been  a  demurrer  to  this  count,  what  would  it  have 
admitted?     Bbamwell,  B. — How  can  the  court 
tell  whether  the  grand  jury  have  not  returned  a 
true  bill  on  proof  of  a  false  presence  which  is  not 
within  the  statute  P    Gleasbt,  B. — ^What  do  you 
say  as  to  the  effect  of  the  7  Geo.  4  c.  29  P]    Upon 
that  statute  Beg.  v.  WUson  (2  Mood.  c.  52)  is  an 
important  case,  and  decides  that  the  indictment  is 
baa  after  verdict  if  it  does  not  allege  that  the 
ffoods  have  been  obtained  by  false  pretences,  and 
that  the   receiver  knew  them  to  nave  been  so 
unlawfully  obtained.    And  in  Beg,  v.  Martin  (8  A. 
A  £.  481),  if  an  indictment  for  obtaining  goods  by 
false   pretences    does    not  show  to  whom  they 
belonged  it  will  be  bad  on  error,  and  is  not  cured 
by  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  21.    Further,  sect.  95  of 
24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  says  that  "  whosoever  shall 
receive  any  chattel,  money,  or  valuable  securitv, 
knowing  the  same  to   have  been  unlawfully  ob- 
tained.'   Now  this  indictment  omits  the  word  '*  un- 
lawfully," and  sajs  '*  knowing  the  same  had  been 
obtained  by  means  of  certain  false  pretences."    Is 
that  cured  by  verdict  P    The  indictment  does  not 
follow  tne  words  of  the  statute  in  this  respect. 
Beg  V.  Turner  (1  Mood.  239)  shows  that  where  a 
statute  makes  it  criminal  to  do  an  act  unlawfully 
and  maliciously,  and  the  indictment  does  not  state 
that  it  was  done  unlawfully,  it  is  bad.     See  also 

Reg,  V.  Ryan,  2  Mood.  15 ; 
Beg.  V.  PaWf,  2  Leaoh  556 ; 
Beg,  V.  Gray,  L.  A  C.  365. 

Meicdlfe,  Q.G.  {Straight  with  him),  for  the  prose- 
cution.— The  objection  to  the  counts  may  be  stated 
thus :  the  counts  it  is  said  must  set  out  the  false 
pretences,  or  must  show  by  proper  averments  that 
it  was  such  an  obtaining  as  is  within  the  statute. 
Now,  it  is  submitted  that  the  latter  has  been  done. 
This  is  a  substantive  offence  of  receiving  goods 
which  had  been  anJawfaUjr  obtained  bj  iUse  pre- 


tences.   All  that  the  statute  requires  to  be  proved 
is  that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  goo^  were 
obtained    by    some  false  pretence,  not  that  he 
knew  the  particular  falae  pretence  bv  which  they 
were  obtamed.    The  precedents  in  Archbold  and 
Saunders  merely  aver  **  knowing  the  goods    to 
have  been  unlawfully  obtained  by  &lse  pretences  "      ^ 
without  setting  out  the  false  pretences.    The  case 
of  Beg,  V.  Basen  was  before  the  7  G^.  4,  c.  64,  and 
the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  and  would  not  now  be 
followed.    A  count  for  conspiracy  to  evade  pay- 
ment of    the  customs  duties  on  goods  imported 
need  not  specify  what  the  goods  were  or  the  means 
of  effecting  the  objects  of  the  conspiracy  {Beg,  v. 
Blake,  6  Q.  B.  126).     So  in  an  indictment  against 
a  bankrupt  for  not  disclosing  all  his  property,  the 
want  of  particularity  iu  description  of  the  goods 
was  held  to  be  cured  by  the  verdict  under  7  &  8 
Geo.  4  c.  64,  s.  21,  Nash  v.  The  Queen  (4  B.  &  S. 
953).    It  has  also  been  held  sufficient  to  follow  the 
words  of  the  Debtors  Act  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62)  m 
an  indictment  for   obtaining  goods  within  four 
months  of  the  bankruptcy  by  false  representations, 
and  to  allege  generally  that  the  defendant  did  "  by 
certain  false  representations "  obtain    goods    on 
credit  without  specifying  the  false  representations 
on  the  goods.     Beg.  v.   Watkinson  (12  Gox  G.  G. 
271)  and  the  7  <k  8  Geo.  4  (c.  64,  s.  21)  was  held  to 
apply.    Heyman  v.  The  Queen  (L.  Rep.  8  Q.  B. 
102 ;  12  Gox  G.  G.  383)  was  also  cited. 

Oiffard,  Q.G.,  in  reply. 

Bovill,  G.J. — In  an  indictment  for  obtaining 
property  by  false  pretences,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
the  false  pretences  ought  to  be  set  out.  That  was 
long  ago  decided.  I  am  not  aware  whether  the 
question  has  been  raised,  after  verdict,  since  the 
passing  of  the  statute  of  7  &  8  Qeo.  4 ;  nor  is  it 
necessary  to  go  minutely  into  the  question  as  to 
how  far  a  general  allegation  in  an  indictment  for 
obtaining  goods  by  false  pretences  would  be  suffi- 
cient after  verdict.  This  is  an  indictment  for  re- 
ceiving goods  obtained  by  false  pretences,  the 
pnsoner  l>eing  charged  with  so  receiving  them, 
knowing  them  to  have  been  so  obtained.  No 
objection  was  taken  at  the  trial  before  plea :  the 
issue  was  joined,  the  prisoner  was  given  in  charge 
to  the  jury,  and  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  before 
the  verdict,  the  objection  was  raised  as  to  the  form 
of  the  indictment,  and  that  objection  resolves  itself 
into  an  objection  to  the  two  counts,  the  thirteenth 
and  fourteenth  counts,  which  are  brought  before  us 
in  this  case.  The  objection  being  so  raised,  the 
judge  trying  the  case  as  between  the  Grown  and 
the  prisoner,  was  not  bound  at  that  stage  of  the 

Proceedings  to  give  any  effect  to  the  objection, 
f  he  had  thought  that  the  objection  was  clearly  a 
good  one,  and  that  no  conviction,  if  it  took  place, 
could  be  supported  in  point  of  law,  he  might  have 
quashed  the  indictment ;  but  the  effect  of  quash- 
ing the  indictment,  under  such  circumstances, 
would  simply  have  been  to  have  left  the  prisoner 
open  to  another  indictment.  The  jadge,  on  an 
application  of  this  sort,  is  clearly  not  bound  to 
quash  an  indictment  however  bad  he  may  think 
it ;  but  if  it  is  bad,  and  not  supported,  he  may 
generally  do  so,  but  if  doubtful  he  may  leave  the 
party,  after  the  old  practice,  to  his  writ  of  error ; 
or  as  now,  leave  the  point  for  the  decision  of  this 
court.  The  prisoner,  being  in  charg^e  oC  thAv^x:^> 
the  judge,  it  he  d\i  Tio\i  ^ti'ue^  ^i^Dk.^  vcv^^^jw«it^», 
would  TO  bound  to  dVtocX.  t\i^  V^rj  «5A\*i\s^^^^^^ 
decision  and  Terdict  on  \.>aa  laft\.%  ^^^  «^\^«<x^» 
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that  were  proved  before  him.  In  this  particular 
oase,  the  deputy  recorder  did  not  quash  the  in? 
dictment.  Ho  determined  to  reserve  the  point  for 
the  opinion  of  this  court,  but  not  to  reserve  the 
point  as  to  whether  this  court  would  quash  a  con- 
viction or  not,  but  to  reserve  the  point  for  us  as  to 
whether  the  count  was  a  good  count,  which  is  a 
totally  different  matter.  It  is  true  that  the  objec- 
tion was  taken  before  the  verdict  was  given ;  but 
the  only  mode  in  which  it  seems  to  me  we  can 
give  effect  to  the  objection  is  by  treating  it  as  an 
objection  raised  after  verdict.  It  was  raised  before 
verdict,  but  in  order  to  give  the  prisoner  the  bene- 
fit of  it,  no  effect  must  be  given  to  its  having  been 
raised  at  that  stage,  because  the  judge  could  not 
then  give  effect  to  it.  We  will  deal  with  it,  and 
are  prepared  to  do  so,  as  if  the  objection  had  been 
taken  immediately  after  the  verdict,  as  a  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment.  Dealing  with  it  in  that 
way,  we  must  treat  it  as  an  objection  raised  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  and  as  an  objection  raised 
after  the  verdict  had  been  given.  The  reason  of 
my  stating  this  very  distinctly  is,  that  it  seems  to 
me  that  this  is  clearly  not  a  case  for  annulling  the 
conviction.  The  conviction  by  the  jury  must 
stand.  The  question  had  been  left  to  them,  and 
after  the  attention  of  the  deputy  recorder  had 
been  drawn  to  this  point,  we  cannot  assume  as  a 
matter  of  fact  that  he  would  not  direct  the  jury 
properly  and  take  care  that  the  matter  was  laid 
before  them,  and  that  they  should  find  that  an 
offence  was  committed  of  receiving  goods  obtained 
by  false  pretences  according  to  law.  But,  inde- 
pendently of  this,  as  a  matter  of  fact  and  evidence, 
we  must  assume  that  the  judge  has  properly 
directed  the  juir,  and  that  the  jury  correctly 
found  their  verdict.  The  deputy  recorder  was 
not  at  liberty  to  withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury, 
except  by  quashing  the  indictment;  neither  can 
we  deal  with  this  matter  as  if  it  was  withdrawn 
from  the  jury.  Here  we  have  the  verdict  of  the 
jury,  and  the  verdict  must  stand.  Then  the  ques- 
tion arises  as  to  the  validity  of  these  counts,  that 
being  the  only  mode  in  which,  after  verdict,  the 
point  can  be  properly  raised,  or  brought  before  us 
ibr  consideration.  What  is  the  objection  that  has 
been  raised  ?  It  is,  in  distinct  terms,  that  in  this 
indictment  the  prosecution  have  not  set  forth  the 
false  pretences  by  means  of  which  the  goods  had 
been   obtained.    That  is  the  only  objection,  and 

.  although  we  are  disposed  to  allow  this  objection  to 
the  indictment,  and  to  entertain  it  as  a  motion  in 
arrest  ot  judgment,  yet  it  is  manifest  that  in 
doing  so  we  ought  strictly  to  confine  the  question 
to  that  which  was  raised  at  the  trial,  ana  which 
was  the  only  question  intended  to  be  reserved; 
otherwise  parties  raising  a  specific  question  at  the 
trial,  there  being  other  points  that  might  be  fatal 
to  the  indictment,  if  not  amended,  might  bring 
the  case  up  to  this  court,  and  then  rely  upon  the 
other  objections  which  they  had  not  referred  to 
before  as  grounds  for  arresting  the  judgment, 
when  if  they  had  been  mentioned  before  to  the 
presiding  judge  they  would  have  been  amended. 
That  is  one  inconvenience.  The  practice  of  this 
court  has  invariably  been  to  confine  the  question 
argued  to  the  points  that  were  raised,  and  the 
question  intended  to  be  submitted  to  it.  I  there- 
fore  deal  with  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the 
vuliditjr  of  these  counts,   with  reference   to  the 

objection  raised,  that  objection  being  simpW  t\ii8 
that  the  false  pretences  by  means  of  wYucn  t\ie 
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goods  were  obtained  were  not  set  forth.  There 
may  be  various  false  pretences,  and  it  does  not 
appear  from  the  count  that  any  offence  was  com- 
mitted, because  the  false  pretences  might  be  of 
one  description  or  another,  and  it  ought  to  be 
shown,  it  IS  contended,  that  the  false  pretences 
were  such  as  the  law  considers  false  pretences 
within  the  meaning  of  the  present  stacate.  It 
seems  to  me,  however,  that  the  utmost  that 
can  be  said  is  that  the  count  is  uncertain, 
that  the  false  pretence  alleged  may  be  a  fieblse 
pretence  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
or  may  not  be  a  false  pretence  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  But  the  indictment 
being  in  general  terms,  in  this  form,  the  judge 
would  take  care  that  the  substance  was  submitted 
to  the  jury,  and  he  would  be  bound  to  direct 
the  jury  what  false  pretences  would  be  necessary 
to  be  proved  in  order  to  sustain  the  indictment, 
and  the  jury  must  be  presumed  to  find  in  accord- 
ance with  the  direction  of  the  judge.  The  statute 
under  which  the  prisoner  is  indicted  is  the  LaroeDy 
Act  of  the  Consolidation  Statutes,  and  sect.  95 
enacts  that  "  whoever  shall  receive  any  chattel  or 
other  property,  the  obtaining  thereof  is  made  a 
misdemeanour  by  this  Act,  knowing  the  same  to 
have  been  unlawfully  stolen,  taken,  obtained,  con- 
verted, or  disposed  of,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and  may  be  indicted  and  convicted  thereof.** 
Sect.  88  savs,  that  "  Whoever  shall  by  any  false 
pretence  obtain  from  any  person  any  chattel 
and  so  forth  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor." 
Those  are  the  words  of  the  Act,  which  is  sub- 
stantially a  re-enactment  of  the  previous  con- 
solidation statute  of  7  &  8  Oeo.  4.  According  to 
the  books,  there  is  an  uniform  course  of  pleading, 
and  precedents  are  to  be  found  in  the  books ;  and 
according  to  them  in  an  indictment  for  receiving 
goods  which  have  been  obtained  by  false  pretences 
it  has  not  been  the  practice  to  set  forth  those 
false  pretences.  These  indictments  have  been  so 
framed,  not  setting  out  what  the  false  pretences 
were.  Before  we  come  to  a  conclusion  that  so 
long  and  uniform  a  course  of  precedent  is  wrong, 
we  ought  to  be  very  clearly  satisfied  on  the  point. 
But  it  is  not  necessary,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to 
determine  whether  in  strictness  it  is  necessary 
before  verdict  to  set  forth  the  false  pretences  in 
this  form  of  indictment.  The  q[uestion  here  arises 
after  verdict ;  and,  as  I  have  said  before,  it  is  im- 
portant to  distinguish  how  it  is  that  this  point  can 
be  raised,  and  the  only  way  it  can  be  raised  is  that 
to  which  I  have  already  adverted,  namely,  treating 
it  as  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.  The  lan^page 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  so  far  as  this  point  as 
raised  on  the  trial  is  concerned,  has  been  followed 
because  the  allegation  distinctly  here  is  that  the 
goods  had  been  obtained  by  means  of  certain  false 
pretences  with  intent  to  defraud ;  and  that  raises 
the  question  as  to  what  is  the  effect  of  the  statute 
of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  21.  That  section 
enacts  that  where  the  offence  charged  has  been 
created  by  any  statute,  the  indictment  shall,  after 
verdict,  be  held  sufficient  if  it  describe  the  offence 
in  the  words  of  the  statute.  Here  is  a  case  m 
which,  so  far  as  the  objection  taken  at  the  trial  is 
concerned,  the  offence  is  described  in  the  terms  of 
the  statute.  This  court  is  confined  to  that  objeo- 
tion.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  by  the 
express  enactment  of  7  Geo.  4,  o.  64^  in  the  aeotka 
1  YiBive  V^%\>  T^»A,  t>\v^  offence  being  described  in  the 
\aivg;a]ag<b  ol  X^^i*^  %\AXt\i\A  ^k^Iax  «&N}tA]^  ^^^uat  ia  ooB" 
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cemed,  the  objection,  if  taken,  most  be  cured  after 
Terdict.  Independently  of  this  statute,  there 
would  be  strong  grounds  for  contending  that  the 
objection  was  cured  after  the  decision  of  this 
court  in  Heyman  v.  The  Queen  (L.  Bep.  8 
Q.  B.;  12  Cox  0.  0.  383).  A  further  ques- 
tion was  raised  and  ar^ed  before  us.  It  was 
contended  that  the  objection  was  cured  as  a  formal 
defect  under  14  &  15  Yict.  c.  100,  s.  25.  In  the  view 
which  I  take  of  this  case,  I  think  it  unnecessary  to 
consider  that  matter,  because  if ,  as  I  think  is  the 
case,  the  objection  is  cured  after  verdict  by  the 
statute  of  7  Greo.  4,  this  conviction  ought  to  stand. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  what  is  the  effect 
of  the  other  statute ;  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
objection  is  cured  by  the  7  Geo.  4,  and  that  there- 
fore the  judgment  cannot  be  arrested,  and  that  the 
conviction  must  stand. 

Bramwell,  B. — The  objection  taken  in  this  case 
is  that  for  a  particular  reason  assigned,  the  indict- 
ment is  bad — that  it  shows  no  offence.  When  one 
bears  in  mind  that  that  is  the  real  objection,  it  is 
manifest  that  it  was  taken  at  the  wrong  time.  The 
prisoner  was  then  in  charge  to  the  jury,  and  the 
question  then  to  be  determined  was  whether  or  no 
Biie  was  guilty  of  this  charge,  as  laid  in  the  indict- 
ment. The  objection  to  be  taken  was  by  a  motion 
to  quash  the  indictment  as  by  a  demurrer  to  it,  or 
by  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment ;  and  I  mention 
this  for  the  same  reason  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
did,  in  order  that  it  may  be  seen  what  is  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  decision.  If  the  objection  had  oeen 
taken  on  a  motion  to  quash  or  on  a  demurrer,  I  do 
not  for  my  own  part  say  that  this  would  have  been 
%  ffood  count ;  and  if  I  might  recommend  the  very 
able  gentlemen  who  draws  these  indictments  at 
the  Central  Criminal  Court,  I  think  it  would  be 
just  as  well  that  they  should  preclude  such  an 
objection  being  taken  by  demurrer  or  motion  to 
anash  on  a  future  occasion.  But  I  cannot  help 
tninking  that  on  principle  this  defect  must  be 
cured  by  the  verdict.  Let  us  see  what  the  rule  is. 
It  is  mentioned  in  the  note  to  Stennel  v.  Hogg  (1 
Wm.  Saun.  261).  It  is  this :  "  Where  there  is  any 
defect,  imperfection,  or  omission  in  any  pleading, 
whether  in  substance  or  form,  which  would  have 
been  a  fatal  objection  on  demurrer;  yet  if  the 
issue  be  joined  be  such  as  necessarily  required  on 
the  trial,  proof  of  the  facts  so  defectively  or  imper- 
fectly stated  or  omitted,  and  without  which  it  is 
not  to  be  presumed  that  either  the  judge  would 
direct  the  jury  to  give  or  the  jury  would  have  given 
the  verdict  such  defect,  imperfection,  or  omission 
18  onred  by  the  verdict  by  tne  common  law."  Is 
not  that  strictly  applicable  here  P  Is  it  supposable 
tbat  if  a  false  pretence  of  what  we  may  call  the 
primary  offender,  which  must  have  been  proved  at 
ihe  trial  if  that  false  pretence  has  been  what  I 
think  Mr.  Giffard  called  a  prospective  false  pre- 
tence— not  an  existing  fact,  but  only  a  future 
matter — is  it  to  be  supposed  that  the  judge  would 
allow  that  to  go  to  the  jury  P  It  certainly  is  not. 
Therefore,  on  reason  and  prmciple  one  would  think 
this  objection  was  cured  by  the  verdict.  Then 
Mr.  Girard  has  cited  to  us  the  case  of  Bex  v. 
Mason;  and  upon  that  I  really  think  I  ought  to 
make  an  observation,  because  no  doubt  if  the  argu- 
ment I  am  using  now  is  a  good  one,  one  would 
think  it  might  have  been  used  on  that  occasion. 
Bot  it  was  004  used,  for  I  don't  find  that  the 
ooimsdl  for  the  Crown  referred  at  all  to  the  fact 
ibaJb  ihe  veardktliad  been  given,  nor  did  either  of 


the  learned  judges  notice  that  matter.    I  cannot 
say,  therefore,  that  that  is  a  satisfactory  authority ; 
and  I  very  much  concur  in  the  remark  of  my 
brother,  Mellor,  J.,  that  that  case  is  not  strength- 
ened by  other  decisions.     That  is  the  ground  of 
my  judgment  in  this  case.    I  wish  for  my  own 
part  to  say,  when  I  say  that  the  objection  was  not 
taken  at   the  proper  time,  that  I  dare  say  the 
learned  counsel  took  it  as  early  as  they  possibly 
could ;  that,  as  I  said  before,  it  was  a  contmuation 
and  must  be  taken  as  having  been  repeated  afler 
the  verdict  was  given ;   otherwise,  in  my  opinion, 
we  should  have  no  jurisdiction  at  all.     I  am  not 
sure,  but  I  think  the  objection  taken  would  compre- 
hend the  objection  relied  on,  because,  although  the 
objection  taken  was  that  the  indictment  did  not  set 
forth  the  false  pretences  on  which  the  goods  had 
been  obtained,  yet  in  reality  if  the  indictment  did 
not  and  ought  to  have  done  so,  then  the  offence  of 
the  prisoner  was  not  properly  set  forth ;  nor  am  I 
at  all  sure  that  the  objection  could  have  been  got 
over  in  any  other  way  than  that  which  I  have 
adverted  to.     But  I  think  the  legal  defect,  if  any, 
is  cured  by  the  verdict.    I  might  venture  to  make 
this  remark;   it  would  be  as  well  if  in  future  when 
objections  of  this  kind  are  taken,  that  their  nature 
should  be  ascertained ;  that  the  question  should  be 
reserved  if  at  all  for  us,  whether  we  should  arrest 
the  judgment.     It  is  possible  if  objections  were 
taken  in  that  form,  the  judge  would  say,  *'No;  1 
won't  reserve  a  point  of  that  sort,  take  your  writ  of 
error."     Be  that  as  it  may,  I  am  of  opinion,  for  the 
reasons  I  have  given,  that  this  conviction  should 
stand. 

Cleasbt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  My 
brother  Bramwell  has  alluded  to  a  note  in  Saun- 
ders' Beports  ;  I  adopt  the  application  of  the  same 
principle  to  a  criminal  case  in  the  way  laid  down 
by  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  in  Hayman  v.  The  Queen, 
the  propriety  of  which  decision  I  don't  see  the 
slightest  reason  for  doubting.  He  says :  "  I  think 
it  is  a  general  rule  of  pleading  at  common  law, 
and  I  think  necessary  to  say  that  where  there  is  a 
question  of  pleading  at  common  law,  there  is  no 
distinction  between  the  pleadings  in  civil  cases 
and  criminal  cases.  Where  an  averment,  which 
is  necessary  for  the  support  of  the  pleading,  is 
imperfectly  stated,  and  the  verdicc  on  an  issue 
involving  that  averment  is  found,  if  it  appears  to 
the  court  after  verdict  that  the  verdict  could  not 
have  been  found  on  this  issue,  without  proof  of 
this  averment,  then,  after  verdict,  the  defective 
averment,  which  might  have  been  bad  on  demurrer, 
is  cured  by  the  verdict."  Is  this  or  is  it  not  a 
case  of  defective  averment  ?  And  is  it  or  not  a 
case  of  an  averment  which  must  have  been  proved 
in  the  sense  in  which  it  ought  to  have  been 
averred  in  order  to  justify  the  verdict  of  guilty  in 
the  case.  As  I  read  it,  it  is  this  :  **  Unlawfully,  and 
knowingly,  and  fraudulentl v  obtaining  bv  means  of 
certain  false  pretences."  That  is  said  to  be  a  defec- 
tive and  im perfective  averment,  because  it  does  not 
show  sufficiently  what  is  alleged.  I  don't  say  it  is  an 
objection ;  but  supposing  it  to  be  one  now,  it  is  not 
alleged  that  the  false  pretences  were  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  make  the  obtaining  of  the  goods  by 
them  a  criminal  offence.  The  case  having  gone  t<> 
the  jury,  it  is  manifest  that  the  receiving  the 
goods  could  not  be  made  ati  offence  unle&&  1\\.^^ 
were  obtained  b'j  cMnvM^  \s\%^  \it^VRsaRR».  ^^» 
appears  to  me,  t\ie;TCioTe,  \^iaX»,  ^a^  ^«c  ^s^  ^^-^JJ^x^^ 
th&    obiection,   TibicYw    \a   ^iJci^    ^t\^    ««^   ^^"^ 
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which  I  shall  deal,  that  this  is  a  case  of  imper- 
fect averment,  hecanse  the  verdict  ooold  not 
have  heen  ffiven  nnless  the  averment  had  been 
proved  in  the  sense  in  which  it  ought  to  have 
oeen  averred. 

Grove,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems 
to  me  to  come  within  the  rule  of  Jackson  v. 
Pesked  (1  M.  &  S.  234).  And  the  argument 
in  that  case  was  this :  "  Where  a  matter  is 
80  essentially  necessary  to  be  proved,  that  had 
it  not  been  given  in  evidence,  the  jury  could 
not  have  given  such  a  verdict,  the  want  of 
stating  that  matter  in  express  terms  in  a  declara- 
tion, provided  it  contains  terms  sufficiently  ^neral 
to  comprehend  it  in  fair  and  reasonable  intend- 
ment, will  be  cured  by  the  verdict."  I  think  these 
words  accurately  apply  to  the  present  indict- 
ment. 

Archibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


V.C.   MALZV8'  COUBT. 

Reported  by  T.  H.  Cabsov,  and  F.  Gould,  Esqn., 
BMrristers4it-Lftw. 


Thursday,  Jwie  5, 1873. 

Greenwood  r.  Wadsworth. 

Interment  Acts  (16  A-  16  Vict,  c,  85,  sects,  9-26)— 

16  ^  17  Vict,  c,  134,  secU,  1-7—17  ^  18  Vict, 

c,  87,  s,  12—18  ^  19  Vict,  c  128,  s,  9— Public  and 

private  burial  grounds. 

The  provisions  of  the  Interment  Acts  as  to  the  con- 

sent  of  the  owners  of  dwelling    houses    being 

obtained  before  opening  a  new  burial  ground 

within  100  yards  of  sv^ch  dwelling  houses  apply  to 

private  as  well  as  public  burial  grounds. 

The  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  to  obtain  a  declaration 

that  according  to  the  construction  of  certain  Acts, 

the  material  parts  of  which  are  stated  below,  the 

defendants  were  not  entitled  to  use  for  burials  a 

proposed  new  burial  ground,  or  any  part  thereof 

being  within  the  distance  of  100  yards  of  the 

plaintiffs'  dwelling  houses,  without  the  consent  of 

the  plaintiffs,  and  lor  an  injunction  restraining 

such  user. 

The  plaintiffs,  as  trustees  of  a  will,  were  the 
owners  iu  iee  of  a  piece  of  land  with  two  dwelling 
houses  upon  it  at  Bawden,  in  tbecounty  of  York,  and 
the  defendants,  as  trustees  of  the  Rawden  Baptist 
Chapel,  were  the  owners  of  a  neighbouring  piece 
of  ground,  on  the  upper  part  of  which  stood  the 
chapel  with  an  old  ourial  ground  attached  to  it, 
and  the  whole  of  the  lower  part  of  such  piece  of 
gi*ound  which  had  never  been  used  or  appropriated 
for  a  cemetery  lay  within  100  yards  of  the  plain- 
tiffs* dwelline  houses. 

By  15  &  lb  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  9,  it  is  enacted  that 

No  new  burial  gronnd  or  oemetexy  (parochial  or  non- 
parochial)  shall  be  provided  and  used  in  the  Metropolis, 
or  within  two  miles  of  any  part  Uiereof,  without  the 

grevious  approval  of  one  of  Her  liajesty's  principal 
ecretaries  of  State. 


Sect.  26 : 

No  ground  not  already  used  as,  or  appropriated  for,  a 
oemetery,  shall  be  appropriated  as  a  burial  ground,  or  as 
an  addition  to  a  bunal  nonnd,  under  this  Act  nearer 
than  200  yards  to  any  dwelling  house  without  the  consent 
in  writing  of  the  owner,  lessee,  or  occupier  of  such 
dwelling  house. 

B}'  16  &  17  Vict  c.  134,  s.  1,  it  is  enacted  that 

Id  OM0  it  appears  to  Her  Majestv  in  Counoil  upon  the 
r^roMentntion  of  one  ot  Her  Majesty's  Principal  8«j. 


I  retariee  of  State  that  for  the  protection  of  the  piiUis 
health  the  opening  of  any  new  burial  ground  in  any  d^  ot 
town, or  within  any  other  limits,  save  with  the  ptenoiis 
approval  of  one  of  such  Secretaries  of  State,  should  be  pro- 
hibited^ or  that  burials  in  anv  city  or  town,  or  within  aoar 
other  hmits.  or  in  any  burial  ground  or  olaoes  ol  bnriaL 
should  be  wnoUy  discontinued,  or  should  oe  dieoontinned 
subject  to  any  exception  or  qualification,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  Her  Majesty  by  and  with  the  advice  ol  her  Privy 
Council  to  order  that  no  new  burial  ground  shall  oe 
opened  in  such  city  or  town,  or  within  such  limits 
without  such  previous  approvaL 

By  sect.  7  of  the  same  Act  it  is  enacted  that  the 
provisions  contained  in  sects.  10  to  42  (both  in- 
clusive) of  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  and  also  in  sects. 
44,  60,  61,  and  62  of  the  said  Act,  shall  extend  to 
any  parish  not  in  the  Metropolis. 

Sect.  12  of  17  &  18  Yict.  o.  87,  enacts  that 

No  ground  not  already  used  as,  or  appropriated  for.  a 
cemetery  shall  be  aj^propriated  under  Uie  said  Act  ol  the 
last  session  and  this  Act,  or  either  of  them,  as  a  burial 
ground,  or  as  an  addition  to  a  burial  ground  nearer  than 
Too  yards  to  any  dwelling  house  without  such  oonsent  as 
aforesaid  [i,e,  the  oonsent  of  the  owner,  leasee,  and 
occupier]. 

By  18  &  19  Yict  o.  128,  s.  9,  it  is  enacted  that 

No  ground  not  already  used  as,  or  appropriated  for,  a 
cemetery  shall  be  used  zor  burials  under  the  said  Aot  or 
this  Act,  or  either  of  them,  within  the  distance  ol  100 
yards  from  any  dwelling  house  without  such  oonsent  as 
aforeeaid. 

By  sect.  21  of  the  same  Act  it  is  enacted  that 
"  the  said  Acts  of  the  16th  and  16th,  16th  and  17th, 
and  17th  and  18th  years  of  Her  Majesty  and  this 
Act  shall  be  read  and  construed  together  as  one 
Act." 

In  April  1872  the  plaintiffs  ascertained  that  the 

Home  Secretary  had  signified  his  approval  of  the 

site  of   the   proposed    new  burial    ground,  and 

having  communicated  with  him  on  the  subject, 

their  solicitors  received  the  following  reply  : — 

Whitehall,  15th  May  1872. 
Gentlemen, — I  am  directed  by  Mr.  Secretary  Bruce  to 
acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  ISth  instant, 
and  to  inform  ^ou  in  replv  that  the  fact  of  the  site  ol  the 
proposed  bunal  gronnd  at  Bawden  being  approred 
amounts  only  to  the  removal  of  the  prohibition  to  eetabhsh 
a  new  burial  ground  in  the  parish  without  the  sanction  of 
the  Secretary  of  State,  and  does  not  interfere  with  the  right 
of  your  clients  to  take  such  steps  as  they  may  be  advised 
to  take  with  a  view  to  prevent  the  site  being  need  for 
burial. — I  am.  Gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant, 

A.  F.  O.  LiDDXLL. 

Messrs.  J.  and  J.  B.  W.  Thompson, 
Bradford,  Yorks. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  7th  April  1873,  at  which 
time  the  proposed  burial  ground  had  been  fenced 
in,  but  no  burials  had  as  yet  taken  place  within  it 

The  case  now  came  on  on  motion  for  injunction. 

Pearson,  Q.C.  and  Qraham  Hastings,  in  Bupport 
of  the  motion. 

Cotton,  Q.C.  and  W,  Barber,  for  the  defendants, 
submitted  that  the  proposed  new  burial  gronnd 
was  a  private  around,  and  that  therefore  the  Acts 
in  Question  did  not  apply. 

The  Vice-chancellor  said  that  the  general 
policy  of  the  Acts  was  to  prevent  burials  in  towns. 
The  Le^slature  could  not  have  intended  that  the 
restriction  should  apply  to  a  public  and  not  to  a 
private  ground.  If  tnese  Acts  had  not  applied  to 
this  ground,  there  would  have  been  no  need  for 
the  application  which  had  been  made  to  the 
Secretary  of  State.  As  it  appened  that  the 
burial  ground  would  be  within  100  jarda  c^  the 
plaintins'  houses,  the  injunction  most  do  ffraoted. 

P\«iTiU^&'  solicitors,  ihans,  Foster^  ana  SMm% 
lor  J.  ttXidi  J.  U.  W.  T>vQfwg%(yi^'^T«d&aBi^ 
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JUDZCXAi;    COMMITTEE    OF     THE 
FSZVT  COUVCZL. 

Reported  by  Douolas  Kivasro&D,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


Tuesday,  March  18, 1873. 

(Presenfc :  The  Bight  Hods.  Sir  James  W.  Colyile, 
Sir  Babnbs  Peacock,  Lord  Justice  Hellish,  Sir 
Montague  E.  Smitu,  and  Sir  Bobert  P.  Collier.) 

Beg.  v.  Coote. 

DeposiHona  on  oaih  of  a  prisoner — Admissibility  in 

evidence  —  Oriminaiing    questions  —  Ignorantia 

juris — Caution  to  witness — 11  ^  12  Vict  c.  42, 

8. 18. 

By  an  Act  of  the  Q^ehec  Legislature,  certain  officers 

caUed  **Fire   MarshaUs       are  appointed    wUh 

power  to  inquire  into  the  origin  of  fires  in  Quebec 

and  Montreal  and  for  thai  purpose  to  examine 

persons  on  oaih.     Upon  an  inquiry,  held  in  pur* 

suance  of  this  statute,  as  to  the  origin  of  ajvre  in 

a  warehouse  occupied  by  the  prisoner,  he  was  ex- 

amined  on  oath  as  a  witness.    No  caution  was 

given  to  him  thai  his  evidence  might  be  used 

against  him.    At  the  time  of  such  examination 

there  was  no  charge  agair^t  tlie  prisoner  or  any 

other  person.    Subsequently    the    prisoner   was 

tried  for  arson  of  the  said  warehouse   and  his 

depositions  made  at  the  inquiry  before  the  Fire 

MarshaUs  were  admitted  as  evidence  against  him. 

Held  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen* s 

Bench  for  the  Province  of  Quebec,  Canada),  thai 

ihe  depositions  were  properly  admitted. 

The  depositions  on  oaih  of  a  witness  legally  taken  are 

evidence  against  him,  should  he  be  subsequently 

fried  on  a  crimdnal  charge,  except  so  much  of  them 

as  consists  of  answers  to  questions  to  which  he 

has   objected  as  tending  to  criminate  him,  but 

tvhich  he  has  been  improperly  compelled  to  answer. 

The  exception  depends  upon  the  principle  **  Nemo 

tenetur  seipsum  accusare"  but  does  not  apply  to 

answers  aiven  withovi  objection,  which  are  to  be 

deemed  voluntary. 

The  witness's  knowledge  of  the  law  enabling  him  to 

decline  to  answer  criminating  questions  must  be 

presumed  {"  Ignorantia  juris  non  excusat"). 

The  statute  (11  ^  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18),  requiring 

tnagistraies  to  caution  the  a^vsed  with  respect  to 

staiements  he  may  make  in  answer  to  the  charge, 

is  not  applicai)le  to  witnesses  asked  questions 

tending  to  criminate  them. 

Bt  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada, 

o.  77,  8.  57,  it  is  provided  that  when  any  person 

has  been  convicted  of  any  felony  at  any  criminal 

term  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  court 

before  which  the  case  has  been  tried  may,  in  its 

discretion,  reserve  any  question  of  law  which  has 

arisen  on  the  trial  for  the  consideration  of  the 

Coart  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  appeal  side  thereof, 

and  may  thereupon  postpone  the  judgment  until 

such  question  has  been  considered  and  decided  by 

the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.    By  s.  58,  the 

said  court  shall  thereupon  state  in  a  case,  to  be 

signed  by  the  presiding  judge,  the  question  or 

questions  of  law,  with  the  special  circumstances 

upon  which  the  same  have  arisen. 

The  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  have  full 
power  and  authority  at  anj  sitting  thereof  on  the 
appeal  side,  after  the  receipt  of  such  case,  to  hear 
imd  finally  determine  any  Question  therein ;  and 
therenpoo  to  reverse,  amend,  or  affirm  any  judg- 
ment which  has  been  given  on  the  indictment  on 
Ihe  trimi  d  wMot  saob  question  arose,  or  to  avoid 

Maa  Oaa-'Vol,  VUL 


such  judgment  and  order  an  entry  to  be  made  on 
the  record,  that  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  the  party  convicted  ought  not  to 
have  been  convicted,  or  to  arrest  the  judgment,  or 
to  order  the  judgment  to  be  ^iven  thereon  at  some 
other  criminal  term  of  the  said  court,  if  no  judg- 
ment has  before  that  term  been  given,  as  the  said 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  is  advised,  or  make  such 
other  order  as  justice  requires. 

The  present  appeal  was  from  a  judgment  of  the 
appeal  side  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  for  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  Canada,  on  a  case  reserved  for 
that  court  by  Badgely,  J.,  under  the  powers  of 
the  above  statute,  on  the  trial  of  the  respondent 
for  arson. 

The  case  so  reserved  was  as  follows : — 

"  The  prisoner,  Edward  Coote,  was  indicted  for 
arson  of  a  warehouse  in  his  occupation,  and  belong- 
ing to  Alexander  Boy. 

"The  indictment  contained  four  counts, — ^The 
first  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Scottish  Provincial 
Insurance  Company ;  second,  to  defraud  the  Boyal 
Insurance  Company;  the  third  to  defraud  gene- 
rally; and  the  fourth  to  injure  generallv;  upon 
his  plea  of  not  guilty,  he  was  tried  before  toe,  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  at  the  criminal  term  of  the  said 
court,  holden  by  me  at  Montreal,  in  this  present 
month,  before  a  competent  jury,  empannelled  in 
the  usual  manner  and,  after  evidence  adduced 
by  the  Crown  and  by  the  prisoner,  was  found 
guilty,  the  jury  returning  a  general  verdict  of 
guilty. 

"  In  the  course  of  the  adduction  of  the  evidence 
for  the  Crown,  two  depositions  made  and  sworn  to 
by  the  prisoner,  with  nis  signature  subscribed  to 
each,  taken  by  the  Fire  Commissioners  at  their  in- 
vestigation into  the  cau^e  and  origin  of  the  fire  at 
his  warehouse,  before  any  charge  or  accusation 
against  him  or  any  other  person  had  been  made, 
were  produced  in  evidence  against  him,  and  which, 
after  having  been  duly  proved,  were  submitted  to 
the  jury  as  evidence  against  him,  after  the  objec- 
tion previously  made  by  the  prisoner  to  their  pro- 
duction in  evidence,  and  after  his  said  objection 
had  been  overruled  by  me — ^aftor  the  conviction  of 
the  prisoner,  and  before  sentence  was  pronounced 
by  me  thereon,  he  moved  the  court  by  two  motions 
filed  in  court  in  the  terms  following : '       . 

The  case  then  set  out  the  two  motions,  of  which 
the  first  is  immaterial,  as  Badgley,  J.,  rejected  it, 
and  reserved  no  question  respecting  it ;  the  second 
was  in  the  following  terms  : — 

"  Motion  on  behalf  of  the  said  Edward  Coote, 
that  judgment  upon  the  said  indictment,  and  upon 
a  verdict  of  guilty  thereon,  rendered  against  him, 
be  arrested,  and  that  the  said  verdict  be  quashed 
and  set  aside,  and  the  said  defendant,  to  wit  the 
said  Edward  Coote,  be  relieved  therefrom,  for, 
among  others,  the  following  reasons :" 

Twenty-one  reasons  were  then  set  out,  the  only 
ones  material  to  the  present  appeal  being  in  effect 
that  the  two  depositions  were  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence, because  the  said  Fire  Commissioners,  before 
whom  they  were  taken,  had  no  authority  to 
administer  an  oath,  or  take  such  depositions,  and 
such  depositions  wf^re  not  admissible  as  statements 
made  by  the  prisoner,  because  they  were  not  made 
freely  and  voluntarily  and  without  compulsion  or 
fear,  and  without  the  obligation  o£  qjdlQaxVi. 

The  case  t\\eti  ftla\^  XiVi^  xe^eRMvoa  ^\  >^^  ^^ 
motion,  andlYiat  \\e,tVi©  ^«:\^  •yqA%^,xX\w^>^>Jsj^- 
8el£  considermg  l\ie  Teaaon^  «i^w^  mwjS&K\s«^  x» 
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support  the  second  motion,  yet  as  doubts  might 
be  neld  bj  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  as  to  the 
legal  production  of  the  said  depositions,  reserved 
it,  and  held  it  over  for  decision  with  reference  to 
the  admission  of  the  said  depositions  by  the  Court 
of  Queen*s  Bench,  appeal  side. 

The  Fire  Commissioners,  before  whom  the  depo* 
sitions  were  taken,  are  appointed  under  the  provi- 
sions of  two  statutes  of  the  provincial  leflrisla- 
ture  of  Quebec  (31  Vict.  o.  32,  and  32  Vict, 
c.  29),  under  which  Acts  they  are  empowered  to 
investigate  the  origin  of  any  fires  occurring  in  the 
cities  of  Quebec  and  Montreal,  to  compel  the 
attendance  of  witnesses  and  examine  them  on  oath, 
and  to  commit  to  prison  any  witnesses  refusing  to 
answer  without  just  cause. 

The  criminal  law  of  England  was  introduced 
into  Lower  Canada  at  the  time  of  the  cession  to 
the  English,  a.d.  1763,  and  the  criminal  law  of 
England  of  that  date  still  continues  in  force  in  the 
province  of  Quebec,  Canada,  except  as  it  has  been 
altered  by  Canadian  statutes  or  imperial  statutes 
applicable  to  Canada. 

Previous  to  the  year  1869  a  statutable  provision 
(Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada,  c.  77,  s.  63) 
was  in  force,  by  which  a  power  was  vested  in  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  appeal  side,  if  at  the 
hearing  of  a  case  reserved  they  were  of  opinion 
that  the  conviction  was  bad,  for  some  cause  not 
depending  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  to  declare 
the  same  by  its  judgment,  and  direct  that  the 
party  convicted  should  be  tried  again  as  if  no  trial 
nad  been  had  in  such  case ;  but  by  a  subsequent 
statute  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  29  s.  80),  passed  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada  shortly 
after  the  establishment  of  that  confederation,  for 
the  purpose  of  assimilating  the  criminal  procedure 
throughout  the  various  provinces  of  the  dominion, 
that  section  was  expressly  repealed,  and  there  were 
at  the  time  of  the  respondent's  trial  statutable 
provisions  giving  right  to  a  new  trial  in  criminal 
matters,  or  regulating  motions  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment in  criminal  proceedings  in  force  in  the  Pro- 
vince of  Quebec,  Canada. 

On  the  15th  Dec.  1871,  the  reserved  case  came 
on  for  argument  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
appeal  side,  before  Duval,  C.  J.,  and  Caron,  Drum- 
mond,  Badgley,  and  Monk,  JJ.,  and  on  the  15th 
March  1872,  the  court  gave  judgment  in  the  follow- 
ing terms:  "After  hearing  counsel  as  well  on 
behalf  of  the  prisoner  as  for  the  Crown,  and  due 
deliberation  had,  on  the  case  transmitted  to  this 
court  from  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  sitting  on 
the  Crown  side  at  Montreal,  it  is  considered, 
adjudgeil,  and  finally  determined  bv  the  court  now 
here,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  that 
an  entry  be  made  on  the  rerord  to  the  effect  that 
in  the  opinion  of  this  court  the  production  of  the 
depositions  made  by  the  prisoner  before  the  Fire 
Commissioners  at  Montreal  was  illegal,  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  part  of  our 
Sovereign  Lad^  the  Queen  does  not  justify  the 
verdict,  which  is  hereby  quashed  and  set  aside. 

**  But  this  court,  considering  that  the  conviction 

is  declared  to  be  bad  from  a  cause  not  depending 

upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  does  hereby  order 

that  the  said  prisoner,  Edward  Coote,  be  tried 

anew  on  the  indictment  found  and  now  pending 

against  him,  as  if  no  trial  had  been  had  in  the 

caBe,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  standing  such 

new  trial,  be  be  bound  over  in  snffident  reco^i- 

e^nce  to  appear  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  enavung 


term  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Benoh,  sitting  on  tike 
Crown  side,  at  Montreal,  and  thereafter  from  day 
to  day  until  duly  discharged." 

From  this  judgment  badgley  and  Monk,  JJ^ 
dissented. 

On  the  15th  March  1872,  an  application  was 
made  by  the  Attorney-General  for  tne  Proyinoe  of 
Quebec,  Canada,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  to  the 
said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  for  leave  to  appeal 
to  Her  Majesty  in  Her  Privy  Council,  and  such 
leave  was  refused. 

On  the  10th  May  1872,  special  leave  was  ffranfeed 
by  Her  Majesty  in  Council  to  appeal  from  me  said 
judgment  of  the  said  Court  ot  Queen's  Bench  of 
the  15th  March  1872. 

Sir  John  B.  Karsldke,  Q.C.  and  BomnoB  for  the 
appellant. — The  depositions  were  propenT  receiTed 
in  evidence  by  the  judge  before  whom  the  indiofc- 
ment  was  tried.  They  were  admissible  althoag^ 
made  on  oath,  and  although  made  by  the  prisoner 
as  a  witness  whose  attendance  mi^ht  have  been 
compelled.  At  the  time  the  depositions  were  taken 
no  cnarge  had  been  made  against  the  prisoner,  aod 
he  had  the  ri^ht  of  refusing  to  answer  qnestions 
tending  to  criminate  him.  The  prisoner  answered 
voluntarily,  and  Badgley  J.  states  that  he  **  he* 
quently  exercised  his  privilege  of  refusing  to 
answer  certain  questions."  It  was  not  neoessaiy 
that  the  Fire  Uommissioners  should  caution  im 
prisoner  that  statements  made  by  him  on  the  in- 
quiry might  be  used  in  evidence  against  him.  The 
statute  (11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  19)  relates  only  to  pro* 
ceedings  before  magistrates,  and  caution  given  to 
accused  persons.  There  was  no  ground  fbr  moving 
in  arrest  of  judgment ;  nor  had  the  court  power  to 
grant  a  new  trial,  for  the  statute  empowering  the 
court  to  grant  anew  trial  (Consolidated  Statutes  of 
Lower  Canada,  c.  77,  s.  57)  was  repealed  by  82^33 
Vict.  c.  29,  s.  80,  which  gives  no  such  power.  They 
cited  the  authorities  given  in  the  jnagment  poiU 
and  further, 

1  Taylor  on  Evidenoe,  743 ; 
Koso.  Crim.  Eyidenoe,  62 ; 
Joy  on  Confessions,  62,  68 ; 
Reg  V.  Qillis,  17  Ir.  C.  L.  Bep.  512. 

Judgment  was  delivered  by  Sir  Bobsbt  P. 
Collier. — Edward  Coote,  the  respondent,  was  con- 
victed of  arson,  subject  to  a  question  of  law  re- 
served by  Badffloy,  J.  (the  judge  who  presided  at 
the  trial),  for  the  consideration  of  the  appeal  side 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  pursuance  of 
c.  87,  sect.  57  of  the  Consolidatea  Statutes  of 
Lower  Canada.  The  question  reserved  wsi> 
whether  or  not  the  prosecutor  was  entitled  to  retd 
as  evidence  against  the  prisoner  depositions  made 
by  him  under  the  following  circumstances }— An 
Act  of  the  Quebec  Legislature  appointed  offioefs 
named  '*  Fire  Marshalls  "  for  Quebec  and  Montretl 
respectively,  with  power  to  inofuire  into  the  osnse 
ana  origin  of  fires  occurring  in  those  cities,  sod 
conferred  upon  each  of  them  '*  all  the  powers  of 
any  judge  oi  session,  recorder,  or  coroner,  to  som* 
mon  before  him  and  examine  upon  oath  lUl  persons 
whom  he  deems  capable  of  giving  informraon  or 
evidence  touching  or  concerning  such  fire."  These 
officers  had  also  power,  if  the  evidence  adduced 
afibrded  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  the 
fire  was  kindled  by  design,  to  arrest  any  suspeofeed 
person,  and  to  proceed  to  an  examination  ol  ths 
case  and  committal  of  the  accused  for  trial  in  the 
\  same  maioxvet  «a  «» \QA\»\ca  of  the  peaoeb    Upon  m 
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)f  a  fire  in  a  warehonse,  of  which  Coote  was 
ipier,  he  was  examined  on  oath  as  a  witness. 
f  of  his  depositions  accompanies  the  record, 
T  Lordships  accept  the  following  statement 
1^7>  J*t  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which 
ore  taken:  "Among  the  several  persons 
xL  respecting  that  nre  was  Coote  nimself, 
TO  occasions  at  an  interval  of  three  or  four 
dtween  his  two  appearances,  on  each  of 
16  signed  his  deposition  taken  in  the  usual 

of  such  proceeding^,  and  which  was 
I  hy  the  commissioners.  Upon  both  occa- 
e  acted  voluntarily  and  without  constraint ; 
as  no  charge  or  accusation  against  him  or 
er  person ;  he  was  free  to  answer  or  not 
stions  put  to  him,  and  frequently  exercised 
ilege  of  refusing  to  answer  such  questions, 
ays  after  the  date  of  the  latter  deposition, 
er  the  final  close  of  the  inquiry,  Coote  was 
I  upon  the  charge  of  arson  of  his  premises 
ly  committed  for  trial."  At  his  trial  the 
lencioned  depositions  were  duly  proved, 
oitted  in  evidence  after  being  objected  to 
counsel  for  the  prisoner.  The  obiection 
It  the  trial  appears  to  have  been  that  to 
ite  such  a  court  as  that  of  the  Fire  Marshall 
rond  the  power  of  the  provincial  legislature, 
bt  consequently  the  aepositions  were  ille- 
ken.  Subsequently  other  objections  were 
1  arrest  of  judgment,  and  the  question  of 
aissibility  of  the  depositions  was  reserved, 
leld  by  the  whole  court  (in  their  Lordships' 

rightly),  that  the  constitution  of  the 
:  the  Fire  Marshall,  with  the  powers  given 
18  within  the  competency  of  the  provmcial 
ire ;  but  it  was  further  held  by  a  majority 
Donrt  that  the  depositions  of  the  prisoner 
ot  admissible  against  him,  because  they 
iken  upon  oath,  and  because  he  was  not 
3d  that  whatever  he  said  might  be  given 
inoe  against  him,  after  the  manner  in  which 
of  the  peace  are  required  to  caution  accused 
,  by  an  Act  of  the  British  Parliament 
I  in  this  respect  by  the  Colonial  Legislature, 
irt  held  the  conviction  to  be  bad,  but  inas- 
B  the  objection  to  it  was  not  founded  on  the 
)f  the  case,  made  an  order  directing  a  new 
heir  Lordships  are  unable  to  concur  m  what 

to  be  the  view  of  one  of  the  judges  of 
irt  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  law  on  the 
of  the  reception  in  evidence  against  a  pri- 
:  statements  made  by  him  upon  oath  is  so 
id  that  every  judge  is  at  liberty  in  every 
let  upon  his  own  individual  opinion.  It  is 
bt  doubts  have  fh)m  time  to  time  arisen  on 
rject,  and  that  conflicting  dicta,  and  indeed 
18,  may  be  found  upon  it;  but,  in  their 
ps'  opmion,  all  such  doubts  have  been  set 
>y  a  series  of  recent  decisions,  not  indeed 
jpAting  any  new  law,  but  declaring  what  the 
I  always  been  if  properly  understood.  In 
of  Bex  V.  Haworth  (4  C.  &  P.  254),  a  depo- 
(n  oath  made  by  the  prisoner  as  a  witness 
a  person  named  Sheard,  on  a  charge  of 
,  was  received  in  evidence  by  Park,  J., 
the  prisoner,  on  an  indictment  of  forgenr. 
y.  Qoldshede  and  another  (1  C.  <k  K.  657), 
I,  J.,  admitted  against  the  defendants,  on  a 
if  oonspiracy,  answers  which  they  had  made 
in  a  suit  in  Chancery.  In  Beg,  y.  Sloggett 
0.  G.  656),  the  prisoner  wb8  examinea  in 
li  ot  BankrapUj,  under  an  adjadicatioin 


against  him,  and  answered  questions  tending  to 
criminate  himself  without  objection.  At  a  certain 
stage  of  his  examination  he  was  told  by  the  com- 
missioner to  consider  himself  in  custody.  On  a 
case  reserve^,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Criminal 
Appeal  that  so  much  of  his  examination  as  was 
taken  before  his  committal  to  custody  was  evidence 
against  him.  In  that  case  Jervis,  C.J.,  observes  : 
"The  test  is  whether  he  may  object  to  answer.  If 
he  may,  and  does  not  do  so,  he  voluntarily  sub- 
mits to  the  examination  to  which  he  is  subjected, 
and  such  examination  is  admissible  as  evidence 
against  him."  In  Beg,  y.  Chidley  and  Cummins 
(8  Cox  C.  C.  365),  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  admitted  a  de- 
position made  by  Cummins,  when  Chidley  alone 
was  accused  of  the  offence  for  which  they  were 
afterwiurds  both  tried.  The  learned  editor  of  the 
4th  edition  of  Russell  on  Crimes  (vol.  3,  p.  418), 
thus  reports  a  case  of  Bep.  y.  Sarah  Chesham: 
**  Where  the  prisoner  was  mdicted  for  administer- 
ing poison  with  intent  to  murder  her  husband,  the 
coroner  stated  that  he  had  held  an  inquest  on  his 
body,  which  was  adjourned,  and  that  the  prisoner 
was  present  as  a  witness  on  the  second  occasion. 
No  cnm»  had  at  that  time  been  made  against  her. 
She  made  a  statement  on  oath,  which  the  coroner 
took  down  in  writing.  Campbell,  C.J.,  after  con- 
sulting Parke,  B.,  admitted  the  statement,  and  the 
prisoner  was  convicted  and  executed."  The  case 
of  Beg.  y.  Qarhett  (Den.  C.  C.  236),  accords  with 
the  foregoing,  lliere  the  prisoner  objected  to 
answer  certain  questions  on  the  ground  that  his 
answers  might  criminate  him.  His  obiections, 
which  were  based  on  reasonable  grounds,  were 
oyerruled,  and  he  was  compelled  to  answer.  It 
was  held  by  a  majority  of  the  judges  on  a  Crown 
case  reserved  that  the  particular  answers  so  given 
were  inadmissible  against  him,  but  it  docs  not 
appear  to  have  been  suggested  that  the  rest  of  his 
deposition  was  not  admissible.  The  case  of  Beg,  y. 
Scoti  (D.  &  B.  C.  C.  47),  seems  to  go  somewhat  fur- 
ther. It  was  there  held  by  the  Court  of  Criminal 
Appeal  (Coleridge,  J.,  dissenting),  that  although, 
unoer  the  Buikruptcy  Act  then  in  force  (12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  106),  the  bankrupt  was  bound  to  answer 
certain  questions,  notwithstanding  that  they  miffht 
tend  to  criminate  him,  nevertheless  such  answers 
were  admissible  against  him,  the  compulsion  under 
which  he  acted  being  one  of  law,  and  not  the 
improper  exercise  of  judicial  authority.  From 
these  cases,  to  which  others  might  be  added,  it 
results,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  that  the  deposi- 
tions on  oath  of  a  witness  legally  taken  are  evi- 
dence against  him  should  he  be  subsequently  tried 
on  a  criminal  charge,  except  so  much  of  them  as 
consists  of  answers  to  questions  to  which  he  has 
objected  as  tending  to  criminate  him,  but  which 
he  has  been  improperly  compelled  to  answer.  The 
exception  depends  upon  the  principle  Nemo  lenetur 
seipsum  accusare,  but  does  not  apply  to  answers 
given  without  objection,  which  are  to  be  deemed 
voluntary.  The  Chief  Justice  indeed  suggests 
that  Coote  may  have  been  ignorant  of  the  law 
enabling  him  to  decline  to  answer  criminating 
questions,  and  that  if  he  had  been  acquaintea 
with  it  he  mi^ht  have  withheld  some  of 
the  answers  which  he  gave.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  it  would  appear  that  Coote  was  acquainted 
with  so  much  of  the  law ;  but  be  this  as  it  may^  it 
is  obvious  that  to  \n&t\t\i\A  wi  Yd^vrj  m  ^ai^ 

case  as  to  tibe  OLtent  oi  t\i^  w^^^"^  ^  ^^^T^^"^^^ 
rf  law.  and  to  Bp«wiA»X»  iRV^^Saet, VL  V^X^s^^ems^td. 
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more,  he  would  or  would  not  have  refused  to 
answer  certain  questions,  would  be  to  involve  a 
plain  rule  in  endless  confViBion.  Their  Lordships 
see  no  reason  to  introduce,  with  reference  to  this 
subject,  an  exception  to  the  rule  recognised  as 
essential  to  the  administration  of  the  criminal  law, 
lanorantia  iuris  nan  excusat  With  respect  to  the 
objection  that  Coote  when  a  witness  should  have 
been  cautioned  in  the  manner  in  which  it  is 
directed  bj  statute  that  persons  accused  before 
maffistrates  are  to  be  cautioned  (a  question  said  by 
Badgley,  J.,  not  to  have  been  reserved,  but  which 
is  treated  as  reserved  by  the  court),  it  is  enough 
to  say  that  the  caution  is  by  the  terms  of  the 
statutes  applicable  to  accused  persons  only,  and 
has  no  application  whatever  to  witnesses.  If, 
indeed,  the  Fire  Marshall  had  exercised  the  power 
which  he  possessed  of  arresting  Coote  on  a  criminal 
charge  (but  which  he  did  not  exercise),  then  it 
would  have  been  proper  to  caution  him  before  any 
farther  statement  from  him  had  been  receivea. 
A  question  has  been  raised  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown  whether  or  not  the  court  had  tne  power  of 
ordering  a  new  trial,  inasmuch  as  c.  77,  s.  63,  of 
the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada,  giving  the 
court  power  to  direct  a  new  trial,  has  been  repealed 
W  the  subsequent  statute  32  &  33  Yict.  c.  Z9,  s. 
80,  which  does  not  itself  in  terms  confer  any  such 
power,  but  in  the  view  which  their  Lordships  take 
of  the  case  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  determine  this 

Suestion.  For  the  reasons  above  given  their  Lord* 
bips  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the 
order  made  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  be 
reversed,  that  the  conviction  be  affirmed,  and 
that  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  be  directed 
to  cause  the  proper  sentence  to  be  passed  thereon. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Attorneys  for  the  appellant,  Biechoff,  Bompcu, 
and  Co. 

COUBT  OF  QXrSEH'S  EEVCK. 

Reported  by  J.  Bhobtt  and  M.  W.  M'Ksllae,  Esqn., 

fiArrittenHkt*lAw. 

Wednesday,  May  28, 1873. 

Bell  (app.)  v.  Crane  (resp.) 

Industrial  Home — LiahUity  to  rating — JHscretian  oj 

raiing  authorities^— Sunaay  and  ragged  schools — 

32  ^  33  Vict.  c.  40,  ss,  1,  2. 

Sed.  I  of  32  ^  33  Vict,  c.  40,  provides  that  "  every 

authority  having  power  to  impose  or  levy  any  rate 

upon  the  occupier  of  any  building  or  part  of  a 

building  used  eocdu^ively  as  a  Sunday  school  or 

ragged  school^  may  exempt  stich  building  from 

any  rate  for  any  purpose  whatever,  which  such 

authority  has  power  to  impose  or  levy," 

The  word  "  may     has  not  the  sense  of  "  must "  in 

this  enactment;  and  the  rating  authorities  may 

exercise  a  discretion  in  exempting  or  not  exempting 

Sunday  scJiools  or  ragged  sclwoUfrom  raieahility. 

Case  stated  under  20  &2\  Yict.  c.  43. 

This  was  a  complaint  for  non-payment  of 
201. 13«.  9c2.  rates  for  the  Boys'  Home,  in  Regent's 
Fbrk-road,  St.  Pancras,  of  which  the  appellant  was 
honorary  secretary  and  treasurer.  The  premises 
consisted  of  three  houses,  and  120  boys  were 
lodged  and  lived  from  day  to  day,  the  matron 
living  on  the  premises.  The  master  and  his  family 
resided  in  a  fourth  house  at  a  little  distance.  The 
home  was  supported  entirely  by  voluntary  sub- 
acHptiona.  It  was  not  a  reformatory.  The  homo  re- 


ceived boys  sent  there  by  the  police  magistrates  of 
London,  and  in  respect  of  these  received  allowances 
from  the  Secretary  of  State  as  a  oapitation  grant. 
The  boys  are  employed  as  tailors,  shoemaken, 
carpenters,  brush  makers,  and  firewood  choppers ; 
the  produce  of  their  labour  is  sold  to  the  puUic, 
and  the  money  is  received  and  applied  towardls  their 
maintenance.  A  copy  of  the  account  for  1871  accom- 
panies this  case,  and  is  to  be  taken  as  part  thereof. 
The  lecture  rooms  are  occasionally  used  for 
penny  reading^,  to  which  the  public  are  admitted 
on  payment,  and  the  proceeds  are  applied  in  aid  of 
the  genera]  fund. 

No  appeal  was  made  to  the  assessment  oom« 
mittee  or  the  parish  against  the  valuation  list,  nor 
were  any  other  steps  taken  by  the  appellant  under 
the  Valuation  (Metropolis)  Act  18o9.  After  the 
making  of  the  rate,  however,  he  applied  to  the 
genersJ  purposes  committee  of  the  vestry  for  relisf 
&om  it.  That  committee,  on  the  29th  Feb.  187S; 
recommended  to  the  vestry  that  three-fourths  of 
the  rate  should  not  be  enforced,  provided  Uie  re- 
mainder were  paid  forthwith,  and  so  reported  to 
the  vestry.  When  that  report  was  presented  on 
6th  March  1872,  it  was  moved  that  the  reoommeii- 
dation  be  adopted ;  but  an  amendment  was  moved* 
and  it  was  resolved  that  the  whole  of  the  rates 
seould  be  enforced. 

The  appellant  contended  before  the  magistzate 
that  the  Boys'  Home  is  exempted  fh>m  payment 
of  the  rates  claimed  by  the  respondent  by  yirtne 
of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  32  &  33  Yiot.  c.  40^ 
and  called  witnesses  to  prove  that  the  "Boys' 
Home"  is  a  Sunday  school  and  also  a  ragged 
school  within  the  meanings  of  those  terms  as 
interpreted  by  the  said  Act.  He  further  con- 
tended that,  though  the  word  '*  may  "  is  used  in 
the  first  paragraph  of  the  enacting  part  of  the 
statute,  yet  it  is  to  bo  construed  as  being  impend 
tive,  in  accordance  with  what  theappellant  aigoed 
was  the  rule  of  construction  appRcaole  to  Acts  of 
Parliament  in  all  cases  where  a  power  is  intmsted 
which  is  to  be  exercised  for  the  public  benefit  ;nd 
there  is  nothing  but  the  word  itself  to  show  that 
the  Legislature  intended  to  make  the  exerase  of 
the  power  discretionary. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended 
that  this  was  not  a  Sunday  school  or  ragged  school 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  32  &  33  Viot.  o.  40; 
that,  even  if  it  were,  the  vestry  were  not  compel- 
lable to  exempt  it  from  rating,  and  had  decidea  to 
enforce  the  whole  rate ;  that  if  the  buildings  were 
exempt  from  rating  under  that  Act,  the  appellant 
ought  to  have  claimed  the  exemption  unoer  the 
Valuation  (Metropolis)  Act  1869  (32  A  33  Yici» 
c.  67),  and  that  the  magistrate  mnst  now  enforce 
the  payment  of  the  rate. 

The  ma^strate,  being  of  opinion  that  the  appel- 
lant was  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  rates,  gave 
his  determination  against  him. 

The  question  of  law  upon  which  the  oaae  is 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  therefore,  is, 
under  the  circumstances  before  stated,  whether  the 
Boys'  Home,  as  represented  by  ^e  appellant*  is 
exempted  i'rom  payment  of  the  seyeral  aforowid 
rates,  amounting  m  the  whole  to  the  sun  cf 
29Z.  ISs,  9d, 

The  preamble  to  32  4^  33  Yict  40  (The  Snndi^ 
and  Bagged  Schools  Exemption  firom  Bating  Aotl 
recites  as  follows :  '*  Whereas  for  many  yean,  ana 
until  lately,  buildings  used  as  Sunday  attd 
BohoolB  for  gratuitous  education  enjoyed  i 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


269 


Q.B.] 


Mills  v.  Scott. 


[QB. 


turn  from  poor  and  other  rates,  and  it  is  expedient 
that  they  sboold  be  exempted  h*om  sach  liaoility." 
The  Ist  section  enacts  that  "  from  and  after  the 
30th  Sept.  1869,  every  authority  having  power  to 
impoae  or  levy  any  rate  upon  the  occupier  of  any 
Inmding  or  part  of  a  building  used  exclusively  as  a 
Sunday  school  or  ragged  school,  may  exempt  such 
boildinff  from  any  rate  for  any  purpose  what* 
erer  which  such  authority  has  power  to  impose 
or  levy;  provided  that  nothing  m  this  Act  con- 
tained shall  prejudice  or  aSect  the  right  of 
exemption  from  rating  of  Sunday  or  infant  schools," 
Ac,  by  virtue  of  3  &1  Will.  4,  c.  30. 

Benjamin,  Q*0.  (with  him  Lumley),  for  the 
i^ppeUant,  contended  that  the  school  was  one  which 
came  within  the  meaning  and  operation  of  the  Act, 
bemg  merely  a  charitable  institution,  and  designed 
aod  actually  employed  as  a  home  for  destitute 
bojB.  [Blackburn,  J. — It  certainly  does  not  come 
within  the  popular  conception  of  a  ragged  school ; 
bat  it  is  an  industrial  school,  according  to  29  &  30 
Yioii.  a  113,  sect.  5.]  The  preamble  to  32  &  33 
Yiot.  c.  40  shows  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
LegiBlature  that  such  institutions  should  be 
exempt  from  liability  to  rating.  The  word  "  may  " 
in  aect.  1  must  be  read  as  *'  must."  Craior  y. 
PaweU  (2  £L  &  Bl.  210)  was  referred  to, 

Poland,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon. 

Blackbubk.  J — We  are  all  agreed  that  the 
word  **  may  "  in  Acts  of  Parliament  must,  by  force 
of  the  context,  sometimes  be  read  as  "  must ; " 
bat  we  think  that  in  the  particular  Act  before  us 
that  18  not  so,  and  that  the  word  '*  may "  has  its 
ordinary  meaning..  Whether  wisely  or  not,  the 
Legislature  has,  we  think,  left  it  in  the  discretion 
of  uie  rating  authorities  to  exempt  or  not  to  exempt 
thoae  schools  which  come  withm  the  meaning  of 
the  Act.  This  being  in  our  opinion  the  true  con- 
atraotion  of  sect.  1  of  this  Act,  it  is  unnecessary 
for  08  to  determine,  in  the  present  case,  whether 
thia  particular  school  is  or  is  not  a  ragged  school 
withm  other  parts  of  the  Act.  Our  judgment  must 
therefore  be  for  the  respondent. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  That  the 
Leeialature  intended  to  give  the  rating  authorities 
a  miscretion  is,  in  my  opinion,  shown  by  theproviso 
to  the  1st  section  of  tne  Act,  which  provides  that 
thia  diacretion,  which  may  be  exercised  in  the 
caaee  referred  to,  is  not  to  affect  the  right  to 
exemption  which  is  conferred  on  Sunday  and 
infaiit  schoolsby  3  <k  4  Will.  4,  c.  30. 

Archibald,  o.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  respondeiU, 
Solidtor  for  the  appellant,  Leefe, 
Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  W.  D,  Oooper, 


Friday,  June  6, 1873. 
Mills  v,  Scott. 

dmiaguma  Dieeasea  {Animala)  Act  1869  (32  ^  33 
Viet,  c  70). «.  67 — Local  authority-— How  to  sue — 
lAabHity  of  innocent  owner  of  ejected  animate — 
Power  of  Uounty  Court  judge  to  amend  'plaintiff* $ 
deeeription. 

The  drfSndant  wae  owner  of  ejected  animals  which 
had  been  exposed  in  contravention  of  sect  57  of 
the  Oontagioue  Diseases  {Animals)  Act  1869,  hut 
he  eaUsfied  the  Justices  htfore   whom    he   was 

.  charged  qf  hie  want  of  knowledge  of  their  effected 
etaiSt  and  the  eomptaint  against  him  was  dis* 
'^      Xhe  locdt  auihonty  incurred  expenses 


in  respect  of  these  affected  animals,  for  which  the 
defenaant  as  owner  was  sued  in  a  Uounty  Courts 
The  inspector  of  the  heal  authority  took  out  the 
summons  in  his  own  name,  with  a  description  as 
such  inspector,  hut  the  particulars  ofdaim  stated 
that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  local 
authority. 
Held,  that  the  County  Court  judge  had  power  to 
amend  hy  suhstitviing  the  local  authority  as  plain" 
tiffs;  that  the  local  authority  heing  empowered 
to  recover  these  expenses,  must  he  impliedly  autho* 
rised  to  sue  as  a  quasi  corporalion;  and  that  the 
defendant  was  liable,  although  he  had  not  been 
convicted  of  an  offence  against  the  Act, 
This  was  an  appeal  from  the  County  Court  of 
Hertfordshire,  holden  at  Hitchin. 

The  summons  was  taken  out  in  the  name  of 
James  Mills,  the  inspector  appointed  by  the  local 
authority  for  the  county  of  Hertford,  under  the 
Contagious  Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1869,  as  plain- 
tiff, against  Nathan  Scott,  Ashwell,  dealer,  defen- 
dant. 

The  action  was  brought  in  the  above-mentioned 
court  for  a  claim,  the  particulars  of  which  were  to 
the  summons  served  upon  the  said  defendant  an- 
nexed, and  of  which  particulars  the  following  is  a 
copy: 

Mr.  Natlian  Soott,  Ashwell,  Herts. 

To  the  looal  authority  for  the  oonnty 
of  Hertford,  under  the  Conta- 
gions Diseases  (Animals)  Aot. 
1872.  £   8,  d. 

Nov.  5  ^  Hire  of  meadow  26  days  for  7  calves 

to      >•    at  U.  9d,  per  day      2    5    6 

Deo.  11.)  19  tmsses  of  hay 1  18    0 

Attendance,  man  for  water,  Ac 0    6    6 

4  10    0 


The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  in  the  said 
County  Court,  holden  at  Hitchin,  before  the  judge 
of  the  said  court  on  the  1st  Feb.  1873. 

Qraham,  of  counsel,  appeared  for  the  plaintiff. 

H  Barker,  solicitor,  Biggleswade,  appeared  as 
advocate  for  the  defendant. 

It  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  fh>m  the  defendant  the  expenses  of  the 
keep  of  certain  animals  seized  by  tne  said  James 
Mills,  in  execution  of  the  Contagious  Diseases 
(Animals)  Act  1869,  s.  57. 

Barker,  for  the  defendant,  directed  the  attention 
of  the  judge  to  the  discrepancy  between  the 
summons  and  the  particulars,  namely,  that  by  the 
summons  the  plaintiff,  James  Mills,  sued  in  his 
own  name,  but  that  by  the  particulars  annexed  to 
the  sunmions,  the  amount  sued  for  was  claimed 
to  be  due  "  To  the  local  authority  for  the  county 
of  Hertford,  under  the  Contagious  Diseases 
(Animals)  Act." 

Evidence  was  given  to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
had  inadvertently  applied  for  the  summons  to  be 
issued  in  his  own  name,  contrary  to  the  instruc- 
tions he  had  received  from  the  clerk  of  the 
peace. 

The  judge,  with  the  consent  of  the  pl£untiff*s 
counsel,  but  without  the  consent,  and  against  the 
contention,  of  the  defendant's  advocate,  amended 
the  summons  and  proceedings,  by  striking  out  the 
said  James  Mills,  as  plaintiff,  and  substituting  as 

flaintiffs  "The  local  authority  for  the  county  of 
[ertford,  under  the  Contagious  Diseases  (Animals) 
Act  1869,*'  assuming  that  ne  could  do  so  bv  virtue 
of  the  powers  given  him  by  a,  57 » 1ft  fc.^^'Hv:^ 
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c  108,  and  No.  121  of  the  roles,  orders  and  forms 
for  regulating  the  practice  of  the  County  Courts 
1867. 

It  was  further  contended  by  defendant's  advo- 
cate, that,  assuming  the  judse  had  power  to 
amend  the  summons  and  proceedings  as  aforesaid, 
the  proper  names  of  the  persons  constituting  the 
local  authority  must  be  given,  they  not  being  a 
corporation. 

It  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
that  some  of  the  cattle  mentioned  in  the  parti- 
culars were  affected  with  foot  and  mouth  disease 
at  the  time  the  same  were  seized  by  the  said 
James  Mills. 

It  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that 
the  defendant  had  been  summoned  to  appear  be- 
fore the  justices  sitting  in  petty  sessions  for  the 
division  of  Hitchin,  in  the  county  of  Hertford,  for 
exposing  the  animals  mentioned  m  the  particulars 
in  alleged  contravention  of  the  Contagions  Dis- 
eases Animals  Act  1867,  sect.  57,  and  that  the 
said  defendant  had  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
justices  before  whom  he  was  charged,  that  he  did 
not  know  of  the  same  being  so  affected,  and  that 
he  could  not,  with  reasonaUe  diligence,  have  ob- 
tained such  knowled^,  and  that  thereupon  such 
summons  and  complamt  were  dismissed. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  said  James  Mills  that 
he  had  been  paid  by  the  local  authority  before 
action  brought  the  amount  for  which  the  defen- 
dant had  sued. 

It  was  contended  by  the  advocate  for  the  defen- 
dant, that,  the  justices  having  dismissed  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  against  the  defendant,  there 
was  no  such  contravention  by  him  of  the  Con- 
tagious Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1869  as  would 
render  him  liable  for  the  care  and  keep  of  the 
animals  during  the  time  of  their  detention. 

Judgment  was  given  for  the  substituted  plain- 
tiffs, leave  being  granted  to  steto  this  case. 

Qrcmtham  arg^ued  for  the  defendant,  the  appel- 
lant.— First,  the  power  of  amendment  is  limited 
by  sect.  67  of  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  and  does  not 
include  the  alteration  of  parties  to  the  suit ;  the 
words  are,  "  The  judge  of  a  County  Court  may  at 
all  times  amend  all  defects  and  errors  in  any  pro- 
ceeding in  such  court,  whether  there  is  anything  in 
writing  to  amend  by  or  not,  and  whether  the  defect 
or  error  be  that  of  the  party  applying  to  amend  or 
not ;  and  all  such  amenaments  may  be  made  with 
or  without  costs,  and  upon  such  terms  as  to  the 
judge  may  seem  fit ;  and  all  such  amendments  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
in  the  existing  suit  the  real  question  in  controversy 
between  the  parties,  shall  be  so  made,  if  duly 
applied  for."  Such  a  misdescription  of  a  party^too 
is  beyond  the  application  of  sect.  69  of  9  &  10  Vict. 
a  95,  which  provides  that  **  no  misnomer  or  inac- 
curate description  of  any  person  or  place  in  any 
such  plaint  or  summons  shall  vitiate  the  same,  so 
that  tne  person  or  place  be  therein  described  so  as 
to  be  properly  known."  Moreover,  the  rules, 
orders,  and  forms  of  1867,  relating  to  amendment, 
Nos.  119  to  128,  do  not  touch  the  substitution  of 
one  plaintiff  for  another.  In  the  case  of  Clay  v. 
Oxford  (L.T.  Bep.  2  Ex.  54),  an  application  was  made 
to  substitute  for  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  who  had 
died  before  the  writ  was  issued,  the  names  of  his 
represent&tiveB,  but  the  court  refused.  Kelly,  C.B. 
said  that  since  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
-*A^^  ^^^^'  f>^^^  certain  powers  of  amendment, 
'bat  coat&ma  no  provisiona  ia  any  part  oi  it 


for  substituting  one  plaintiff  for  another,  one  suing 
in  a  representative  capacity  for  a  deceased  man 
who  never  was  a  party,  I  cannnot  but  think 
that  no  such  power  was  meant  to  be  giveD.** 
[BLA.CKBUEN,  J. — The  iact  found  here  is  dat  by 
mistake  the  summons  was  taken  out  in  the  name 
of  a  representative  of  the  local  authority  inatead 
of  in  the  name  of  the  local  authority.  Quadt,  J. — 
Is  it  not  within  the  decision  of  La  Banca  Nasnanale 
V.  Hamburger  (2  H.  <k  C.  330)  P  There  a  f oreim  bank 
sued  in  a  corporate  name  by  which  it  was  Known, 
and  the  defendant  pleaded  that  it  was  not  a  body 
corporate ;  the  court  allowed  the  writ j  declanitioD 
ana  subsequent  proceeding  to  be  amended  by 
inserting  tne  name  of  a  director  of  the  bank  as 
nominal  plaintiff,  it  appearing  that  by  the  law  of 
the  country  the  bank  was  entitled  to  sue  in  hit 
name.]  But  even  if  this  amendment  was  within 
the  judge's  jurisdiction,  the  Contagious  Diseases 
(Animals)  Act  1869  does  not  make  the  loosl 
authority  a  corporation  to  sue  or  be  sued ;  and 
although  sect.  57  provides  that  the  local  authority 
may  recover  expenses,  that  provision,  by  reasoa 
of  the  omission  to  direct  how  the  local  aath(»ity 
is  to  sue,  can  be  of  no  avail.  This  ia  confirmea 
by  sect.  123  which  enacts  with  respect  to  Scotland 
that  the  procurator-fiscal  of  the  county  or  burgh 
may  apply  for  a  warrant  to  carry  an  order  into 
effect.  As  to  England  no  PJ^i^on  is  authorised  to 
sue  or  take  proceedings.  The  local  authorities  in 
England  are  defined  in  the  second  schedule  to  the 
Act.  [Blackbubn,  J. — ^When  a  fluctuating  body 
has  power  to  sue  by  statute,  it  must  by  impucatifxi 
be  a  qtMsi  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  suing  in 
the  same  way  as  churchwardens  and  overseers.] 
The  last  point  is  whether  the  defendant,  not  having 
been  guilty  of  an  offence  against  the  Act,  can  be 
liable  for  the  expenses  of  the  execution  of  sect.  57. 
That  section  relates  only  to  animals  belonging  to 
convicted  persons ;  and  it  is  found  in  the  case  that 
the  complaint  against  the  defendant  had  been 
dismissed. 

QraJutm  appeared  for  the  respondents,  bat  was 
not  heard. 

Blackbubn,  J. — ^We  need  not  trouble  ooonsd 
for  the  respondents.  This  does  not  seem  to  be  the 
substitution  of  one  plaintiff  for  another,  but  rather 
the  misdescription  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  representsp 
tive  of  the  real  plaintiffs  instead  of  the  real  plain- 
tiffs themselves,  who  by  the  2nd  schedule  must  be 
the  justices  in  general  or  quarter  sessions  assem* 
bl^.  This  being  so,  the  amendment  was  within 
the  iurisdiction  of  the  County  Court  judge.  Cer- 
tainly, the  57th  section  of  the  Contagious  Diseases 
(Animus)  Act  1869,  might  have  ^  been  better 
framed,  and  it  would  have  been  well  if  the  person 
to  sue  had  been  expressly  pointed  out;  but  the 
local  authority  is  empowered  to  recover  oertam 
expenses,  and  I  think  the  necessary  implication  is 
that  the  same  body  may  sue  for  them.  The  last 
objection  taken  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  is  tbaftk 
having  been  acauitted  of  the  complamt  mads 
against  him  under  the  first  clause  of  the  57lh 
section,  he  cannot  be  liable  for  expenses  incurred 
under  the  second  clause.  The  section  proifides 
that  a  person  exposing  for  sale  or  driving  n 
animal  affected  witn  disease,  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  an  offence  against  this  Act,  unless  he  shows  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  justices  before  wfaom  he  is 
charged  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  same  beinff  so 
aSei^edL,  ^TL^  ^^t  \i'^  QQold  not  with  rfasonftte 
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section  prooeedB,  *'  Where  any  horse  or  animal  so 
affecied  is  exp<^ed  or  otherwise  dealt  with  in  con- 
travention of  this  section,  an  inspector  of  the  local 
aathority  "  may  do  certain  things ;  "  and  the  local 
aathority  may  recover  the  expenses  of  the  ezeca- 
tion  by  them  of  this  section  from  the  owner  of  the 
horse  or  animal."  Here  the  case  finds  that  the 
defendant's  animals  were  exposed  in  an  affected 
state  in  contravention  of  this  section,  but  that  the 
defendant  satisfied  the  jastices  of  his  want  of 
knowledge  of  their  affected  state.  The  local 
aathority  incurred  these  expenses  with  respect  to 
the  defendant's  affected  animals,  and  I  do  not  see 
why  under  this  section  he  should  not  be  liable  to 
pay  for  them. 

QuAiN  and  Aachibald,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  plamttffs. 
Attom^ra  for  plaintiffs,  Nicholson  and  Herbert, 
for  Hawh%n$  and  Co.,  Hitchin. 

Attorney  for  defendant,  W.  Maynard. 


Saturday,  June  7,  1873. 

BbO.  v.  ThB  AbNET  PaBK  GE^iETEUT  COMPANT. 

Sating — Cemetery — Legal  fee  conveyed  to  purchaser 

of  grave — Occupation — Test  of  annual  value, 
A  cemetery  company  sold  plots  of  ground  for  graves, 
conveying  to  the  purchasers  tne  legal  fee  simple  in 
trust  that  the  pwrcJuisers  might  use  tne  plots  for  a 
burying  place  according  to  the  rules  of  the  com* 
pony,  and  subject  to  thai  in  trust  for  the  Com' 
pawy. 
Meld,  that  (he  company  was  liable  to  be  rated  as 
occupiers  of  the  cemetery,  and  thai  the  profits 
raieablefrom  the  sales  ought  to  be  included  in  the 
arising  value  of  the  cemetery. 
On  an  appeal  on  behalf  of  the  Abney  Park  Ceme- 
tery Company,  in  the  parish  of  Stoke  Newington, 
in  the  connty  of  Middlesex,  asainst  a  decision  of 
the  assessment    committee   oi   the    said   union, 
altering  an  assessment  in  the  new  valuation  list 
for  the  said  parish,  made  under  and  in  pursuance 
of  the  Valuation  Metropolis  Act  1869,  whereby 
the  lands  and  properties  of  the  said  appellant  com- 
pany are  assessed  at  2579Z.  gross  ana  24481.  rate- 
able valne. 

The  Court  of  Gbneral  Assessment  Sessions 
for  the  metropolis,  holden  on  the  28th  Feb.  1871, 
confirmed  the  assessment  without  costs,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  oi)inlon  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
on  the  following 

Case. 
The  Abney  Park  Cemetery  Company  is  a  co- 
partnership duly  formed  and  constituted  by  and 
onder  a  deed  of  settlement,  bearing  date  the  11th 
Sept.  1839,  which  deed  was  executed  by  all  the 
partners  of  the  said  copartnership.  Under  the 
provisions  of  the  said  deed  the  company  has  pur- 
chased lands  and  laid  them  out  as  a  cemetery,  and 
has  erected  buildings  and  catacombs  and  vaults 
therein,  for  cemetery  purposes,  and  has  inclosed 
the  same.  The  company  carries  on  there  the 
business  of  a  burial  company  for  profit  in  con- 
nection with  the  said  cemetery. 

The  company  charges  and  receives  fees  or  sums 
of  money  for  the  interment  of  bodies  in  graves  and 
the  deposit  of  bodies  in  vaults  and  catacombs,  for 
the  reopening  of  the  same  for  the  proprietors 
thereof  and  making  further  interments  therein, 
and  ibr  the  performance  of  Divine  worahip. 
The  eampmayp  also,  horn  time  to  time  sells  plots 


of  ground  for  family  grKwea,  A  copy  of  the  con- 
veyance of  one  of  such  plots  of  ground  accompanies 
and  forms  part  of  this  case ;  and  it  is  to  be  taken 
that  all  the  other  conveyances  are  in  the  same 
form,  mutatis  mtUandis. 

For  the  year  1869,  2333Z.  was  received  by  the 
company  as  purchase  money  for  divers  plots  so 
disposed  of  and  conveyed. 

The  company  was  rated  as  the  occupier  of  the 
said  lands,  buildings,  catacombs,  and  vaults,  and 
upon  the  principle  tnat  the  company  was  liable  to 
be  rated  for,  inter  alia,  the  receipts  derived  by 
them  from  the  sale  of  the  plots  of  ground  so  dis* 
posed  of  and  conveyed ;  and  the  said  sum  of  23331. 
so  received  as  purchase  money  for  the  sale  of  the 
said  plots  of  land  was  treated  by  the  respondents 
as  part  of  the  annual  value  of  the  occupation  of 
the  cemetery  by  the  company  in  the  year  1869. 

The  company  are  bound  to  keep  in  good  order 
the  said  plots  of  ^ound  for  the  purchasers  thereof, 
the  doing  of  which  entails  upon  the  company 
various  outlays  which  form  part  of  its  worKing 
expenses.  A  duty  is,  moreover,  cast  upon  the 
company  to  keep  in  order  in  perpetuity  all  the 
ground  of  the  cemetery,  not  onlv  during  the 
period  in  which  the  company  shall  continue  to 
realise  a  revenue  from  the  burials  taking  place, 
and  shall  receive  the  sums  of  money  from 
time  to  time  as  payments  for  the  fee  simple 
of  the  plots  of  land  sold  as  aforesaid,  but 
after  thev  shall  by  selling  and  using  the  ground 
for  burials  have  .exhausted  the  land  for  the  above 
purposes. 

Tne  gates  of  the  cemetery  are  closed  at  4.30  p.m. 
and  opened  at  7  a.m.  dunng  the  winter  months, 
and  closed  at  6  p.m.,  and  opened  at  6  a.m.  during 
the  summer  months,  and  during  the  intervals, 
according  to  the  regulations  of  tne  company,  no 
admission  is  allowed  even  to  a  purchaser  of  a  vault 
or  catacomb. 

The  appellants  contended  that  the  company  was 
entitled,  in  calculating  the  rateable  value  which  a 
hypothetical  tenaut  would  give,  to  exclude  the 
sums  received  from  the  purchase  of  the  said  plots 
of  ground  sold  and  conveyed  in  fee  simple  during 
the  year  from  the  gross  receipts  of  the  company. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  re- 
spondents were  right  in  calculating  the  rateable 
value  of  the  company's  property  as  oeing  that  set 
forth  in  the  rate  without  deducting  therefrom  the 
sums  received  as  purchase  money  of  the  said  plots, 
then  the  rate  to  oe  confirmed.  But  if  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellants  were 
entitled  to  deduct  the  said  sum  of  2333Z.,  then  the 
valuation  list  to  be  sent  back  to  the  sessions  to  fix 
the  amount. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  conveyance  of  a 
plot  of  ground  by  the  company  to  a  purchaser. 

This  mdentnre,  made  the  day  of  in  the  year 

of  our  Lord  18  between  the  tmeteee  and 

directors  of  the  Abney  Park  Cemetery  Company,  of  the 
first  part,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  eaia  , 

the  chairman  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  said  Abney 
Park  Cemetery  Companv,  and  one  of  the  officers  to  sne 
and  be  aned  on  behali  of  the  said  oompanv  of  the  third 
part,  witnesseth  that,  in  consideration  of  j6  to 

the  said  (trastees  and  directors),  paid  by  the  said  , 

they,  the  said    (trustees   and  directors),  do  bv  these 
presents  (made  in  parsnance  of  the  Act  for  renaering  a 
release  as  effectual  for  the  oonveyanoe  of  freehold  estates 
as  a  lease  and  release  by  the  samA  v^xViL<^<k  ^c^^ms^  vq^ 
confirm  unto  the  said  %sA'ifiA'^vc%  i^W^oa^'^i^ 

of  ground  numbeara^  Vxi  ^^^»x%  '^ti.  ^^^^^ 

Abney  Park  Cema\«i»\».^tw6V»^  ^'^^'^«^^»*^-^^*^^ 
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Newington,  in  the  oonniy  of  Middlesex,  oontaining 
feet  in  length  and  feet  in  width,  to  hold  the  tame 

nlot  of  ground  nnto  the  said  ,  his  heirs  and  assigns 

for  ever.  Bnt^  nevertheless,  upon  trust  and  to  the  intent 
that  he  the  said  ,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  may  (sub- 

ject nevertheless  to  the  rules  and  orders  for  the  time 
being  uf  the  said  company  for  the  management  and  regn. 
lation  of  the  said  cemetery  and  the  oataoombs  and  yaults 
therein),  erect  or  construct  a  vault  or  mausoleum  in  or 
upon  tne  same,  and  may  use  the  said  plot  of  ground, 
Tault,  or  mausoleum,  as  and  for  a  place  of  burial  for  the 
body  or  bodies  of  such  person  or  persons  only  as  he  or 
th^  shall  for  the  time  being  think  proper  to  permit  or 
suffer  to  be  buried  there,  ana  for  no  other  purpose  what- 
soever, and,  subject  to  the  intent  aforesaid,  in  trust  for 
the  said  (trustees  and  directors),  their  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever,  as  part  of  the  property  of  the  said  company. 
And  the  said  doth  hereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs, 

executors,  administrators,  and  assigps,  covenant  with  the 
said  (trustees  and  directors),  their  heirs  and  assigns; 
and  also  (as  a  separate  covenant)  with  the  said  (chair- 
man), his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
that  he  the  said  ,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  and 

will  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  hereafter,  at  his 
and  their  own  costs  and  char^,  as  often  as  occasion 
shall  require,  well  and  sufficiently  repair  tiie  grave, 
^^vestones,  mausoleum,  or  vault,  to  be  erected  or  made 
in  or  on  the  said  plot  of  ground  hereby  released  or 
intended  so  to  be,  and  observe,  perform,  and  abide  by  all 
and  singular  the  roles  and  orders  which  have  been  or 
■hall  from  time  to  time  hereafter  be  made  by  the  com- 
pany for  the  management  and  regulation  of  the  said 
oompanv,  and  the  catacombs  and  vaults  therein.  Pro- 
Tided  always^  and  it  is  hereby  agreed  and  declared  that 
in  case  the  said  ,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  at  any 

time  or  times  hereafter,  without  the  consent  of  the  said 
oompany,  make  any  erection  or  erections  other  than  a 
mausoleum,  grave,  stone,  or  vault  (as  the  case  may  be) 
on  itte  said  plot  of  ground,  or  any  ^art  or  parts  thereof, 
or  use  or  permit  to  be  used  the  said  plot  of  ground,  or 
any  part  or  parks  thereof,  or  any  erection  or  erections 
thereon,  otherwise  than  as  a  place  of  burial,  or  in  case 
default  shall  be  made  in  ptoformance  of  all  or  any  or 
eitiier  of  the  covenants  or  stipulations  hereinbefore  con- 
tained, then  and  in  such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
said  (trustees  and  directors),  their  heirs  and  assigns,  at 
any  time  thereafter,  into  the  said  plot  of  ground,  or  any 
part  thereof,  in  the  name  of  the  whole,  to  re-enter,  and 
the  same  to  have  again,  hold,  possess,  and  enjoy,  as  in 
their  first  or  former  estate.    In  witness,  Ao. 

H.  Lloyd,  Q.C.  and  Castle  showed  cause  against 
the  rule,  and  contended  that  the  assessment  com- 
mittee were  lisht  in  considering  the  cemetery  com- 
pany liable  to  bo  rated  in  respect  of  the  receipts 
denved  from  the  sale  of  plots  of  ground  for  graves, 
the  case  of  Reg.  v.  St,  Mary  Abbot's,  Kensington  (12 
Ad.  &  El.  824),  being  directly  in  point.  There  a 
company  incorp>orated  by  statute  (2  &  3  Will. 
4,  c.  ex.)  had  power  to  purchase  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  cemetery,  to  make  vaults  and  catacombs 
in  it,  and  to  sell  in  perpetuity  for  a  term  the 
exclusive  right  of  burial  therein,  subject  to  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  company,  and  to  pay- 
ment of  burial  fees  to  them  ;  the  company  bein^ 
bound  to  keep  the  buildings,  external  walls,  and 
every  part  of  the  cemetery  in  repair.  This  court 
held  that  the  company  were  liable  to  be  rated  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor  as  occupiers  of  the  whole 
eemetery,  though  they  had  in  fact  sold  in  per- 
petuity the  exclusive  right  of  burial  in  the  vaults, 
catacombs,  &c.,  made  b^  them,  had  ceased  to  exer- 
cise any  act  of  ownership  over  them  after  the  sale, 
and  had  delivered  the  keys  to  the  purchasers. 
The  court  held  also  that  the  profits  arising  from 
these  sales  ought  to  be  included  in  the  rateable 
value  of  the  cemetery.  Littledale,  J.,  said:  "The 
Act  gives  the  company  power  to  construct  vaults 
and  catacombs,  which  they  may  afterwards  convey 
in  perpetuity  or  otherwise.  This  power  of  dis- 
pOBwg  of  the  right  of  burial  in  perpetuity  makes 


no  difference  in  principle ;  they  are  stOl  the  coco- 
piers  of  the  whole  cemetery.  It  does  not  Appear 
that  the  owners  of  the  vaults  have  the  keys 
of  the  outer  inclosure,  though  the  oompaDy  ao» 
liver  them  the  keys  of  the  vaults.  The  pnrdusers 
have  nothing  but  a  right  to  a  certain  mode  of 
enjoying  portions  of  the  land,  from  which  the 
oompany  derive  a  profit."  This  is  strictly  appli« 
cable  to  the  present  case  notwithstanding  thi2b  in 
the  present  case  the  form  of  conveyance  vests  the 
legal  fee  in  the  purchasers ;  for  this  is  subject  to 
such  restrictions,  limitations,  and  trusts  in  favour 
of  the  company  as  to  leave  the  company  the  sole 
occupiers  of  the  cemetery.  The  occupation  is  a 
thing  quite  distinct  from  the  possession  of  the 
legal  fee ;  it  matters  not  to  the  occupation  by  a 
mortgagor  that  the  legal  fee  is  in  the  mortgM^ee. 
The  application  pf  JEUg,  v.  St  Mary  Ahbofe^  &»- 
sing  ton,  cannot  be  avoided  by  the  contrivance  ol 
conveying  the  legal  fee  to  the  purchasers,  the 
whole  beneficial  enjoyment  and  occupation  being 
still  in  the  company,  and  the  conveyance  to  the 
purchaser  in  reality  amounting  to  nothing  more 
than  a  perpetual  and  exclusive  rieht  of  bnriaL 
Somebody  must  be  the  occupier,  and  it  is  manifest 
that  a  person  who  has  in  fact  only  an  ezdnsive 
right  of  burial  is  not  the  occupier.  The  company 
have  sole  control  over  the  cemetery,  they  inclose 
it  and  keep  it  in  repair,  and  the  purchaser  of  a  plot 
of  ground  has  not  even  the  rignt  of  entering  the 
cemetery  at  all  times. 

Poland,  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  the  case  of 
Reg,  V.  St,  Mary  Abbot's,  Kensington^  there  was  no 
parting  with  the  occupation  by  the  company,  as 
there  is  in  the  present  case ;  there  was  only  a  grant 
of  an  easement.  It  is  pointed  out  in  the  judgments 
in  that  case  that  the  company  had  no  power  to  paii 
with  the  land.  Thus  Colendge,  J.,  "  Some  mcts 
stated  in  the  case  look  like  an  occupation  by  the 
purchasers ;  but  they  are  explained  by  reference  to 
the  statutes.  Sect.  4  gives  the  company  a  limited 
power  of  sale,  and  sect.  7  must  be  construed  in 
conformity  with  that  provision.  The  land  appro- 
priated for  interment  cannot  be  sold.  The  sales, 
therefore,  made  under  sect.  43  convey  only  a 
peculiar  easement,  and  do  not  deprive  the  oompany 
of  the  general  occupation  of  the  whole."  So 
Williams,  J.,  "It  is  a  fallacy  to  treat  the  con- 
veyance here  as  a  sale  of  the  land.  The  company 
have  no  power  to  sell  any  but  the  surplus  lana  not 
used  for  the  cemetery.  By  the  grant  they  only 
part  with  the  exclusive  right  of  sepulture."  What 
the  company  were  prevented  by  their  Act  of  Par- 
liament from  doing  in  that  case,  the  company  in 
the  present  case,  not  being  constituted  or  limited 
by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  but  being  a  voluntary 
partnership,  have  in  fact  done.  So  XhBX,  the  present 
case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  that  case. 
[Blackburn,  J. — ^The  conveyance  in  the  present 
case  is,  amongst  other  things,  in  trust  that  the 
company  shall  continue  in  occupation  of  the 
cemetery  just  as  before,  except  as  to  the  esrclasive 
right  of  burial  in  the  particular  plot  sold.]  A 
further  ground  of  objection  to  the  assessment  of  the 
assessment  committee  is  this :  Assuming  that  the 
cemetery  company  are  the  occupiers  of  the  whole 
cemetery,  the  assessment  committee  should  not 
take  into  consideration,  as  a  portion  of  the  annual 
earnings  of  the  company,  the  amount  received  in 
any  particular  year  for  the  sale  in  perpetuity  of  ai^ 
plot  of  ground  for  a  burial  place.  [Blackbubv,  J. 
— If  this  is  the  mode  in  which  the  oompany  get 
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iOal  inoome,  I  do  not  see  why  the  assess- 
mnittee  shoald  not  take  it  into  acconnt.l 
ley  is  not  paid  for  the  ase  of  the  bnrial 
or  one  year,  but  for  its  sale  for  ever.  The 
paid  for  a  lease  of  a  plot  of  ground  would 
ken  into  account  in  estimating  the  annual 
bhe  plot ;  no  more  should  the  amount  paid 
purchase  in  perpetuity  of  the  plots  of 
a  the  present  case.  Such  cannot  be  taken 
if  the  annual  profits  of  a  particular  year. 
J. — What  difference  does  that  make,  if 
k  calculable  succession  of  profits  from  year 
The  money  is  not  earned  by  the  oocu- 
the  cemetery^  or  part  of  it  for  the  par- 
ear.  [Abchibald,  J. — On  what  principle 
u  propose  to  distribute  it  over  a  number 
?]  In  proportion  to  the  number  of  burials. 
JKH,  J. — if  they  sold  all  their  graves  this 
Id  they  or  their  successors  next  year  be 
for  a  valuable  tenement  P  The  argument 
that.] 

BUKS,  J. — I  think  we  can  have  no 
%t  this  rule  must  be  discharged,  for  the 
tat  the  order  which  we  are  asked  to  quash 
stand  as  the  assessment  committee  made 
points  have  to  be  considered.  The  first 
This  particular  cemetery  company  in 
with  their  graves  have  pursued  the  ft)l- 
x>urse.  They  make  a  conveyance  of  the 
»le  of  the  grave  to  the  purchaser,  upon 
lAt  the  purchaser  shall  have  the  enjoy- 
ose  of  the  place  for  the  purposes  of  burial, 
10  the  company's  rules  and  regulations, 
9ct  to  this  use  in  trust  for  the  trustees  and 
of  the  company,  who  are  to  occupy  the 
\  The  effect  of  this  is  that  the  legal  fee 
nding  in  the  purchaser,  but  the  occupa- 
ject  to  the  use  of  the  grave  by  the  pur- 
s  in  the  cemetery  company.  Now,  the 
ition  is,  does  it  make  any  difference  that 
fee  is  not  in  tbem,  but  is  outstanding  in 
baser  P  It  must  be  admitted  that  it  does 
e  rate  is  made  upon  the  occupier.  It 
ver  be  said  by  a  person  who  had  mort- 
B  land,  of*  which  he  still  continued  in  occu- 
bat  not  he,  but  the  mortgagee,  should  be 
cause  the  le^  fee  was  in  the  mortgagee, 
>t  in  possession.  Such  a  contention  would 
nable  for  a  moment.  The  matter  depends 
ual  occupation ;  it  is  immaterial  whether 
of  the  occupier  is  legal  or  equitable.  The 
»tion  is:  assuming  that  the  cemetery 
are  the  actual  occupiers  of  the  whole  of 
tery — as  to  which  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  8L 
boU*8f  Kensington,  which  seems  to  me  to 
correct,  is  precisely  in  point — the  next 
is,  how  are  we  to  get  at  the  Quantum  of 
Me  value?  The  Parochial  Assessment 
7  Will.  4,  c.  96)  enacts  (sect.  1)  that  "  no 
the  relief  of  the  poor  in  England  and 
all  be  allowed  by  any  justices,  or  be  of  any 
ich  shall  not  be  made  upon  an  estimate  of 
umual  value  of  the  several  lands  rated 
3 ;  that  is  to  say,  of  the  rent  at  which  the 
ght  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  from 
oar  free  of  all  usual  tenant's  rates  and  taxes 
e  commutation  rentcharge,  if  any,  and 
^  therefrom  the  probable  annual  cost  of 
n,  insurance,  and  other  expenses,  if  any, 
r  to  maintain  them  in  a  state  to  command 
s^"  In  some  cases,  perhaps,  it  might  be 
node  of  assessment  to  estiinate  the  rent 


at  which  the  land  might  reasonably  be  exoected 
to  let,  not  from  year  to  year,  but  for  some  defi 
nite  period.  For  example,  in  the  case  of  a  coal 
pit,  as  to  which  there  is  nothing  but  expenditure 
for  th<^  first  year  or  so,  though  great  profits  are 
afterwards  derived  from  the  working ;  so  that  in 
the  early  years  the  parish  derives  no  benefit  from 
the  pit,  though  in  suosequent  years  it  derives  very 
great  benefit :  it  might  be  fairer,  perhaps,  in 
such  a  case,  in  determining  the  rateable  value, 
to  see  at  what  annual  rent  the  pit  might 
reasonably  be  expected  to  let  for  a  term  of  years. 
But  the  Legislature  has  enacted  that  this  is  not  to 
be  the  mode  of  determining  the  rateable  value, 
but  that  that  is  to  be  got  at  by  estimating  the 
rent  at  which  it  would  let  from  year  to  year.  The 
assessment  sessions  take  as  a  test  the  rent  which 
is  actually  got  for  the  land  to  be  rated — the  sum 
at  which  it  was  let  the  preceding  year  :  the  pre- 
sumption being  that  what  was  got  for  the  letting 
last  year  will  also  be  got  this  year,  unless  there  is 
something  to  show  the  contrary.  In  getting  at 
this  in  the  present  case,  are  they  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  sums  of  money  received  in  the  year 
for  the  sale  of  gi*aves  P  It  has  been  argued  that 
because  a  lump  sum  is  paid  down  for  a  period  of 
years  it  cannot  be  reckoned  as  part  of  tne  annual 
income  of  the  company,  as  occupiers  of  the  ceme- 
tery. I  think  there  is  a  fallacy  in  this.  It  would 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  company  is  never 
to  be  rated  in  respect  of  these  sums  of  money  at 
all ;  for  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  sums  received  in 
1873  are  not  to  be  reckoned  in  estimating  the  rate- 
able value  for  that  year,  a  multo  fortiori,  they 
cannot  be  taken  into  account  in  the  following  or 
any  subsequent  year.  There  are  cases  in  which, 
in  this  way,  a  valuable  profit  might  escape  being 
rated  altogether.  Take  the  case  of  a  plot  of  land 
in  the  vicinity  of  a  town,  which  is  an  exhausted 
brickfield,  without  a  blade  of  grass  growing  upon 
it,  and  valueless.  In  some  years  the  town  will 
probably  creep  out  in  that  direction,  and  this  plot, 
now  valueless,  will  become  very  valuable.  And 
this  is  not  merely  a  supposititious  case ;  it  is  one 
that  actually  occurrea  in  reference  to  certain 
land  belonging  to  Lord  Sefbon,  in  a  case  which 
came  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  This  is 
a  rare  case,  however.  The  rate  is  made  in 
respect  of  the  profit  derived  from  the  occupation; 
ana  it  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Beg,  v.  8t,  Mary 
AhhotVs,  Kensington  (ubi  sup.),  that  the  profits 
arising  from  the  sales  of  burying  places  ought  to 
be  included  in  the  rateable  value  of  the  cemetery — 
a  conclusion  to  which  I  should  have  come  indepen- 
dently of  that  case.  Sir  William  Follett,  who 
argued  the  case,  did  not  raise  any  objection  on 
that  j^ronnd.  Even  if  I  disagreed  with  the  deci- 
sion in  that  case,  which  I  don't,  I  should  be  very 
loth  to  depart  from  it.  Mr.  Poland's  argument 
goes  this  length,  that  the  cemetery  should  be 
exempt  from  rateability  altogether  in  respect  of 
the  plots  sold.  He  tried  to  argue,  indeed,  that,  as 
the  profits  from  this  source  might  be  very  much 
in  one  year  and  very  little  in  another,  that  they 
should  be  spread  over  a  number  of  years  and  an 
average  taken.  That  would  be  to  amend  the 
Parochial  Assessment  Act,  and  to  t&ke  as  a  test 
the  rent  which  would  be  paid  for  the  occupation 
for  a  reasonable  number  of  years,  instead  of  for 
one  year.  That  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  do.  In 
Be^.  y.  Eoerist  (10  Q.  B.  178,  204)  the  courts  in 
deuvering  judgment,  Bay  *  "  TVi<&  t^\a  V&  ^^v^^Sxsvr 
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posed  with  reference  to  the  existing  value ;  whe- 
ther temporary  or  endaring  is  immaterial.   A  case 
was  supposed  of  a  brickfield  worked  out  in  less 
than  a  year  to  meet  the  demand  of  some  enormous 
contract  for  a  public  work;  the  consequence  would 
be  that  the  land  would  haye  a  very  much  increased 
value  for  the  year,  and  it  would  be  only  reasonable 
that  it  should  bear  an  increased  rate  for  that  year ; 
in  the  following  year  its  value  might  sink  almost 
to  nothing,  ana  the  rate  ought  to  fall  proportion- 
ately, even  to  nothing,  if,  the  brick  earth  being  ex- 
hausted, the  land,  like  an  exhausted  coal  mine, 
should  become  entirely  unproductive.      If    this 
were  not  so,  an  obvious  injustice  would  be  done  to 
the  other  ratepayers.     Suppose  two  brickfields  of 
the  same  size,  which,  if  worked  so  as  to  be  con- 
sumed in  ten  years,  and,  by  equal  working  in  each 
year,  would  produce  lOOOZ.  each,  on  which  the  rate 
should  be  lOZ.,  in  ten  years  each  will  contribute 
1001,  to  the  parochial  burthens ;   let  one  bo  ex- 
hausted in  the  first  year,  the  produce  will  have 
been  10,000Z.,  but  the  rate  only  lOL  for  that  year, 
according  to  the  appellant's  argument,  and  it  may 
be  nothing  afterwards ;  but,  whatever  it  be  after- 
wards, it  IS  clear  that  there  will  have  been  a  valu- 
able occupation  in  one  year,  escaping,  as  to  nine- 
tenths,  the  rate  entirely.      But  no  injustice  would 
be  done    if,  in    every  year   the   occupier   could 
be   assessed   according  to   the   actual   value  in 
that  ^ear;  and   it   is  the  duty  of  the  overseers 
to  arrive  at  this  as  nearly  as  they  can."    In  Bex, 
V.  Mirfield  (10  East  219),  a  case  as  to  the  ratoabilitv 
of  saleable  underwoods.  Lord  Ellonborough    ad- 
mitted at  once  the  great  difficulty  of  the  subject. 
He  said  (p.  223)  :  "  In  general  the  owners  of  this 
kind  of  property  are  in  the  habit  of  cutting  certain 
proportions  of  it  every  year ;  but  when  the  extent 
of  it  is  too  small  to  adopt  this  course,  there  may  be 
a  difficulty  in  rating  it  annually.    There  is  great 
difficulty,  however,  on  the  other  hand,  in  attaining 
anything  like  equality  by  adopting  a  different  mode 
of  rating ;  for  if  the  property  is  only  to  be  rated 
when  it  is  cut,  once  in  twenty-one  years,  instead 
of   its   quota  of  the    rate    contributing   equally 
through  the  whole  period,  it  throws  a  glut  into  the 
fund  in  that  one  year,  and  is  barren  all  the  rest  of 
the  period ;  and  if  the  owner  has  other  property  in 
the  parish,  he  will  pay  so  much  less  for  that  in  the 
same  year  when  his  ability  is  increased."    At  the 
end  of  his  judgment,  after  expressing  the  opinion 
of  the  court  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  any  of 
the  profits  should  have  been  actually  reaped  or 
taken  from  the  property  during  the   period  for 
which  the  rate  was  made,  but  that  the  property 
was  at  all  times  rateable  according  to  the  improve- 
ment in  its  value,  or  in  the  rent  which  might  fairly 
be  expected  from  it.  Lord  Ellenborough  said  :  "In- 
stances continually  occur  in  which  the  occupier  is 
rated,  though  he  has  derived  no  profit  during  the 
period  for  which  the  rate  is  made.    A  now  tenant 
upon  an  arable  farm  reaps  none  of  the  produce 
till  the  autumn  after  his  tenancy  commenced,  and 
yet  he  must  pay  up  to  that  autumn  according  to 
the  rent  or  value  of  the  estate.    He  must  pay 
beforehand  for  the  iuture  probable  produce.    His 
farm  is  constantly  in  a  progressive  state  towards 
producing  profit ;  and  he  pays  for  that  progress. 
So  underwoods  are  annually  improving  in  value, 
and  the  rates  the  occupier  pays  are  for  that  im- 
provement"    I  do  not  think  this  reasoning  very 
^wxf.    Lord  Ellenborough^ a  conscience  seems  to 
nave  smitten  him,  for  he  adds :  *'  This  may  poBsWAy 


be  hard  upon  tenants  for  life ;  but  if  the  law  have 
thrown  this  burthen  upon  the  property,  they  take 
it  with  that  burthen.  We  think,  for  the  reaBcms 
we  have  mentioned,  that  the  law  has  so  thrown  it; 
that,  the  property  is  at  all  times  liable  to  be  rated 
wherever  rates  are  made.*'  He  says  in  substance 
that  however  hard  this  might  be,  it  would  be 
harder  still  if  the  parish  got  no  benefit-  But  this 
case,  as  I  have  before  said,  is  an  exceptional  one. 
The  duty  of  the  overseers  is  to  get  at  tne  probable 
annual  value  for  the  following  year*  and  there  k 
no  better  way  of  doing  this  than  by  seeing  what 
was  the  annual  value  during  the  past  year.  In  the 
present  case  the  overseers  cannot  do  better  thin 
see  what  the  cemetery  company  got  for  their  oc- 
cupation of  the  cemetery  during  the  past  year.  If 
there  are  any  peculiar  circumstances  which  affect 
the  case,  and  should  cause  an  alteration  in  the 
ordinary  mode  of  assessment,  it  is  for  the  other 
side  to  show  the  existence  of  such  peculiar  circum- 
stances, and  none  such  have  been  shown  to  exist 
here.    The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
we  might  almost  content  ourselves  with  saying 
that  the  case  of  Beg,  v.  8U  Mary  Abbofs^  Kentimg- 
ton  decides  the  present  case.  There  is  really  no 
practical  difierence  between  the  two.  The  only 
distinction  is  that  in  that  case  the  cemetery 
company  had  not  parted  with  the  land,  whereas 
they  have  done  so  here  by  conveying  the  leffal 
fee  to  the  purchasers  of  the  burying  plots.  In 
that  case  the  company  were  legal  owners  of  the 
soil  as  well  as  the  occupiers,  whilst  here  the  legal 
owner  is  the  purchaser.  It  was  pointed  out  oy 
the  judges  who  delivered  their  opinion  to  the 
House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  The  Mersey  Boekt 
and  Harbour  Board  v.  Cameron  (11  H.  of  L.  Caa. 
443)  that  the  question  of  ratcability  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  legal  or  equitable  ownership,  bat 
only  with  the  fact  of  actual  occupation.  The 
cemetery  company  are  undoubtedly  the  occupiers. 
The  only  other  question  is,  what  rent  a  tenant 
from  year  to  year  might  reasonably  be  expected 
to  give  for  the  cemetery.  It  has  been  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  company  that,  in  forming  an 
estimate  of  what  this  rent  would  be,  we  should  noi 
take  into  consideration  the  purchase-money  paid 
for  the  plots  of  ground  sold  in  perpetuity.  But 
this  is,  if  not  the  whole,  certainly  the  largest  part 
of  the  company's  annual  income;  and  the  argu- 
ment came  to  this,  that  this  purchase-monef 
should  be  left  out  of  consideration  altogether. 
Mr.  Poland  says,  indeed,  that  it  is  to  be  appor- 
tioned over  a  period  of  years ;  but  how  is  this  to  he 
done  P  Mr.  Poland  does  not  and  cannot  say.  B 
seems  to  me  that  the  case  as  to  this  cannot  he 
distinguished  from  that  of  Beg.  v.  Everitt  {M> 
sup.),  where  the  question  was  as  to  the  rateability 
of  a  brickfield.  [His  Lordship  read  again  the 
passage  already  cited  from  the  judgment  of  Lord 
Denman.]  "  No  injustice  would  oe  done,"  says 
the  judgment,  "if  in  every  year  the  oocupien 
could  be  assessed  according  to  the  actual  value  in 
that  yeaf  ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  overseers  to 
arrive  as  nearly  at  this  as  they  can."  They  have 
done  so  in  the  present  case,  and  I  cannot  see  how 
they  could  possibly  have  done  it  in  any  other 
manner  than  that  they  have  adopted.  I  agree  with 
my  brother  Blackburn  that  the  rale  most  bo  dis- 
charged. 

A.^jcBi&feA.\>^  ^  .—1  «x(L  slso  of  (minion  ihst  the 
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Bbo.  V,  Phillips  ;  Be  Phillips  (app.)  and  Fabquhab  and  othebs  (resps.). 


[Q.B. 


<^arged.  Mr.  Poland  bas  failed  to  point  out  any 
distinction  between  i  his  case  and  tnat  of  Beg.  y. 
8t.  Mary  Abbot* $,  Kensington  (ubi gup.).  Although 
there  is  a  difference  in  the  form  of  conveyance 
to  a  purchaser,  yet,  so  far  as  the  qnesiion  of  occu- 
pation is  concerned,  the  two  cases  are  substantially 
the  same.  Notwithstanding  the  form  of  con- 
Teyanoe,  in  reality  nothing  more  than  what  might 
be  called  an  easement  is  given.  As  to  the  otner 
point  I  agree  with  my  learned  brothers,  that  the 
test  of  annual  value  is  the  amount  which  was 
actually  made  last  year.  On  the  authorities  cited, 
and  for  the  reasons  already  given,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Bule  discharged. 

Attorney  for  prosecution,  /.  Godwin. 
Attorneys  for  defendants.  Heath  and  Parker. 


Monday^  June  9, 1873. 
Reg.  t;.  Philups;    Be  Phillips  (app.)  and  Fab- 

QUBAB  AND  OTHERS,  JUSTICES,  &C.  (rCSpS.) 

Pradice — Quarter  sessions — Taxaturth  of  costs — 
Adoption  by  sessions — 12  ^  13  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  18. 

On  an  appeal  to  quarter  sessions,  under  9  Geo.  4, 
e.  61,  s.  27,  the  sessions  in  Oct.  last  dismissed  the 

real  with  costs.    After  the  court  had  risen  a 
h  in  the  office  of  tne  clerk  of  the  peace  taxed 
the  costs  under  protest  of  the  appellant  s  cUtomev. 
The  sessions  had  been  adjourned^  a/nd  before  the 
day  of  adjournment  the  costs  were  certified,  and 
the  amount  was  inserted  in  tlie  order  of  sessions. 
The  order  was  removed  into  this  court  in  March 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  it. 
Held,  that  the  order  of  sessions  purporting  on  the 
face  of  it  to  be  drawn  up   by  the  court  in  the 
absence  of  any  direct  statement  tliat  it  was  not  so 
drawn,  will  be  presumed  to   have  been  rightly 
fnade;  and  that  tlhere  had  been  a  sufficient  adoption 
of  the  taxation  by  the  adjourned  sessions,  although 
no  mention  of  the  <miotmt  was  made  in  court. 
Pritchard  on  28th  April    had    obtained   a   rule 
calling  upon  the  respondents,  the  justices,  to  show 
cause  why  an  order  of  Bramwell,  B.  removing  an 
order  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  Monmouthshire 
into  this  court  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  it 
mider  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  18,  and  all  pro- 
oeedinfps  thereon,  and  the  writ  of  fi.  fa.  and  the 
execution  thereupon,  should  not  be  set  aside,  and 
why  the  Sheriff  of  Monmouth  should  not  return 
the  sum  levied  thereunder,  and  why  the  said  order 
ct  quarter  sessions  should  not  be  quashed,  on  the 
icronnd  that  it  was  made  without    iurisdiction. 
the  order  having  been  made  after  the  court  dis- 
solved, and  by  a  clerk  of  the  deputy  clerk  of  the 
peace,  and  not  by  the  deputy  clerk  himself. 

By  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule  it  ap- 
peared that  at  the  quarter  sessions  for  Monmouth- 
shm,  held  on  the  14th  Oct.  1872,  an  appeal  against 
the  refusal  of  the  respondent  justices  to  renew  a 
Ucenoe  for  an  inn  at  Abergavenny  was  heard  and 
dismissed  with  costs.  The  case  was  the  last  of 
the  business,  and  was  heard  on  the  last  da^  of 
the  sessions.  As  soon  as  the  case  was  decided 
the  court  broke  up,  the  justices  composing  it 
and  the  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace  left, 
thereupon  the  respondent's  attorney  handed  to 
the  f^ppeUants*.  attorney  his  bill  of  costs,  with 
nodoe  wst  it  would  be  taxed  then  and  there  before 
a  managing  derk  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  The 
tfipMmtw^siUoniev  protested  A^rainat  the  taxation 


being  made  under  the  circumstances,  but  as  it  was 
insisted  upon,  he  attended  the  taxation  under  pro- 
test.  The  managing  clerk  taxed  the  costs  and 
ascertained  the  sum,  and  an  order  of  quarter  ses* 
sions  was  afterwards  drawn  up  in  which  the 
amount  was  inserted.  This  order  was  removed  on 
the  23rd  March  by  an  ex  parte  proceeding  by  the 
order  of  Bramwell,  B.  into  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  under  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  45,  s.  18,  and  the 
sheriff  levied  the  amount  tmder  a  fi.  fa.  On  the 
28th  April  the  present  rule  was  obtained. 

The  respondents,  in  answer,  produced  an  affi* 
davit  by  Mr.  Morris,  the  clerk  who  taxed  the  costs, 
saying  that  the  sessions  were  duly  adjourned  from 
Oct.  to  the  4th  Nov.  following,  when  such  ad- 
journed sessions  were  held;  that  before  such 
a^oumment  the  amount  of  the  costs  had  been 
taxed  and  ascertained,  and  certified,  and  that  after- 
wards an  order  was  drawn  up,  and  the  amount  in- 
serted therein. 

Pritchard  applied  to  be  allowed  to  use  affidavits 
in  reply  to  explain  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Morris,  and 
the  facts  relating  to  the  adjournment.  [Black- 
burn, J. — This  is  a  very  technical  objection,  and 
beside  any  merits;  therefore  we  shall  not  allow 
you  to  use  any  affidavits  but  those  used  on  moving 
the  rule.] 

8m/ythies  showed  cause — The  sessions  were  ad- 
journed, and  the  taxation  was  completed  before 
the  adjournment — that  is  sufficient. 

Pritchard,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  affida- 
vit does  not  sufficiently  show  that  the  sessions  did 
adjourn.  [Blackburn,  J. — If  there  was  an  ad- 
journment, and  the  costs  were  ascertained  and  cer- 
tified before  the  adjournment,  and  the  order  was 
afterwards  drawn  up,  would  not  that  be  suffi- 
cient?] No;  the  amount  ascertained  must  be  re- 
ported to  the  court  by  tlieir  officer,  and  adopted  by 
them.  No  adjournment  is  shown,  because  all 
the  clerk's  affidavit  does  is  to  say  that  the  ses- 
sions were  duly  adjourned.  The  adjournment  of 
sessions  is  a  formal  and  a  judicial  act,  and  the 
sessions  drop  if  the  adjournment  is  informal,  and 
all  acts  done  subsequently  are  without  jurisdiction. 
Where  a  crier  adjourns  the  sessions  without  the 
presence  of  two  justices,  the  trials  of  prisoners  at 
the  sitting  of  the  sessions  so  adjourned,  was  held 
void:  (B.  V.  Justices  of  Middlesex,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1113.) 
[Blackburn,  J. — It  is  sworn  that  the  sessions 
were  duly  adjourned ;  if  that  is  not  true,  you 
have  vour  remedy  by  an  indictment  for  perjury.] 
The  due  adjournment  of  a  sessions  is  a  matter  of 
law  of  which  a  lawyer's  clerk  may  well  be 
ignorant.  There  is  no  affidavit  by  the  deputy 
clerk  of  the  peace,  or  by  the  crier.  Then  the 
sessions  must  do  something  to  adopt  the  act  of 
their  officer.  [Blackburn,  J. — It  is  stated  that 
the  sum  was  certified  and  inserted  in  their  order, 
which  purports  to  be  "  by  the  court."]  It  is  not 
stated  to  whom  or  how  the  certifying  took  place. 
Probably  it  was  all   done   in  the  clerk    of    the 

Eeace's  office.    The  adoption  of  the  amount  must 
e  by  the  court :  {Selwood  v.  Mount,  1  Q.  B.  726  ; 
Beg.  V.  Long,  1  Q.   B.  760;  Bea.  v.  Mortlock,  7 
Q.  B.  659.)   The  adjournment  without  more  would 
not  carry  it  further  than  if  the  court  had  dele- 
gated the  taxation  of  the  costs  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  which  they  cannot  do :  (Selwood  v.  Mounts 
and  cases  cited  in  the  judgmeiLt.\    'lElVi^  ^^'^^v^xl^ 
had  to  award  by  t\\^  «feaXA3A»^  oBL^VvcSti  >2ti»  «^ 
peal  lay  "  aucVi  awm,  b^  ^^j  ol  ^%X«^  ^  ^^^T^ 
the  ODinion  ot  am^  ooMvt  b^  wiS^cftssaXi  Xa  Soasi^^Maxi 
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such  jiistices from  all  costs" :  (9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  ss. 27» 
29.)  The  taxation  of  costs  is  a  judicial  act :  (Reg.  v. 
Recorder  of  Cambridge,  8  E.  &  B.  637 ;  also  Beg.  v. 
Belton,  11 Q.  B.  379, 17  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  70.)  Then  the 
clerk,  acting  in  the  stead  of  the  deputy  clerk  of  the 
peace,  has  no  power  to  tax.  [Blackburn,  J. — What 
oifference  can  that  make  if  the  sessions  adopt  the 
amount.]  In  that  case  it  may  not  make  so  much 
difference. 

Blackbuen,  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  ap- 
pellant has  no  case  at  all.  If  the  facts  stated 
m  the  affidavits  now  produced  had  been  known, 
the  rule  ought  not  to  have  been  granted. 
It  will  now  be  discharged  with  costs.  It  appears 
from  these  affidavits  that  the  sessions  were 
adjourned  over  the  taxation,  and  the  technical 
objection  made  upon  the  motion  is  therefore 
answered.  Omnia  OA^ta  presumuntur  ritcy  and  we 
must  take  it  that  the  adjournment  was  duly 
formal,  and  that  the  proper  course  was  adopted 
throughout.  The  proceedings  before  quarter 
sessions  differ  from  those  before  the  assizes  only 
in  that  the  latter  is  a  continuing  court.  The 
court  at  Nisi  Prius  makes  an  order  which  is 
formally  drawn  up  by  its  officer ;  the  order  as  drawn 
becomes  then  the  actual  order  of  the  court.  At 
quarter  sessions  an  adjournment  is  necessary  in 
order  to  continue  its  jurisdiction,  and  if,  as  in  this 
case,  an  adjournment  is  properly  made,  the  order 
drawn  up  by  any  person  dunng  the  adjournment, 
if  issued  bv  the  officer  of  the  court  at  the  adioumed 
meeting  of  the  quarter  sessions,  is  adopted  by  the 
court,  and  the  amount  fixed  is  the  amount  of  costs 
taxed  by  the  court. 

QuAiN  and  Archibald,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
Attorney  for  appellant,  J.  0.  Rice. 
Attorney  for  respondents,  A.  Scott  LoMson  for 
W.  F.  Battf  Abergavenny. 


COUBT   OF    COMMOS'    FLEAS. 

Reported  by  Johv  Rose  and  B.  A.  Eiholaxi,  Esqn., 

BarriBter-at-La  w. 


June  5,  9,  a/nd  11, 1873. 
Jones  v.  Pickerino. 

Municipal  Election — Presiding  officer — Breach  of 
duty — Liixbility  to  action — 35  &"  36  Vict.  c.  33. 

By  the  Parliamentary  and  Municipal  Elections  Act 
(35  Sf  36  Vict.  c.  33),  certain  duties  are  imposed 
upon  the  officer  presiding  at  the  poUing  stations 
during  the  time  of  a  municipal  election.  A 
declaration  alleged  thai  the  defendant,  who  had  been 
appointed  presiding  offi^cer,  neglected  to  carry  out 
the  requirem^ents  of  the  statute  by  delivering  voting 
papers  7iot  hearing  tlie  offi/:ial  mark  to  tlui  voters, 
and  also  in  not  being  present  in  order  that  the  voters 
might  slwvo  him  the  official  mark  on  the  ba^k  of 
the  voting  paper.  It  was  also  further  alleged  that 
he  wilfully  neglected  to  perform  the  above  duties. 

Held,  by  the  majority  of  the  Court,  that  the  defend- 
ant, having  u/ndertaken  and  entered  upon  a  minis- 
terial  duty, was  liable  for  the  negligent  performance 
of  the  same;  also,  that  he  would  not  he  responsible 
for  the  negligence  of  his  derk  in  the  performance 
of  such  duties  as  he  might  legally  delegcUe  to  him, 
as  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  did  not 
exist  between  them. 

Per  Bov^iUf  CJ, — The  defendant  was  only  liahle  if 
ike  omission  had  hem  wHfuL 


Demurber  to  a  declaration. 

The  declaration  stated  that  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  committing  of  the  grievance  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, a  certain  election  was  being  held  for  the 
election  of  a  councillor  to  serve  in  the  town  oonncfl 
of  the  borough  of  Birmingham  for  a  certain  ward 
in  the  said  borough,  called  St.  Martin's  Ward,  and 
the  defendant  had  been  appointed,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  rule  twenty-one  contained  in  the  fint 
schedule  to  the  Ballot  Act,  1872,  a  presiding  officer 
to  preside  at  one  of  the  polling  stations  appointed 
for  the  said  election,  and  the  defendant  acted  as 
such  presiding  officer  at  the  said  polling  station  at 
and  during  the  said  election,  and  the  plain  tiffand  one 
Thomas  Startin  were  respectively  candidates  at  the 
said  election  for  the  said  office  of  town  councillor ; 
and  by  the  said  Ballot  Act,  1872,  it  is  enacted 
as  follows,  that  is  to  say : 

In  the  oase  of  the  poll  at  an  election  the  votee  shall  be 
given  by  ballot.  The  ballot  of  each  voter  shall  oomist 
of  a  paper  (in  this  Act  called  a  ballot  paper)  showing  the 
names  and  description  of  the  candidates.     Eaoih  bsDoi 

Kper  shall  have  a  nnmber  printed  on  the  back,  and  thall 
ve  attached  a  connterf oil  with  the  same  number  fainted 
on  the  face.  At  the  time  of  voting  the  ballot  paper  shall 
be  marked  on  both  sides  with  an  official  mark,  and  de- 
livered to  the  voter  within  the  polling  station,  and  the 
nnmber  of  such  voter  on  the  register  of  voters  shall  be 
marked  on  the  counterfoil ;  and  the  voter,  having  aeei'etly 
marked  his  vote  on  the  paper,  and  folded  it  up  so  as  to 
conceal  his  vote,  shall  plaoe  it  in  a  dosed  box  mthe 
presence  of  the  officer  presiding  at  the  polling  statkm 
(in  this  Act  called  the  presidmff  officer),  after  having 
shown  to  him  the  official  mark  at  the  baok.  Anj 
ballot  paper  which  has  not  on  its  back  the  official  mark, 
or  on  which  votes  are  given  to  more  candidates  than  the 
voter  is  entitled  to  vote  for,  or  on  which  anything  except 
the  said  nnmber  on  the  back  is  written  or  marked  by 
which  the  voter  can  be  identified,  shall  be  void  and  not 
counted. 

And  by  the  above-mentioned  and  other  pro- 
visions of  the  said  Ballot  Act  1872,  it  became  and  • 
was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  at  such  elections  to 
deliver  to  the  voters  voting  at  the  said  polling 
station  ballot  papers  bearing  the  official  mark 
appointed  for  the  said  election,  and  it  was  also  the 
<  uty  of  the  defendant  to  ascertain,  before  the 
voters  placed  their  said  ballot  papers  in  the  said 
closed  box,  whether  the  said  ballot  papers  were 
properly  marked  with  the  official  mark  as  afofe- 
said ;  and  the  defendant  undertook  and  entered 
upon  the  said  respective '  duties,  for  performanoe 
or  which  duties  aforesaid  the  defendant  received 
reward ;  and  tKe  defendant  as  such  presiding 
officer  as  aforesaid  neglected  his  said  duties  as 
follows — ^that  is  to  say,  that  he  delivered  to  certain 
of  the  said  voters  at  the  said  polling^  station  ballot 
papers  not  bearing  the  saia  official  mark,  and 
which  said  last  mentioned  ballot  papers,  after 
having  been  duly  marked  and  folded  by  the  said 
respective  voters,  were  placed  by  the  respective 
voters  iu  the  said  closed  box,  and  the  defendant  did 
not  ascertain  that  the  said  last  mentioned  ballot 
papers  did  not  bear  the  said  official  marks  before  the 
same  were  placed  in  the  said  closed  box  as  aforesaid. 
And  the  plaintiff  avers  that  after  the  dose  of  the  poll* 
iog  at  the  said  election  the  said  Thomas  Startin  was 
declared  to  be  elected  by  a  majority  of  three  votes ; 
and  the  plaintiff  afterwards  petitioned  against  the 
return  of  the  said  Thomas  Sartin  under  the  Gofnmt 
Practices  (Municipal  Election)  Act  1872;  and  toe 
said  petition  came  on  for  hearing  before  OooW 
Morley  Dowdcswell,  Esq.,  one  <n  Her  MMJ&ttf* 
counsel,  andaftrcr  hearing  the  evidenoe  and  eaaauii* 
ing  the  ballot  napers  and  other  doonnwli  pro* 
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duoed  before  him,  the  said  George  Morley  Dowdes- 
well,  Esq.,  determined  that  from  the  number  of 
▼otes  polled  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  twelve  of  such 
votes  should  be  struck  off,  to  wit,  two  of  such 
votes  on  the  ground  that  the  two  persons  who  gave 
sooh  votes  had  personated  certain  persons  entitled 
to  Buch  votes,  nine  oi  such  votes  on  the  ground  that 
the  ballot  papers  used  in  giving  these  votes  did  not 
bear  the  said  official  mark,  and  one  of  such  votes  on 
the  ground  that  the  voter  had,  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  Ballot  Act  1872,  so  marked  the 
ballot  papers  used  by  him  in  giving  such  vote  that 
such  voter  could  be  identified ;  and  the  said  George 
Morley  Dowdeswell,  Esq.,  further  determined  that 
from  the  number  of  votes  given  for  the  said  Thomas 
Startin,  fourteen  of  such  votes  should  be  struck 
off,  to  wit,  three  of  such  votes  on  the  ground 
that  the  voters  who  gave  such  votes  were  during 
the  said  election  the  paid  canvassers  of  the  said 
Thomas  Startin,  ten  of  such  votes  on  the  ground 
that  the  ten  persons  who  gave  such  votes  had  per- 
aonated  certain  persons  entitled  to  such  votes,  and 
one  of  such  votes  on  the  ground  that  the  ballot 
paper  used  in  giving  the  said  votes  did  not  bear  the 
eaid  official  mark,  and  that  two  votes  which  had 
been  rejected  by  the  returning  officer  at  the  said 
election  should  be  added  to  the  number  of  votes 
polled  in  favour  of  the  said  Thomas  Startin ;  and 
in  the  result  the  said  George  Morley  Dowdeswell, 
Esq.,  certified  that  the  said  Thomas  Startin  was 
duly  elected  and  returned  to  serve  as  such  town 
oouncillor  as  aforesaid,  and  by  reason  of  the  neglect  of 
the  respective  duties  by  the  defendant  committed  as 
heinbef ore  described  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from 
being  elected  and  serving  as  such  town  coun- 
cillor as  aforesaid,  and  lost  all  the  cost  and  ex- 
penses he  was  put  to  in  endeavouring  to  procure 
his  said  election  as  aforesaid,  and  in  prosecuting 
the  said  petition,  and  has  been  and  is  otherwise 
damnified.  A  second  count  repeated  the  aver- 
ments in  the  first  count,  and  alleged  that  the 
defendant  as  such  presiding  officer  became  and 
was  by  the  above  mentioned  and  other  pro- 
▼isions  of  the  said  Ballot  Act  1872,  at  and  during  the 
said  election,  bound  to  be  present  at  the  said 
polling  station,  so  that  each  voter,  before  placing 
the  ballot  paper  by  which  he  voted  in  the  said 
closed  box  at  the  said  polling  station,  could  show 
to  the  defendant  as  such  presiding  officer  as 
ftforeeaid  the  official  mark  appointed  for  the  said 
election  at  the  back  of  the  said  ballot  paper ;  and 
the  defendant  neglected  his  said  duty  in  this,  that  he 
was  not  present,  so  that  nine  of  the  said  voters 
who  votea  for  the  plaintiff  during  the  said  election 
at  the  said  polling  station  could  show  him  the  said 
official  mark  on  the  back  of  the  voting  paper,  and 
the  said  nine  voters  last  mentioned  received  ballot 
papers  not  bearing  the  official  mark  aforesaid,  and, 
after  having  duly  marked  and  folded  the  same, 
plaoed  the  same  in  the  said  elosed  box.  The  decla- 
ration then  alleged  the  striking  off  of  these  nine 
▼otes,  and  repeated  the  damage  alleged  to  have 
been  sustained.  In  a  third  count  the  plain- 
tiff sued  the  defendant,  for  that  by  the  Ballot 
Act  1872,  it  is  enacted  that  every  returning 
officer,  presiding  officer,  and  clerk,  who  is  guilty 
of  any  wilful  misfeasance,  or  any  wilful  act 
or  omission  in  contravention  of  the  said  Act, 
•hail,  in  addition  to  any  other  penalty  or  liability 
to  which  he  may  be  subject,  forfeit  to  any  person 
aggrieired  bj  such  misfeasance,  act,  or  omission, 
9k  peooal  sma  not  exceeding  1002,  and  the  defendant 


was  appointed,  and  acted  in  the  said  election  as 
in  the  first  and  second  counts  mentioned,  and 
described  as  a  presiding  officer  in  manner  and  for 
the  purposes  in  the  said  counts  stated,  and  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  Thomas  Startin  were  candi- 
dates as   in   the    said  counts  alleged;    and  the 
defendant  as   such  presiding  officer  was  bound 
under  and  bv  virtue  of  the  said  Ballot  Act  1872, 
to  mark  the  ballot  papers  on  each  side  immediately 
before  the  same  were  delivered  to  and  used  by  the 
voters,  and  also  to  be   present  when  each  voter 
placed  his  vote  in  the  closed  box  used  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  the  ballot  papers,  and  also  to 
ascertain  whether  each  ballot  paper,  before  each 
voter  placed  the  same  in  the  said  closed  box, 
waR    marked    with    the    official    mark,  and    the 
defendant  took  upon  himself  the  said  respective 
duties  above  mentioned,  and  entered  upon  the 
same   for  reward  to  the    defendant    in    respect 
thereof,  and  the   defendant  wilfully  omitted  to 
mark  a  certain  number  of  the  ballot  papers  on 
each    side    immediately   before   the    same    were 
delivered  to   and  used  by  the  voters,  and  also 
wilfully  omitted  to  be  present,  so  that  each  of  the 
said  voters  could  show  him  the  said  official  mark 
on  the  back  of  the  said  ballot  papers  before  each  of 
the  said  voters  placed  his  vote  in  the  said  closed 
box  used  for  the  aforesaid  purpose,  and  also  wil- 
fullv  omitted  to  ascertain  whether  each   of  the 
said  ballot  papers,  before  the  voters  placed  the 
same  in  the  said  closed  box  was  marked  on  the 
back  with  the    official  mark,  and  by  reason  of 
the  premises  upon  the  petition  to  question  the 
return  of  the  said  Thomas  Startin,  the  said  votes  so 
given  as  aforesaid  for  the  plaintiff  disallowed,  and 
thereby  the  plaintiff  lost  the  said  petition  and  was 
not  declajred  to  be  duly  elected  as  he  would  have 
been  but  for  the  omissions  in  this  count  alleged, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  lost  the  costs  and  expenses  he 
incurred  in  endeavouring  to  procure  his  election 
to  act  and  serve  as  such  town  councillor  as  afore- 
said, and  also  was .  put  to  great  costs  and  expenses 
in  and  about  the  said  election  petition,  which  he 
would  not  have  incurred  save  for  the  grievances 
hereinbefore  alleged,  and  the  plaintiff  has  been,  and 
is,  otherwise  damnified,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  said  sum  of  lOOl,  for  the  wilful  omission 
hereinbefore  mentioned. 

Pleas  and  demurrers : — The  defendant  says  that 
he  was  not  appointed  nor  did  ho  act  as  a  presiding 
officer  to  preside  at  one  of  the  polling  stations 
for  the  saia  election,  nor  did  he  take  upon  himself 
or  enter  upon  the  said  respective  duties  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  or  either  of  them,  as  alleged; 
secondly,  not  guilty ;  thirdlv,  demurrer  to  first  and 
second  counts;  fourthly,  iemurrer  to  the  third 
count. 

Issue  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

HoU,  for  the  demurrer. — The  defendant  is 
charged  with  several  breaches  of  duty  in  that 
he  delivered  voting  papers  at  the  polling  station 
to  the  voters  not  bearing  the  official  mark ;  that 
he  did  not  see  that  the  papers  were  marked  before 
they  were  put  in  the  ballot  box ;  and  also  that  he 
was  not  present,  so  that  the  voters  could  not  show 
him  the  official  mark.  I  say  that  the  Act  does  not 
show  any  imperative  duty  imposed  upon  the  pre- 
siding officer  for  which  an  action  will  lie ;  at  any 
rate  it  must  be  shown  that  he  was  acting  in  the 
particular  duty,  a  violation  of  which  is  alleged. 
LBeett,  J. — By  this  Act  of  Parliameat  dft-^wsL^aas^ 
It  is  a  breach  oC  dwt,^  Xo  d'eXw^t  >iJaa  ^^NiMs^  ^^v» 
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without  an  official  mark  P]  I  say  it  is  not.  The 
returning  officer  is  to  provide  the  official  stamp 
and  the  voting  papers,  and  if  the  stamps  are  ineffi- 
cient and  will  not  mark  from  a  defect  of  the  instru- 
ment, that  would  not  be  a  fault  of  the  presiding 
officer .  The  question  really  becomes  what,  if  any, 
are  the  duties  of  the  presiding  officer.  It  is 
alleged  that  the  presiding  officer  is  to  do  the  work 
himself,  but  if,  through  the  fault  ot  the  stamping 
machine,  some  of  the  voting  papers  are  not  suffi- 
ciently marked,  and  are  so  nanaed  out,  I  contend 
that  that  would  not  be  the  fault  of  the  presiding  offi- 
cer. [BoviLL,  C.  J. — Every  person  hasa  ri^ht  to  vote, 
and  if  he  puts  a  paper  in  without  the  official  mark  he 
loses  the  privilege  of  his  vote.]  There  is  no  doubt 
a  direction  that  the  paper  should  be  marked,  but 
it  does  not  say  it  is  to  be  done  by  the  presiding 
officer ;  there  is  certainly  no  daty  thrown  by  the 
Act  on  the  presiding  officer  to  see  it  done.  [Bovill, 
C.  J. — The  Act  says  the  ballot  paper  is  to 
contain  the  names  of  the  candidates,  but  suppose 
by  a  fault  of  the  printer  the  ballot  paper  is  mis- 
printed ;  if  then  an  imperative  duty  were  imposed 
upon  the  presiding  officer,  he  would  be  subjected 
to  a  vast  number  of  actions  without  any  fault  of 
his  own.]  The  presiding  officer  may  delegate  his 
authority  to  do  certain  acts  and  here  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant  does  not  exist  to  make  him 
liable  for  any  misfeasance  committed  by  his  sub- 
ordinates, tt  is  contented  that  he  is  liable  for  a 
mere  nonfeasance,  but  there  is  no  case  in  which  an 
action  has  ever  been  brought  for  a  breach  of  some- 
thing when  the  statute  is  merely  directory.  Where 
the  statute  enjoins  or  prohibits  an  act,  there  the 
accused  party  is  subject  to  criminal  proceedings  or 
a  civil  action.  If  this  action  can  be  brought,  every 
one  who  voted  for  the  plaintiff  is  a  party  grieved 
and  can  bring  an  action,  although  the  defendant  has 
committed  no  wilful  mistake  or  acted  maliciously. 
The  case  of  Schinotti  v.  Bumpsted  (6  T.  R.  646), 
is  the  only  case  reported  where  it  was  held  that 
an  action  would  lie  without  an  allegation  of  malice, 
and  in  Foyer  v.  Child,  (7  El.  &  Bl.  377),  Cress- 
well  says,  "  My  brother  Shoe  has  brought  before 
us  the  only  solid  foundation  he  could  find  for  his 
argument,  viz.,  the  omission  of  Lord  Holt  to  insist 
upon  malice  in  his  iudgment  in  Ashby  v.  White  (2 
Lord  Raym.  938).  Abbot,  C.  J.  in  Catlen  v.  Morris 
(2  Stark.  577),  held  that  malice  was  essential  to  an 
action;  and  thore  the  Chief  Justice  commenting 
on  what  Lord  Holt  •  was  supposed  to  have  said  in 
Ashby  V.  White,  stated  that  the  reports  of  that  case 
were  very  imperfect,  and  that  he  himself,  if  Lord 
Holt  really  meant  to  lay  down  that  malice  was  not 
essential  to  the  action,  could  not  assent  to  that 
doctrine.  Ke  very  happily  expressed  the  mischief 
which  might  arise  from  making  returning  officers 
responsible  beyond  this.  The  returning  officer  is, 
to  a  certain  extent,  a  ministerial  officer,  but  he  is 
not  80  to  all  intents  and  purposes ;  neither  is  he 
wholly  a  judicial  officer,  his  duties  are  neither  en- 
tirely ministerial  nor  wholly  judicial,  they  are  of  a 
mixed  nature.  It  cannot  be  contended  he  is  to  ex- 
ercise no  judgment,  no  discretion  whatsoever  in  the 
admission  or  rejection  of  votes ;  the  greatest  con- 
fusion would  prevail  if  such  a  discretion  were  not 
to  be  exercised.  On  the  other  hand,  the  officer 
could  not  discharge  his  duty  without  great  peril 
and  apprehension  if  he  became  in  consequence  of  a 
mistake,  liable  to  an  action."  If  the  presiding 
o£Scer  is  guilty  of  a  wiJfuI  misfeasance,  he  is  liable  to 
an  action  under  the  II th  section  of  the  Act,  aad 
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that  section  shows  that  the  Ifegislature  contem- 
plated a  right  of  action  for  grievances  committed 
under  that  section,  but  not  for  any  others.  Again, 
the  declaration  does  not  show  that  the  voting 
papers  which  were  unstamped  came  from  the  defen* 
dant's  district. 

Henry  James,  Q.C.  with  him  TindaL  Atkinson  for 
the  plaintiff. — There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Act  of 
Parliament  casts  a  duty  on  someone,  and  the  aveor^ 
ments  in  the  declaration  show  that  the  defendant 
is  the  person  who  accepted  that  duty ;  and,  if  he 
did,  any  breach  of  that  duty  will  entitle  an  afo^grieved 

Serson  to  brin^  an  action  against  him.  Whatever 
uty  an  individual  undertakes  he  is  answerable 
for  the  negligent  performance  of  it.  The  signal* 
man  who  turns  the  points  at  a  railway  siding  is 
liable  to  penal  servitude  for  life  if  he,  through  hia 
negligence,  brings  about  a  fatal  accident,  and  eveiy 
cashier  at  a  bank  suffers  if  he  pay  too  much  to  a 
creditor ;  yet  there  are  plentv  of  people  anxious  to 
fill  these  posts.  The  argument  of  the  defendant 
is  that  there  are  so  many  duties,  that  he  cannot 
undertake  them  all;  but  the  answer  is  he  can 
appoint  clerks,  and  the  authorities  are  empowered 
by  sect.  5  to  regulate  the  number  of  voters  at  each 
booth.  It  is  quite  clear  the  polling  papers  are  to 
be  marked  bv  sect.  2,  and  it  is  intendea  that  the 
marking  shall  be  done  by  the  presiding  officer  or 
such  other  person  as  he  shall  nave  delegated  hia 
authoritv  to,  and  no  one  else.  There  are  also 
certcdn  duties  which  he  must  perform  himself,  and 
which  he  may  not  delegate  to  a  clerk.  What  these 
are,  are  shown  by  sect.  50,  and  refer  to  the  arrest 
exclusion  or  ejection  from  the  polling  station  of 
amr  person.  The  presiding  officer  is  a  ministerial 
officer  only,  and  he  becomes  liable  for  breaches  of 
duty.  If  a  statute  casts  certian  duties  on  a  person, 
and  he  undertakes  them,  he  must  perform  them 
with  due  diligence.  In  Miller  v.  Seare  (2  Wm. 
Black.  1141),  it  was  held  that  an  action  of  false 
imprisonment  lies  against  commissioners  of  bank* 
ruptcy  for  illegal  exercise  of  their  discretion  in 
improperly  committing  a  bankrupt  who  had  made 
a  satisfactory  answer ;  and  although  that  case  has 
since  been  overruled,  what  De  Gray,  C.  J.,  says  is 
appropriate,  "  This  is  a  case  which,  ti^en  in  any 
view,  involves  a  hardship  on  either  side.  Hard 
that  commissioners  should  be  constantly  harassed 
with  actions  in  the  case  of  an  innocent  mistake, 
and  harder  for  the  public  if  they  are  to  be  invested 
with  an  arbitrary  power  of  committing  whom  and 
for  what  they  please  without  being  liable  to  answer 
for  it.  It  is  certain  no  man  ought  to  sufier 
criminally  for  an  error  in  judgment;  bat  it  is 
equally  just  he  should  make  reparation  civilW  for 
the  damage  which  other  persons  have  suffered  brf 
such  his  error."  Then  the  allegation  that  he  was 
not  present  so  that  the  voters  could  show  him  the 
official  mark,  clearly  states  a  most  important  duty, 
and  the  damages  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  is  tibe 
expense  which  he  incurred  in  offering  himself  for 
election.     He  cited 

Barry  v.  Arnauld,  10  Ad.  &  EL  646 ; 

Cullen  V.  Norris,  2  Starkio  577 ; 

Schinotti  V.  Bumpsted,  6  T.B.  646 ; 

Toyer  v.  Child,  7  El.  &  Bl.  377 ; 

Couch  y.  Steel,  3  El.  &  Bl  402 ; 

Starling  v.  Turner,  2  Levins,  50 ; 

Atkinson  v.  Newcastle  Waterworks  Compoay.  6  Bi* 
204.  -Ti~-»» 

RoU  in  reply. — It  does  not  in  any  way  appear  thai 
^Q  "^o^A^  «xt\x^  Q>\\>  \s^  \i\x<^  V^diQe  were  toe  votes 
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booth,  and  the  allegations  totally  fail  to  show  that 
Buoh  unmarked  votes  arose  through  the  defendant's 
neglect.  The  plaintiffs  must  strictly  show  that 
the  election  was  lost  through  the  defendant's 
neglect. 

SoviLL,  C.J. — A  very  important  question  has 
been  raised  upon  the  construction  of  the  Ballot 
Act  1872,  and  also  as  to  the  constraction  of  the 
pleading^.  We  have  not  the  facts  of  the  case 
before  us,  but  the  statements  alleged  on  the  &ce 
of  the  declaration  must  be  taken  to  be  facts  at 
present,  and  whether  these  facts  on  which  we 
pronounce  our  Judgment  be  of  any  real  use  or 
not,  it  is  not  for  us  to  say.  The  facts  may  be 
aUeged,  and  the  circumstances  may  exist  different 
from  those  which  are  presented  to  us,  but  as  the 
demurrer  comes  before  the  trial  we  cannot  help  it. 
The  first  c^uestion  to  consider  relates  to  the  duties 
of  the  presiding  officer  at  the  ballot  under  the  Act, 
and  it  is  clear  the  breach  of  duty  of  a  person 
IKSting  in  that  important  position  may  become  a 
▼ery  serious  matter.  It  is  necessary  first  to  see 
the  machinery  under  which  the  Act  is  to  be 
carried  out.  The  first  provision  refers  to  the 
polling  districts,  and  by  the  5th  section  the  local 
authorities  of  every  borough  shall  take  into  con- 
sideration the  division  of  the  borough  into  polling 
districts,  and  divide  the  borough  into  polling  dis- 
tricts in  such  manner  as  they  may  think  most 
oonvenient  for  taking  the  votes  of  the  electors  at 
a  poll ;  then  the  polhng  district  having  been  de- 
termined, the  polliDg  stations  are  to  be  provided ; 
how  that  is  to  be  done  is  found  in  rule  15,  by 
which  the  returning  officer  shall  provide  sufficient 
accommodation  for  the  electors,  and  shall  dis- 
tribute the  polling  stations  in  such  manner  as  he 
tiiinks  convenient,  provided  that  there  shall  be  at 
least  one  polling  stfi^ion  at  each  contributory  place 
of  such  borough.  The  16th  rule  provides  that 
each  polling  station  shall  be  furnished  with  such 
number  of  compartments  in  which  the  voters  can 
mark  their  votes  screened  from  observation,  as 
the  returning  officer  thinks  necessary,  and  that  at 
least  one  compartment  be  provided  for  every  one 
hundred  and  nfty  electors  entitled  to  vote  at  such 
polling  station.  Then  the  20th  rule  says  that 
the  returning  officer  shall  provide  each  polling 
station  with  materials  for  voters  to  mark  the  ballot 
papers,  with  instruments  for  stamping  thereon 
the  official  mark,  and  with  copies  of  the  register 
of  voters  or  such  part  as  contains  the  names  of 
TOters  allotted  to  vote  at  such  station ;  he  is  also 
to  keep  the  official  mark  secret.  We  then  come 
to  the  rule  which  provides  for  the  appointment 
of  the  presiding  officer,  that  is  by  the  21st  rule, 
whereby  the  returning  officer  shall  appoint  a 
presiding  officer  to  preside  at  each  station,  and 
the  officer  so  appointed  shall  keep  order  at  his 
station,  shall  regulate  the  number  of  electors  to 
be  admitted  at  a  time,  and  shall  exclude  all  other 
persons  except  the  clerks,  t]he  agents  of  the 
candidates,  and  the  constables  on  duty.  The 
general  duties  of  the  presiding  officer  are  also 
referred  to  in  sections  9  and  10,  which  give  him 
power  to  have  anv  person  who  misconducts  himself 
removed  from  tne  station,  and  kept  in  custody 
until  he  can  be  brought  before  a  magistrate,  and 
also  to  ask  the  question,  and  administer  the  oath. 
Provisions  being  thus  made  for  the  appointment 
of  polling  places  and  the  other  necessaries  of  an 
elecfekm,  we  come  to  the  duties  of  the  subordinate 
eAcen^  tmd  teet^  8  provides  that  every  returning 


officer  shall  provide  such  nomination  papers, 
polling  stations,  ballot  boxes,  ballot  papers,  stamp- 
ing instruments,  copies  of  register  of  voters,  and 
other  things,  appoint  and  pay  such  officers,  and 
do  such  other  acts  and  things  as  may  be  necessary 
for  effectually  conducting  an  election.  The  appoint- 
ment of  presiding  officer,  therefore,  rests  with  the 
returning  officer,  and  then  the  50th  rule  shows 
that  the  presiding  officer  may,  by  his  clerks 
appointed  to  assist  him,  do  any  act  which  he  is 
required  to  do  at  the  polling  station  except  order- 
ing the  arrest,  exclusion,  or  ejection  of  any  person 
from  the  polling  station.  The  machinery  of  the 
election  being  thus  defined,  we  come  to  what  is 
to  be  done  on  the  occasion  of  a  poll.  This  brings 
us  back  to  sect.  2,  which  lays  down  the  manner  in 
which  the  poll  is  to  be  taken.  The  ballot  of  each 
voter  shall  consist  of  a  paper  showingthe  names 
and  descriptions  of  the  candidates.  Each  ballot 
paper  shall  have  a  number  printed  on  the  back, 
and  shall  have  attached  a  counterfoil  with  a 
similar  number  printed  on  the  face.  At  the  time 
of  voting  the  ballot  paper  shall  be  marked  on  both 
sides  with  an  official  mark,  and  delivered  to  the 
voter  within  the  polling  station,  and  the  number  of 
such  voter  on  the  register  of  voters  shall  be 
marked  on  the  counterfoil,  and  the  voter  having 
secretly  marked  his  vote,  on  the  paper,  and  folded 
it  up  so  as  to  conceal  his  vote,  shall  place  it  in  a 
closed  box  in  the  presence  of  the  officer  presiding 
at  the  polling  station,  after  having  shown  to  him 
the  official  mark  on  the  back.  Any  ballot  paper 
which  has  not  on  its  back  the  official  mark,  or  on 
which  votes  are  given  to  more  candidates  than  the 
voter  is  entitled  to  vote  for,  or  on  which  anything 
except  the  number  on  the  back  is  written  or  markea 
by  which  the  voter  can  be  identified,  shall  be  void 
and  not  counted ;  and  rule  24  for  the  guidance  of 
the  presiding  officer  states  that  before  a  ballot 
paper  is  delivered  to  an  elector  it  shall  be  marked 
on  both  sides  with  the  official  mark,  either 
stamped  or  perforated,  and  the  number,  name, 
and  description  of  the  elector,  as  stated  in 
the  copy  of  the  register,  shall  be  caJled  out, 
and  the  number  of  such  elector  shall  be  marked 
on  the  counterfoil,  and  a  mark  shall  be  placed  on 
the  register  against  the  number  of  the  elector  to 
denote  that  he  has  received  a  ballot  paper,  bxi\, 
without  showing  the  particular  ballot  paper  he 
has  received,  it  is  then  necessary  to  refer  to  the 
directions  for  the  guidance  of  voters  in  the  2nd 
schedule,  which  are  to  be  printed  in  conspicuous 
characters,  and  placarded  outside  every  polling 
station  and  in  every  compartment  of  every  polling 
station.  The  voter  is  to  go  into  one  of  the  com- 
partments, and  with  the  pencil  provided  in  the 
compartment  place  a  cross  on  the  right  side  oppo- 
site the  name  of  each  candidate  for  whom  he  votes. 
He  will  then  fold  up  the  ballot  paper  so  as  to  show 
the  official  mark  on  the  back,  and,  leaving  the 
compartment,  will,  without  showing  the  front  of  the 
paper  to  any  person,  show  the  official  mark  on  the 
oack  to  the  presiding  officer,  and  then,  in  the 
presence  of  the  presiding  officer,  put  the  paper 
into  the  ballot  box,  and  forthwith  quit  the  polling 
station.  If  the  voter  inadvertently  spoils  a  ballot 
paper  he  can  return  it  to  the  officer,  who  will,  if 
satisfied^ of  such  inadvertence,  give  him  another 
paper.  If  the  voter  votea  tor  xnot^  ^Ccascl  ^^  ^t^- . 
per  number  ot  cand\^\AB,  ot  ^««iR»  ^xv-^  xsiw^^ 
the  paper  by  w\i\c\i\ie>  c»Ki^i^'\a«^^I\^^^S^Bc^«s^ 
his  bsSot  paper  wm\>^^dw\»«iA"^'^^^'^'^  owasfiwft^. 
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If  the  voter  takes  a  ballot  paper  out  of  tbe  polling 
station,  or  deposits  in  tbe  ballot  box  any  otber  paper 
than  tbe  one  given  him  by  tbe  officer,  be  will  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  be  subject  to 
imprisonment  for  any  term  not  exceedmg  six 
months,  with  or  without  hard  labour.  The  only 
other  section  necessary  to  refer  to  is  tbe  11th  sec- 
tion, which  enacts  that  every  returning  officer, 
presiding  officer,  and  clerk,  who  is  guilty  of  any 
wilful  misfeasance  or  any  wilful  act  or  omission, 
in  contravention  of  this  Act,  shall,  in  addition  to 
any  other  penalty  or  liability  to  which  he  may 
be  subject,  forfeit  to  any  person  aggrieved  by  such 
misfeasance,  act,  or  omission,  a  penal  sum  not 
exceeding  1001.  There  are  three  allegations  of 
duty  on  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  maintain  this 
action — first,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant, 
as  presiding  officer,  to  mark  the  ballot  papers 
with  the  official  mark;  the  second  allegation  is 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  as  such 
presiding  officer  to  be  present  at  the  polling 
station,  so  that  each  voter  could  show  him  the 
ballot  paper;  and  before  the  voter  placed  the 
ballot  paper  in  the  box  it  was  bis  duty  to  see  it 
bore  tne  official  mark.  There  is  no  rule  in  the 
Act  which  imposes  explicitly  these  duties  on  the 
presiding  officer,  but  1  am  of  opinion  that  it  is 
nis  duty  to  provide  the  official  mark.  The  mark 
is  to  be  kept  secret  in  this  sense,  that  tbe  public 
shall  know  it,  but  yet  not  sufficiently  well  to  be 
able  to  carry  a  correct  impression  away ;  still  the 
presiding  officer  would  know  it  when  he  sees  it 
on  the  ballot  papers.  In  the  directions  to  the 
electors  the  voter  is  required  to  hold  up  the  ballot 
paper,  to  show  the  omcial  mark  on  the  back  to 
the  presiding  officer.  The  stamping  instrument 
is  to  be  provided  by  the  returning  officer,  who 
selects  what  mark  is  to  be  used,  and  the  ballot 
paper  is  to  be  stamped  at  the  polling  station,  and 
on  the  delivery  of  it  the  voters  are  at  once  to  mark 
their  paper  and  put  it  in  the  box.  As  these  things 
are  to  be  done,  who  is  to  attend  to  them  P  The 
presiding  officer  is  clearly  the  person  to  attend  and 
to  keep  order.  In  small  districts  it  is  possible 
there  would  be  no  clerks,  but  in  populous  districts 
and  large  towns  it  would  be  utterly  impossible  for 
the  presiding  officer  to  do  all  the  duties  himself, 
and  he  must  have  assistance  to  perform  them. 
Now  a  duty  being  cast  upon  someone  to  deliver 
ballot  papers,  the  duty  of  doing  it  properly  devolves 
on  the  person  to  whom  it  is  entrusted.  The  pre- 
siding officer  might  do  it  himself,  but  afber 
hearing  the  argument  I  arrive  at  the  conclusion 
that  a  duty  exists,  the  responsibility  for  which 
rests  with  the  party  undertaking  that  part  of  the 
business  at  the  polling  station.  Thus  assuming  a 
ballot  paper  delivered  out  without  the  official 
mark,  tne  responsibility  rests  with  the  person  who 
delivered  it  out,  whether  the  presiding  officer  or 
the  clerk.  The  relation  of  master  and  servant 
does  not  exist,  each  is  an  officer,  although  the  pre- 
siding officer  has  more  authority,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  in  such  a  case  the  presiding  officer  would 
not  be  responsible,  but  the  clerk  would  be.  He 
has  undertaken  that  particular  business,  but  if  the 
presiding  officer  interfered  in  the  middle  of  the 
election,  and  handed  out  ballot  papers  without  the 
official  mark,  then  he  would  be  responsible.  It 
depends,  in  fact,  how  he  acted.  The  next  question 
is  as  to  how  far  he  is  bound  to  be  present  at  the 
polling  station,  so  that  each  voter  shall  show  him 
tbe  oMcial  mark  at  the  back  of  the  ballot  paper. 


The  rule  says  tbe  voter  shall  show  tbe  official 
mark  to  the  presiding  officer,  but  in  a  large  place 
like  Birmingham,  at  the  dinner  hours,  it  would  be 
impossible  for  one  person  to  do  all,  and  then  the 
duty  of  inspection  seems  to  come  in,  as  by  tbe  50ih 
section,  the  clerks  do  all  the  duties  except  those 
therein  excepted,  and  in  practice  I  have  no  donbl 
that  system  would  be  adopted,  and  one  body  dt 
clerks  would  band  out  the  papers  to  the  voter,  and 
other  clerks  would  see  the  paper  exhibited  with 
tbe  official  mark  on  the  back.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances the  duty  seems  to  rest  with  whoever 
undertakes  it.  The  next  allegation  of  duty  is 
with  reference  to  ascertaining  whether  tbe  ballot 
papers  were  properly  marked  with  the  official 
mark.  I  don't  find  any  positive  or  imperative  dnty 
imposed  on  the  presiding  officer,  as  that  duty  seems 
imposed  on  the  voter,  but  that  is  satinied  by 
showing  it  to  the  clerk.  Section  2  says  the  voter 
shall  place  it  in  a  closed  box  in  the  presence  of  the 
officer  presiding  at  the  polling  station,  after  havins 
shown  to  him  the  official  mark  at  the  back.  I 
don't,  however,  see  what  is  to  prevent  the  voter 
from  putting  the  ballot  paper  into  the  box  without 
showing  it,  if  he  chooses  to  put  it  in  in  that 
manner,  and  if  he  does  so  there  is  nothing  to 
authorise  the  presiding  officer  to  forcibly  interrore; 
I,  therefore,  on  the  whole,  have  come  to  the  oonclu- 
sion  that  there  is  no  imperative  duty  on  the  pre- 
siding officer,  or  on  the  clerks,  to  ascertain  whether 
the  ballot  papers  are  marked  or  not.  These  are 
the  three  matters  in  respect  of  which  duties  are 
alleged  on  the  record ;  but  the  plaintiff  must  go 
further,  he  must  show  that  the  presiding  c^cer 
personally  interfered  and  personally  delivered  to 
the  voters  the  ballot  papers,  and  so  also  with 
regard  to  his  being  present  for  the  purpose  of 
inspecting  the  voting  papers,  it  must  be  shown 
that  he  personally  inspected  them.  The  first 
count  sufficiently  shows  that  the  defendant  was 
the  presiding  officer,  and  that  he  did  deliver  ballot 
papers ;  so  with  regard  to  the  allegation  of  dntj  in 
the  said  count  tlmt  the  plaintiff  was  presiiun^ 
officer,  and  that  he  acted  as  such  is  sufficient  if  it 
shows  he  was  acting  at  the  time,  and,  in  absence  of 
any  statement  as  to  the  clerk's  acting  shows,  that 
he  only  acted.  Then  comes  the  breach  of  dnty 
as  against  the  plaintiff  who  was  prevented  from 
being  elected  and  serving  as  town  councillor.  I 
think  the  first  count  greatly  defective,  as  there  is 
an  entire  absence  of  any  statement  to  connect  tbe 
voting  papers  with  those  that  were  objected  to, 
nor  is  there  any  allegation  that  they  were  the  same, 
but  what  the  plaintiff  relies  upon  is  in  f^ict  an 
insufficient  allegation,  that  by  reason  of  the 
neglect  of  the  respective  duties  by  the  defendant 
the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  being  elected 
a  town  councillor.  We  must  have  the  fiacts 
whereby  the  duty  arose,  and  the  declaration  wUl  be 
bad  unless  the  facts  warrant  the  conclusion  of  law; 
neither  is  there  any  allegation  of  matters  of  fiust 
which  can  be  curea.  I  therefore  think  that  the 
first  count  is  good  as  to  the  duty  of  the  presiding 
officer,  and  also  partly  good  as  to  the  breach,  bat 
not  altogether,  for  want  of  the  identification  dT  the 
voters  who  voted  without  having  their  JP^^pw^ 
officially  marked,  and  whose  votes  were  disaUowed. 
I  think,  therefore,  there  should  be  judgment  for 
the  defendant.  Now,  as  to  the  second  ooant»  I 
think  there  that  a  duty  would  arise,  bat  again 
there  is  a  want  of  a  sufficient  allegation  to  main 
out  the  case.    Lastly,  as  to  the  thud  oonnL    Hit 
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case  is  there  broaght  within  the  11th  section  of  the 
Act,  and  the  statement  is  made  that  the  votes 
which  were  given  to  the  plaintiff  were  disallowed, 
and  that  seems  to  me  to  be  sufficient  in  point  of 
law.  If  the  observations  are  well  founded  that 
duties  do  arise,  and  those  duties  are  broken  there 
is  a  liability  beyond  those  duties  contemplated  in 
the  11th  section,  and  if  an  imperative  and.  positive 
daty  is  imposed,  ij  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  a 
breach  of  such  Act  was  wilful.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion  there  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  third  oonnt,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the 
first  and  second  counts. 

Keating,  J. — This  is  an  action  against  the  pre- 
siding officer  at  the  municipal  election  for  the 
borough  of  Birmingham  for  a  breach  of  duty. 
The  breach  of  duty  charged  is  that  he  delivered 
voting  papers  without  the  official  mark ;  secondly, 
that  he  did  not  see  they  were  stamped;  thirdly, that 
he  was  not  present  so  that  the  voter  could  show 
him  the  official  mark.  The  first  question  to  con- 
sider is  whether  any  duty  is  imposed  on  the  pre- 
siding officer  to  render  him  liable  to  an  action.  It 
has'  been  contended  that  it  is  not  intended  to  create 
any  duty  on  the  defendant,  that  no  duty  is  created 
in  any  person  to  render  him  liable  for  a  breach. 
It  is  dear  that  the  Act  does  impose  a  duty  on 
someone  to  perform  the  object  of  the  Act,  and  the 
object  of  the  Act  is  to  carrv  out  the  system  of 
secret  voting  by  means  of  ballot  papers.  What  is 
done  is  this:  A  voter  comes  to  the  polling  booth,  and 
the  officer  having  ascertained  his  registered  number, 
and  that  he  is  a  person  entitled  to  vote,  gives  him  a 
paper.  It  is  most  important  that  the  officisJ  mark 
should  he  on  this  paper,  which  the  voter  takes 
into  a  compartment  by  himself,  where  he  marks  it, 
and  then  takes  it  to  the  ballot  box,  and  there  deposits 
in  the  presence  of  the  presiding  officer.  The  de- 
fendant occupied  the  position  of  presiding  officer,  and 
his  duty  was  to  preside  at  the  polling  station,  and 
keep  the  ballot  box  continually  in  his  view.  It  is  quite 
clear  the  presiding  officer  may  appoint  clerks,  and 
may  delegate  certain  duties  to  the  clerks,  for  theAct 
enables  him  to  do  so,  but,  except  those  specified  in 
the  Act,  be  cannot  delegate  the  duties  of  presiding 
officer  to  anyone,  but  must  perform  them  himself. 
It  appears  quite  clear  that  certain  duties  devolve 
on  someone,  and  prima  facie  that  person  is  the 
presiding  officer.  If  the  presiding  officer  delegate 
the  duty  of  issuing  the  voting  papers  with  the 
official  mark  to  a  clerk,  I  am  tar  from  saying  he 
would  be  still  liable ;  but  prirnd  facie  he  is  so,  and 
to  get  rid  of  the  duty  he  must  show  to  whom  he 
delegated  his  authority.  It  seems  to  me  therefore 
that  there  is  a  duty  cast  on  the  presiding  officer  of 
delivering  a  voting  paper.  The  said  duty  cast  up- 
on him  is  to  see  that  the  voter  puts  the  ballot  paper 
into  the  box.  In  this  I  unfortunately  differ  with 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  for  I  think  it  is  a  duty  for 
the  presiding  officer  to  see  the  paper  properly  put 
into  the  box.  Supposing  a  voter'  insisted  on  put- 
ting a  Toting  paper  into  the  ballot  box  by  force, 
the  presiding  officer  has  power  sciven  him  to  employ 
constables  to  keep  order,  and  as  he  has  to  keep  the 
baUoi  box  in  view  he  ought  to  ascertain  it  the 
ballot  paper  has  the  official  mark  upon  it,  which 
^le  TOtor  mast  show  him  under  the  penalty  of  risk- 
ing  the  loss  of  his  vote.  As  to  the  third  question 
that  be  most  see  the  voting  paper  with  the  stamp 
imprsssod,  the  Act  says  the  stamped  paper  shall 
be  pqit  in  the  ballot  box,  and  no  other,  and  these 
dnties  being  imposed  upon  him  is  there  such  a 
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breach  as  to  make  him  liable  to  an  action  P  The 
duty  is  a  ministerial  duty,  and  the  breach  of  such 
duty  without  malice  is  shown  by  the  authority  of  a 
large  class  of  cases  to  render  the  ministerial  officer 
liable  to  an  action,  and  I  think  that  is  so  not  with* 
standing  the  exception  in  section  11.  Section  11  is 
said  to  limit  the  remedy  to  proceedings  for  a  penalty, 
but  this  leaves  wholly  untouched  the  right  of  action 
at  common  law.  On  the  remaining  question  as  to 
whether  the  declaration  discloses  any  statutable 
duty,  I  also  differ  from  my  Lord,  although  with 
great  hesitation.  I  was  struck  with  the  argument 
of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  but  after 
consideration  I  think  there  is  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  count,  even  if  it  is  open  to  the  ob- 
jection that  there  is  no  identification  of  the  voters. 
Enough  still  remains,  for  there  is  a  statement  of 
duty  and  a  breach,  and  it  is  shown  there  was  a 
person  aggrieved,  for  £  do  not  consider  the  con- 
cluding allegation  simply  a  conclusion  of  law,  but,  in 
truth,  a  statement  of  fact  and  not  the  result  of 
law;  it  is  avowedly  the  result  of  defendant's 
neglect  of  his  duties  that  the  plaintiff  was  pre- 
vented from  being  elected  and  serving  as  a  town 
councillor.  With  reference  to  the*  second  count,  I 
take  a  similar  view ;  there  also,  I  think,  there  is  a 
dut^  and  a  breach,  and  enough  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  was  aggrieved  by  the  breach.  As  to  the 
third  count,  I  entirely  agree  in  the  view  expressed 
by  my  Lord,  and  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
our  judgment  on  all  the  counts  of  the  declaration. 
Brett,  J. — The  first  set  of  questions  depends 
entirely  on  the  interpretation  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment ;  the  second  set  are  of  very  little  importance, 
and  only  in  this  individual  case.  As  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  it  seems  the 
Act  imposes  certain  duties,  and  gives  rules  of 
conduct  for  people  who  are  paid  to  administer  the 
carrying  out  of  the  Act.  Tne  scheme  of  the  Act 
seems  to  be  this — that  the  local  authority  is  to 
appoint  polling  places  and  such  a  number  of  polling 
stations  as  may  seem  necessary  to  conduct  the 
election,  and  the  power  to  appoint  officers  and  clerks 
is  to  be  gathered  from  sects.  8  and  10  by  ioference, 
and  also  by  inference  I  gather  that  the  returning 
officer  is  to  anpoint  as  many  officers  and  clerks  as 
shall  be  necessary.  The  15th  rule  shows  how  the 
polling  stations  are  to  be  distributed,  and  by  the 
21st  rule  the  returning  officer  is  to  appoint  a 
presiding  officer  to  preside  at  each  station,  who  is 
to  keep  order  and  regulate  the  conduct  of  the 
election.  It  is  true  that,  by  the  47th  rule,  the 
returning  officer  may,  if  he  think  fit,  preside  at 
any  polhng  station ;  but,  if  he  does  not,  he  must 
appoint  a  presiding  officer,  and  the  48th  rule 
assifmes  he  may  appoint  clerks.  The  presiding 
officer  beins;  appointed,  the  scheme  is  laid  out  in 
sect.  2  and  rules  23  and  24,  and  the  rules  seem  to 
disclose  how  the  enactments  are  to  be  carried 
out.  The  presiding  officer  is  to  have  the 
ballot  box  kept  in  his  presence.  If  this  was  all, 
the  scheme  would  be  inconclusive.  Upon  the 
voter  receiving  the  ballot  paper  he  is  not  to  leave 
the  booth,  he  is  to  go  into  tne  compartment  and 
there  mark  the  paper ;  he  is  then  to  fold  it  up  and 
take  it  to  the  presiding  officer,  in  whose  presence 
he  is  to  put  it  into  the  ballot  box.  The  necessary 
inference  is  that  the  presiding  officer  must  bo 
there  to  look  at  the  paper,  or  else  he  cannot  see  it. 
This  is  not  for  the  protection  of  the  voter,  but  for 
the  protection  of  the  public,  in  order  that  the 
same  paper  may  be  put  into  tVk!^  V^*^  ^&  nr^&\^'^'^^^ 


282 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


O.P.] 


Jones  v.  Pickbring. 


[O.P. 


to  the  voter ;  and  this  is  most  important,  as  the 
whole  effect  of  the  ballot  might  be  lost  by  the 
purloining  of  a  single  voting  paper.  The  Act 
really  expresses  that  someone  is  to  deliver  a 
paper  and  see  it  properly  marked,  and  that  some- 
one is  to  see  that  no  paper  is  put  into  the  box 
unless  marked.  It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  duty. 
The  question  then  arises  is  the  public  officer  alone 
to  perform  these  duties  P  It  is  by  accepting  the 
office  he  undertakes  these  duties,  but  by  rule  50 
he  may  delegate  his  authority ;  but  I  apprehend, 
all  those  duties  which  he  docs  not  delegate,  he 
must  do  himself.  The  next  point  is,  is  he  liable 
for  the  acts  of  omission  or  commission  done  by 
his  clerk  P  The  clerk  is  not  a  servant,  and  I  do 
not  think  he  is  responsible  for  his  clerk's  acts,  and 
he  could  then  onlv  be  responsible  for  those  duties 
he  personally  undertakes.  The  next  question  is 
whether  the  breach  of  duties  undertaken  gives  a 
ight  of  action  to  an  individual  without  an  alle- 
gation of  malice.  These  are  ministerial  acts  and 
tne  cases  of  Schinotti  v.  Bumsted  (6  T.  B.  646), 
and  Toyer  v.  Child  (6  El.  &  Bl.  377),  and 
AthinHon  v.  The  Neiocastle  WcUerworhs  Company 
(L.  Bep.  6  Ex.  414),  lay  down  that  an  action 
will  lie  unless  the  statute  specially  stops  it. 
It  was  urged  that  sect.  11  had  this  effect,  but 
in  my  opinion  that  is  not  so ;  the  specific  words 
say  this  liability  is  "in  addition  to  any  other 
penalty  or  liability  to  which  he  may  be  subject." 
It  seems  clear  that  according  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  statute  some  person  is  liable ;  it 
is  said  that  it  is  a  hard  case  against  the  defendant, 
and  this  statute  ought  to  be  construed  strictly,  but 
this  is  wrong,  this  statute  should  be  construed  as 
any  other ;  and  it  is  only  necessary  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  prove  the  breach  relied  upon,  and  to  prove 
he  was  the  person  aggrieved.  The  damages  are 
damages  at  large,  therefore  he  need  only  show  he 
is  aggrieved.  In  the  first  count  the  first  duty 
alleged  is  a  duty  to  deliver  papers  which  were 
properly  marked ;  it  was  the  defendant's  duty,  if 
the  breaches  are  alleged  with  certainty  enough,  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  person  aggneved. 
If  we  look  at  what  took  place  before  the  barrister 
who  went  down  to  try  the  petition,  the  allegations 
may  be  open  to  the  criticisms  which  have  been 
made  upon  them ;  but  in  my  opinion  this  is  not  an 
allegation  of  resulting  duty  or  of  a  result  in  law. 
No  man  can  be  prevented  from  being  elected  except 
by  the  vote  being  thrown  away.  It  can't  be 
said  to  be  the  result  of  law,  it  is  the  result 
of  fact,  and  if  these  facts  are  breaches  of  duty, 
then  the  plaintiff  is  in  the  position  of  a  person 
aggrieved.  With  regard  to  the  second  count, 
although  there  is  no  express  enactment  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  presiding  officer  to  be  present,  by 
implication  there  is  that  duty  imposed  unless  he 
has  delegated  it  to  someone,  and  the  allegations 
show,  prima  facie^  that  the  duty  is  on  3ie  de- 
fendant. I  therefore  think  the  first  and  second 
counts  sufficient  to  give  the  plaintiff  a  cause  of 
action,  and  I  agree  with  what  my  Lord  has  said 
as  to  the  third  count.  I  think  all  three  counts 
sufficiently  disclose  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
defendant,  the  first  and  second  couats  under  the 
common  law  nght,  the  third  under  sect.  11  of 
the  statute.  If,  however,  upon  the  traverse  of 
the  duties,  it  appears  that  it  was  the  clerk  who 
acted  and  not  the  presiding  officer,  the  plaintiff 
will  fail  in  his  action. 
Grove,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  two  out   of  the 


three  allegations  are  well  founded,  as  these  are 
duties  cast  by  the  Act  upon  the  presiding  officer 
for  the  time  being.  I  say  for  the  time  being, 
as  the  office  of  public  officer  ma^  be  performed  uf 
clerks.  With  regard  to  the  third  allegation  that 
the  official  mark  is  to  be  on  the  paper,  I  agree 
with  my  Lord  that  is  not  a  duty  imposed  on  the 
public  officer.  The  statute  does  not  state  in  express 
terms  what  the  public  officer  is  and  is  not  to  do, 
but  it  points  out  what  duties  are  to  be  nndeitaken 
by  someone.  Sect.  2  says  the  voting  pi^Mr  shall  be 
marked  on  both  sides  and  delivers  to  the  TOler; 
so  then,  as  it  is  not  expressly  said  who  it  is  who 
is  to  give  it  out,  we  must  look  at  the  Act.  It  is  not 
the  returning  officer,  unless  he  choose  to  take  upoo 
himself  the  duties  of  presiding  officer.  The  presiding 
officer  may  appoint  a  clerk,  and  if  he  appoint  a  deiS 
to  issue  the  papers,  that  clerk  takes  the  duty  of 
presiding  offieer  upon  himself,  and  becomes  the 
presiding  officer  for  the  time  being.  This  must  be 
a  duty,  for  without  the  delivery  of  the  voting  paper 
the  voter  could  not  vote  at  all.  Secondly,  is  the 
presiding  officer  necessarily  to  be  present  ?  The 
seoond  section  says  he  must  be  present,  for  the 
voter  is  to  plaoe  the  ballot  paper  in  the  bos« 
having  shown  it  to  the  presiding  officer.  I  oome 
now  to  the  third  point,  thai  is  whether  the  dn^ 
is  thrown  on  the  presiding  officer  to  asoertain 
if  the  official  mark  is  on  the  ballot  paper.  Snch 
duty  is  not  directly  imposed,  but  only  im|^ed, 
for  the  voter  is  to  show  it  to  him,  and  therafcn^ 
he  must  be  there  to  see  it.  I  find  not  only  is  the 
duty  not  thrown  on  the  presiding  offloer,  bat 
directly  on  the  voter,  and  in  the  form  this  is 
given  much  more  specifically,  for  the.  voter  is  to  go 
into  a  compartment,  and  then  come  out,  and,  in 
the  presence  of  the  presiding  officer,  put  the  paper 
in  the  ballot  box,  and  if  the  voter  takes  the  paper 
out  of  the  station  ur  puts  any  other  than  the 
ballot  paper  into  the  box  he  is  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor, and  subject  to  imprisonment.  I  think 
it  would  bo  hard,  under  such  circumstances,  to  put 
the  extra  duty  on  the  presiding  officer,  when  clearly 
the  voter  is  the  person  on  whom  the  responsiblity 
is  thrown.  The  next  Question  is  as  to  the  breach  ol 
duty.  The  cases  cited  have  satisfied  my  mind.  If 
Miller  v.  Seare  (2  Wm.  Bl.  1141),  had  been  the  only 
cjkse  cited  I  should  not  have  been  satisfied,  bot  the 
subsequent  cases  show  that  in  cases  not  at  all  par- 
taking of  malice,  a  person  is  liable  for  a  breacn  of 
duty  committed  to  him  by  Act  of  Parliament,  al- 
though  the  breach  is  not  wilful.  Then  I  must  siy 
it  seems  reasonable  to  think  that  the  11th  sectioo 
has  not  taken  away  the  common  law  liability  of  the 
defendant,  and  I  agree  with  my  brothers  Keating 
and  Brett  that  the  allegations  are  sufficient  to  sboir 
the  plaintiff  is  the  person  aggrieved.  With  regard  to 
what  took  place  before  the  barrister,  the  declaration 
does  not  show  that  the  absence  of  the  official  mark 
was  in  consequence  of  the  defendant's  neglect  ol 
duty,  it  is  only  alleged  that  the  absence  ol  the 
official  mark  was  the  ground  of  the  barristei's  de- 
cision, but  I  am  of  opinion  this  is  covered  by  ti« 
words,  **that  by  reason  of  the  neglect  d  the  rasper 
tive  duties  by  the  defendant  committed  the  pbm- 
tiff  was  prevented  from  being  elected.**  This  is  s 
question  of  mixed  law  and  fact,  and  may  be  tn* 
versed.  On  the  third  count  I  agree  with  the  nst 
of  the  court.  Jiulgmenifar  ijUpIoMljf. 

Attorneys :  for  the  plaintiff,  Feanm,  (Mmbom^  aad 
Fearon  for  Hawkes,  Birmingham ;  for  the  deltB* 
dant,  OoufdeU,  Qrundy^  and  Srawn^ 
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CuBm  V.  Uaisb. 


iamtnt  to  be  a  public  highway  leill  not  of 

leity  become  to  until  oU  the  prorinonB  of  the 

Ad  for  making  and  creating  U  have  been  strietiy 

eom^ied  v>iih. 

Wlure  eommieeioneri,  by  their  award  under  a  loctd 

Jet,  *tt  out  a  public  highteay,  but  no  road  ■woe 

eoer  made  in  pu/rmionce  of  Ih^  award,  and  the 

d  road  aboaye  remained  itnpaeiidtle  to  the 


aeld,  thtU  the  mere  aUoiment  of  a  piece  of  land  by 

the  eommietitmers  was  not  lujficienj  to  make  it  a 

jmblie  highway,  and  that  aU  the  regtUaiiant  of 

the  Act   of  Parliaiment  mutt   be   complied   wiik 

biffore  U  became  such  a  highway  as  wot  in  th^ 

contemplation  of  the  LegieiatuTe,  and  before  the 

parith  could  be  ealied  upon  to  repair  it 

Thz  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant, on  divers 

d«7B  ftnd  times  brokeand  entered  on  certain  lands 

of  the  plaintiff,  and  dng  ap  and  took  and  carried 

vnj  oertain  treea  ana  enruba  o[  the  plaintiff, 

growing  and  being  npon  tbe  s^d  land,  and  took 

and  carried  away  tne  soil  of  the  plaintiff,  and  broke 

■od  destroTed  certain  fences  of  the  plaintiff  then 

and  there  heing. 

Fleas  :  First,  not  guilty  ;  secondly,  traverse  that 
the  land  waa  the  plaintiff^ ;  thirdly,  that  at  the  time 
of  tbe  allied  trespasses  there  was,  and  of  right 
onght  to  have  been,  a  common  and  public  highway 
OTer  tbe  said  land  for  all  persons  to  go  and 
return,  on  foot  and  with  horses,  cattle,  and  car- 
riages at  all  times  of  the  year,  at  their  free  will 
ana  pleasnre  ;  and  that  the  defendant  hod  occasion 
to  Dae  tbe  said  way,  and  because  the  Aaid  trees  and 
■bmbs  were  then  growing  in  and  upon  the  said 
highway,  obstrnctiiig  the  same  and  preventing  and 
obatracting  the  defbndaat  from  passing  along  the 
same,  tbe  defendant  necessarily  dug  up  the  said 
trees  and  shraba  for  the  purpose  of  using  tbe 
■aid  hiffhway,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  in 
that  behalf,  which  are  the  alleged  trespasses. 
Replication  and  new  assignment. 
The  plaintiff  joins  issue  on  the  defendant's  pleas ; 
■nd  the  plaintiff,  as  to  Che  defendant's  third  ptea, 
aaya  ho  sues,  noC  only  for  the  causes  of  action 
therein  admited,  bat  also  for  trespasses  committed 
by  the  defendant  in  excess  of  the  alleged  rights, 
and  also  in  other  ports  of  tbe  said  land,  and  on 
other  occasions  and  for  other  purposes  than  tbotje 
referred  to  in  the  said  plea. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  new 
aaaignment,  wherenpon  issue  was  joined. 

Ths  Botion  was  bronght  to  try  the  right  at  the 
pUi^riff  to  t^  goii  of  D  oertain  strip  of  land,  about 
•Oft.  in  width  and  800 ft.  in  length,  adjoining  a 
olOM  of  land  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  formerly 
parfe  of  the  manor  ofEmngham,  upon  which  it  waa 
•Oagod  ft  right  of  way  existed,  by  reason  of  the 
ftVBid  of  the  Enolosnre  Commissioners,  appointed 
br  an  Act  of  Parliament,  poased  in  the  42nd  of 
Cmo.  3,  and  who  made  ttieir  award  in  the  yetu- 
1806. 

Hw  Act  redtad,  tnter  aUa,  that  there  was  in 
thepviah  of  Effingham  a  common  or  waste  oolled 
BSn^WBi  Uppor  Oommon,  and  it  enacted  that 
iiiiiiiiiini<IWMi   WBTO  ^)pointed   for  setting  ont. 


n 


dividing,  allotting,  and  enclosing  the  waste  lands 
in  that  part  of  the  oommon. 

Tbe  award  then  proceeds  as  follows : — "  And 
tbe  said  commissioners  bath  set  out  and  appointed 
such  public  carriage  rood  and  highways  toroagh 
and  over  the  same  lands  and  grounds,  and  doth 
hereby  award  and  confirm  the  same  in  manner 
following,  viz.,  one  other  public  carriage  rood  or 
i  highway,  of  tbe  breadth  of  40  ft.,  leading  from  ft 
certain  place  called  White  Down  Qate,  and  going 
in  a  north-easterly  direction  to  Picket's  Hole  Cor- 
ner, and  from  thence  in  a  northward  direction  to  a 
certain  place  called  Riding's  Comer,  and  from 
thence  in  a  westward  direction  to  the  south  end  of 
a  certain  lane  called  Bonce's." 

This  road,  although  set  out,  was  never  actually 
made,  and  the  public  have  never  used  it  or  en- 
joyed it  in  any  manner. 

By  the  ath  and  9th  sections  of  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament the  commissioners  were  given  power  to 
set  out  pnblio  highways,  and  instructions  were 
iveo  to  the  commissioaers  as  to  what  was  to  be 
previous  to  their  making  their  award.  They 
were  empowered  to  hear  evidenoe  as  to  the  advan- 
tages and  disadvantages  of  the  proposed  roadways, 
after  which  their  decision  was  to  be  final.  Power 
was  also  given  them  to  appoint  a  surveyor  to  lay 
out  and  attend  to  the  proper  formation  and  creation 
of  the  roads,  and  to  raise  the  rates  for  the  purpose 
of  defraying  the  expenses  incident  to  their  forma- 
tion ;  and  after  tbe  surveyor  hod  made  a  road  it 
became  a  public  highway,  and  repairable  by  the 

At  tbe  trial  before  Cockbum,  C.J.,  and  a  special 
jury,  at  the  last  Kingston  assizes,  the  judf^  left 
the  following  questions  to  tbe  jnry.  1-  Haid  tbe 
plaintiff  possession  of  the  strip  of  land  in  qnestion 
prior  to  twenty  years  before  this  action  P  Answer, 
Yes.  2.  If  not,  had  the  plaintiffpoesession  at  the 
time  of  the  trespass  P  Answer,  Yes.  3.  Was  the 
40  ft.  wide  road  which  was  laid  oat  under  the 
award  ever  accepted  by  the  pnblio  P  Answer,  No. 
4.  Were  the  trees  cut  down  by  the  defendant  tor 
the  pnrpoae  of  using  the  road,  or  in  the  assertion 
ot  a  right  of  property  ?  Answer,  That  the  trees 
were  cut  down  m  the  assertion  of  a  right.  The 
judge  then  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for 
the  plaintiff,  giving  leave  to  the  defendant's 
counsel  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  her  on  any 
points  of  ]aw  consistent  with  tbe  findings  of  the 
jury. 

&  rule  having  been  obtained  accordingly. 

Joseph  Brown,  Q.C.,  with  whom  was  Lumley 
Smith,  showed  cause.— In  1802,  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  enclosing 
Effingham  Common,  and  in  1808  the  commis- 
sioners made  their  award.  In  their  award  the 
commissioners  professed  to  set  out  a  highway  40  ft. 
wide,  but  that  highway  never  was  laid  out  or  made 
available,  nor  did  the  public  ever  make  any  useofit. 
[BfiBTT,  J.~Then  the  question  is,  assuming  no  user 
by  the  public,  does  that  prevent  its  being  a  high- 
way P]  Precisely  so.  Theroadianot  shown  to  have 
ever  been  made ;  before  it  could  have  been  thrown 
on  the  parish  it  was  necessary  at  least  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  of  Parliament  should  be  ful- 
filled and  carried  out,  Before  the  Highway  Act 
there  was  no  distinction  between  a  road  being  a 
highway  and  beine  repairable  by  the  parish ;  aa 
the  road  bos  never  oeen  used,  I  may  assume  that 
it  has  boon  stopped  op.  [Kbatino,  J.— Ton  can- 
not do  that    It  oan  only  be  tAov^«&.  V^  *.-wt*.  A 
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ad  quod  damnum,  an  order  of  quarter  sessions,  or 
another  Act  of  Parliament.]    He  cited 

Fisher  y.  Prawse,  6  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  711 ;  2  B.  A  S. 

776; 
R,  T.  The  Inhabitants  ofHaelingtan  F%sld^2  M.  A  S. 

558; 
Toumson  t.  Tielcell,  S3.  Sl  Aid.  31 ;  and  Dovtuton t. 
Payne,  2  Smith's  Leading  Cas.  p.  146,  notes. 

Biron  (Moniague  Chambers,  Q.C.,  with  him.) — 
All  the  necessary  and  important  acts  were  per- 
formed to  create  this  a  highway,  and  the  Act  of 
Parliament  having  created  the  road,  it  is  a  road 
for  all  time,  until  closed  by  order  of  quarter 
sessions  or  by  any  other  usual  mode.  Whatever 
rights  the  public  had  in  1809,  that  is  after  the 
award,  they  have  the  same  rights  now.  I  can  find 
no  case  in  which  a  highway  has  been  set  out  by 
Act  of  Parliament  where  such  highway  has  ever 
been  stopped  up  or  tbe  right  disputed.  There 
can  be  no  dedication  to  the  public  for  a  limited 
time,  certain  or  uncertain ;  if  dedicated  at  all  it 
must  be  in  perpetuity.  Neither  can  the  public  by 
non-user  release  their  rights.  That  was  laid  down 
in  Dawes  v.  Hawkins  (8  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  848 ;  4  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  288),  where  an  ancient  highway  was, 
without  authority  or  interference  from  the  owner 
of  the  soil,  diverted  by  an  adjoining  proprietor 
who  substituted  for  it  a  new  road  which  was  used 
by  the  public  for  more  than  twenty  years.  After 
the  lapse  of  that  period  the  original  road  was 
reopened,  and  the  then  owner  of  the  soil  over 
which  the  substituted  road  had  passed,  built  a 
wall  and  planted  trees  across  the  road  which  had 
been  so  substituted.  In  an  action  of  trespass  for 
pulling  down  the  wall  and  cutting  down  the  trees, 
it  was  held  that  the  above  acts  afforded  no  evidence 
of  a  dedication  of  a  substituted  road  to  the  public. 
Formerly  the  usual  method  of  obtaining  a  highway 
was  bv  dedication  and  user,  but  the  more  modem 
pmcedure  is  to  obtain  an  Act  of  Parliament.  He 
cited 

'rumer  v.  Ringwood  Highway  Board,  L.  Bep.  9  £q. 

418; 
R.  V.  Lyon,  5  D.  A  B.  497 ; 
Attorney -General  v.  United  Kingdom  Telegraph  Co., 

5  L.  Bep.  N.  S.  338. 

And  in  Robeiis  v.  Hunt  (15  Q.  B.  17),  it  is  stated 
that  if  a  road  has  been  dedicated  to  the  public  and 
used,  but  the  necessary  steps  have  not  oeen  taken 
by  notice,  &c.,  to  make  it  repairable  by  the  parish, 
it  is  still  a  highway  in  other  respects,  and  an 
action  is  maintainable  for  obstructing  it  to  the 
plaintiff's  damage. 

Keating,  J. — This  case  has  been  well  argued, 
and  we  have  received  every  assistance  we  could 
from  the  learned  counsel  on  both  sides,  but  they 
have  been  constrained  to  admit  that  there  is  a  great 
dearth  of  authority.  The  rule  is  to  enter  the  ver- 
dict on  the  third  plea,  which  was  pleaded  to  the  count 
of  trespass.  The  contention  was  that  the  locus  in 
quo  was  on  a  common  highway,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant entered  on  and  lawfully  committed  the 
alleged  trespasses.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice,  at  the 
trial,  put  four  questions  to  the  jury,  who  gave  an 
answer  to  them  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  Leave 
was  given  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  to  the  defen- 
dant to  move  on  any  points  of  law  consistent  with 
the  findings  of  the  juxy,  and  in  accordance  with 
that  leave  this  rule  was  obtained.  Aiter  some 
doubt  in  my  mind,  I  am  of  opinion  the  rule  should 
be  discharged.  The  defendant  having  pleaded  the 
existence  of  a  highway,  must,  in  order  to  justify, 
prove  the  existence  of  a  common  right  of  way. 


There  is  no  proof  shown  to  have  been  given  of  the 
existence  of  such  a  highway,  and  the  oser  is  ex- 
pressly negatived  by  the  findings  of  the  jury.  If 
then  tnerei)e  no  user  shown,  the  defendant  ia  in 
this  difficulty,  that  she  ii  driven  to  establish  a 
right  of  way  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  that  is  the 
Enclosure  Act  passed  in  1802,  and  the  oommis- 
sioners'  award  under  it  passed  in  1808.  The  com- 
missioners, it  is  admitted,  did  set  out  a  road  40  ft. 
wide,  and  which  was  part  of  the  locus  in  quo ;  and 
if  that  act  of  their  setting  out  the  road  nndtf 
the  award  were  sufficient  to  constitute  that  lociu 
in  quo  a  public  highway,  the  defendant  would  have 
made  out  her  plea ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  this 
act  of  setting  out  the  road  alone  was  not  sufficient, 
and  did  not  constitute  the  ground  so  set  out  a 
public  highway  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
The  commissioners  are  to  lay  out  the  line  of  in- 
tended roads  to  be  made,  and,  having  done  so,  a 
surveyor  is  to  be  appointed  who  is  to  complete  the 
formation  of  the  road  and  until  it  is  thoroughly 
made  and  put  in  a  state  of  repair,  the  parish  is  not 
liable  to  repair  it.  But  it  is  said,  even  if  that 
was  the  intention  of  the  L^slatnre,  it  was  still  a 
public  hiffhway  repairable  by  the  parish;  that 
could  not  DC  so,  for  reading  the  statute  in  the  way 
I  do,  I  consider  that  if  it  Mcame  repairable  by  the 
parish  at  common  law,  ^et,  when  the  Lej^islatore 
says  it  shall  not  be  repairable  by  the  parish  nncQ 
certain  preliminaries  nave  been  gone  into,  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  all  neoes- 
sary  preliminaries  should  be  gone  through  before 
it  became  a  highway,  and  that  it  was  nol  their  in- 
tention to  throw  the  burden  on  the  parish  nnder 
anv  other  circumstances.  I  therefbre  think  this 
rule  should  be  discharged. 

Brett,  J. — The  Question  is,  whether  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  was  oonnd  to  direct  the  jury  that 
the  third  plea  was  proved.  I  take  the  fact  to  be^ 
that  afler  the  passing  of  the  local  Act,  every  thii^ 
was  done  for  the  commissioners  to  make  their 
award.  They  did  so  The  road  was  properly  set 
out,  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  anythmg  more 
had  ever  been  done  to  the  road,  or  even  that  it 
was  made  a  road,  more  than  the  settins  out  by 
marks  and  bounds  can  make  a  piece  of  land  a  road ; 
nor  was  there  evidence  that  the  road  was  used  by 
the  public  as  a  highwav.  But  as  it  was  set  out  by 
the  commissioners,  I  think  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
was  lx)und  to  direct  the  jury  that  the  place  was  a 
public  highway.  According  to  the  not«  in  Dovattcm 
V.  Payne  (2  Sm.  Lead.  Cas.  140),  a  highway  may  be 
created  in  two  ways,  either  by  the  express  enact- 
ment of  the  Legislature,  or  by  a  dedication  to  the 
public  by  the  owner  of  the  land  over  which  it 
extends  of  a  right  of  passage  over  it,  and  this 
dedication  will  be  presumed  from  an  nninterrapted 
user  by  the  public  of  the  right  of  way  claimed; 
and  Blackburn,  J.,  says  in  his  masterly  jadgnmit 
in  the  case  of  Fisher  v.  Prowse  (2  B.  &  S.  776;  6 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.,  711),  that  it  is  not  compaJsory 
on  the  public  to  accept  the  use  of  a  way  whn 
offered  to  them.  It  is  true  that  if  evidence  of 
user  be  given,  that  is  some  evidence  of  a  dedio^ 
tion  by  the  owner,  but  you  must  have  both  a 
dedication  and  a  user  by  the  public  to  make  a 
road  otherwise  than  by  statute,  and  if  the  road 
be  made  by  statute,  which  is  the  only  othor 
method,  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  ParUameiit 
must  be  strictly  followed,  or  the  creation  wfll  not 
take  place,  and  if  a  person  desire  to  show  a  voadlMi 
been  created,  they  most  show  that  the 
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of  the  Act  haTe  all  been  complied  with.  Several 
cases  have  been  called  to  oar  attention,  bnt  there 
is  remarkably  little  authority  on  this  point.  In 
Rex  V.  Haslingfield  (2  M.  &  S.  558),  the  jndges 
relied  on  the  constmction  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment. However,  I  look  at  the  award  as  a  grant  to 
the  local  public  of  something  which  they  did  not 
possess  before,  and  it  concerns  the  local  public  far 
more  than  the  parish,  and  before  the  parish  take  it 
they  are  entitled  to  have  the  road  strictly  com- 

51eted  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
"he  commissioners  are  placed  in  the  position  of  an 
owner  who  is  about  to  dedicate  the  land  to  the 
public,  but  they  can  only  do  this  by  making  the 
road  complete.  In  this  case  the  commissioners 
would  have  to  act  imder  the  local  Act,  but  at 
the  same  timo  they  would  also  be  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  general  Highway  Act.  By 
the  local  Act  this  road  is  to  be  considered  a 
public  highway,  and  it  contains  instructions  to 
the  commissioners  as  to  what  is  to  be  done 
previous  to  making  the  award,  and  it  gives 
persons  power  to  object,  and  after  hearing 
them  the  decision  of  the  commissioners  is  to  be 
finaL  It  also  says  that  the  roads  planned  by  the 
commissioners  may  be  in  places  where  previously 
no  road  existed;  and  then  it  says  the  commis- 
sioners are  to  appoint  a  survevor  who  is  to  put 
the  roads  in  a  proper  state  of  repair,  and  then 
when  that  has  been  done,  the  Act  says,  it  is  a 
public  highway  and  the  parish  are  to  I'epair  it. 
Now,  therefore,  as  soon  as  it  is  shown  that  this 
was  a  public  highway  forced  upon  the  public, 
those  wno  claim  it  as  such  must  show  it  is  a  way 
and  a  highway  which  has  been  made  a  complete 
road  by  the  commissioners  and  their  surveyor. 
I  say  that  such  is  the  case  where  there  has  been 
no  use  of  the  road — it  may  be  that  if  the  public 
take  to  the  road  and  use  it,  then  other  considera- 
tions may  arise,  for  the  public  could  not  turn 
round  after  using  it,  and  say  the  road  was  never 
completed,  and  we  will  not  have  it.  One  of  the 
cases  quoted  by  Mr.  Biron  and  relied  on  by  him 
was  Turner  v.  The  Bingwood  Highway  Board, 
(L.  Bep.  9  Eq.  418),  but  I  do  not  think  that  it  is 
an  authoritv  contrary  to  what  we  are  deciding ; 
there  is  nothing  inconsistent  with  that  case  to  sav 
that  the  road  may  not  have  been  completely  formed, 
and  that  people  had  only  walked  over  part  of  it,  and 
in  the  case  of  AUomey-General  v.  United  Kingdcnn 
Telegraph  Company  (5  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  338),  and  of 
Dawes y.  Haiohine  (8  C. B.,  N.  S, 848 ;  4  L. T.  Rep. 
K.  S.  288),  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  roaas 
ever  had  been  created ;  so  in  Bex  v.  Lyon  (5  D.  & 
Byl.  497),  the  way  had  been  a  made  and  used  way, 
and  the  Act  of  Parliament  treated  the  road  as  a 
highway,  and  it  was  actually  used  as  such.  None, 
therefore,  of  these  cases  seem  contrary  to  our 
deciaion.  The  road  was  created  by  Act  of  Par- 
liament without  user  by  the  public,  and  the 
defendant  has  failed  to  prove  that  the  stipalations 
have  ever  been  applied  to  the  road. 

Geovx,  J. — It  IS  contended  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  after  setting  out  the  limits,  and  marking  out 
OD  the  ground  a  position  for  a  road  under  the 
authority  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  that  that  piece 
of  groond  without  any  user  by  the  public  becomes 
at  once  and  for  ever  a  public  hignwav,  although 
snbaeqnenUy  the  ground  may  have  been  culti- 
Tmted;  it  requires  strong  woros  to  make  that  so, 
espedaOy  when  once  it  iMoomes  a  public  hishway 
•It  reaudni  so  for  all  time.    Mr.  Biron  was  obliged 


to  admit  that  there  had  always  been  hedges  across 
the  road,  so  as  to  make  it  practically  impcissable. 
If  the  statute  be  a  contract  with  the  puolic,  it  is 
strange,  indeed,  that  the  public  shoula  be  bound 
when  thev  have  not  got  what  they  want,  and  as  by  the 
statute  the  surveyor  is  to  put  the  road  into  a  fit 
and  proper  state  before  the  parish  need  accept  it, 
can  we  say  that  these  preUminaries  do  not  amount 
to  a  bargain  to  be  performed  previous  to  the  dedi- 
cation to  the  public  P  Mr.  Biron  in  his  amiment 
nearly  said  that  before  the  passing  of  the  Highway 
Act,  there  could  be  a  highway  without  the  parish 
having  to  keep  it  in  repair,  but  the  parish  always 
have  repaired  oefore  the  Act.  Suppose  the  statute 
enacts  that  the  roads  should  be  common  high- 
ways, they  would  necessarily  be  repairable  by  the 
parish — which  is  borne  out  by  Asnurst,  J.,  in  his 
judgment  in  E.  v.  Sheffield  (2  T.  R.  106),  where  he 
says,  "  Now  it  is  an  incontrovertible  position,  that 
by  the  general  law  of  the  land  the  pa^h  at  large 
lA  prima  fa^  bound  to  repair  all  highways  lying 
within  it,  unless  bv  prescription  they  can  throw 
the  onus  on  particular  persons  by  reason  of  their 
tenure ;  but  when  this  is  the  case,  it  is  by  wav  of 
exception  to  the  general  rule,  and  therefore, 
where  no  other  persons  are  bound  to  repair,  the 
parish  must  do  so,  ex  neceesUate"  If  then  it  is 
an  undisputed  proposition,  that  if  the  road  be 
made  by  statute  without  any  provision  as  to  its 
repair,  it  is  to  be  repaired  b^  the  parish,  is  it  not 
fair  to  say  that  if  the  statute  mtended  it  should  be 
a  highway,  that  it  does  not  contemplate  its  being 
a  public  highway  until  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
are  completed  and  carried  out.  The  bargain  with 
the  public  being  completed,  the  parish  is  bound  to 
repair,  but  to  say  that  that  which  is  not  traversable 
is  a  highway,  seems  to  me  not  warranted  by  any 
words  of  the  statute.  I  therefore  think  this  rule 
should  be  discharged.  Btde  discharged. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  James  and  John  Hopgood, 
Attorney  for  aefendant,  Fladgaie,  Clark,  and  Co. 
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June  5  ayid  11, 1873. 

(Before  the  Lords  Justices.) 

Erskine  v.  Adeane. 

Landlord  aiid  tenant — Noxious  shrubs — Implied 
Moarraniy — 3  8f  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  2 — Compensation 
for  loss  by  game — Parol  variation  of  wriUen 
agreement. 

A  tenant  for  life  of  an  estate  with  powers  of  leasing, 
granting  a  lease  of  a  farm.  The  lessor  died,  and 
in  a  suit  which  was  instituted  for  the  administration 
of  his  estate,  the  lessee  brought  in  a  claim  for 
damages  sustained  by  the  loss  of  soms  sheep  and 
cattle  which  died,  more  than  six  montlis  before  the 
lessor* s  death,  from  easing  branches  of  yew  trees 
growing  on  the  lessor's  land,  which  project^  into 
the  lessee's  field,  and  from  eating  cuttings  of  the 
yew  trees  which  hnd  been  thrown  into  the  lessee's 
field  by  the  lessor's  servants. 

Held  {reversing  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls)  that  tne  claim  could  not  be  sustained,  as  the 
cause  of  action  {if  any)  died  with  the  lessor;  and 
the  executors  were  freed  from  all  liahility,  no 
a^Uion  having  been  brought  within  the  time  ap- 
voinled  bytheS^4  WiU.  4  e.  42. 

The  lessee  made  another  claim  /or  damoi^^ift  vojiftAA.'M^ 
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since  the  lessor's  death  by  loss  of  eatUe  which  had 
died  from  eating  yew  cuttings  lying  on  lessor's 
Icmdf  to  which  the  catUe  had  gained  access  through 
a  fence  which  was  out  of  repair,  and  which  the 
lessor  had  not  covenanted  to  keep  in  repair. 
Held,  that  the  executors  of  the  lessor  were  under  no 
obligation  to  keep  the  fence  in  repair,  and  that  the 
davm  could  notoe  sustained. 
The  lease  reserved  the  game  on  the  farm  to  the  lessor. 
Two  months  before  the  lease  was  executed,  the 
lessor's  steward  verbaUy  promised  the  lessee  that 
the  oame  should  be  JdUed  down,  and  it  was  on  the 
faiin  of  thai  promise  thai  the  lessee  entered  into 
the  lease.  In  spite  of  thispromise  tJis  shooting  was 
let  to  a  gentleman  who  kept  a  large  quantity  of 
game. 
On  a  claim  by  the  lessee  for  damages  caused  by  the 

deoredaiions  of  the  game, 
Hela  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls),  that  ike  verbal  promise  constituted  a  good 
collateral  agreem^ent,  and  was  binding  upon  the 
lessor,  and  that  the  lessee  wets  entitled  to  be  paid 
the  amount  of  the  damages  sustained  by  breach  of 
it  out  of  the  lessor's  estate. 
In  this  case  there  were  two  cross  appeals  from  a 
decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

The  suit  was  one  for  the  administration  of  the 
estate  of  Mr.  Henry  John  Adeaue,  who  had  been 
tenant  for  life  of  an  estate  called  Babraham  Hall, 
in  Cambridgeshire,  where  he  resided  daring  his 
life. 

In  the  suit  two  claims  for  compensation  were 
brought  in  by  a  Mr.  Bennett,  who  was  lessee  of  a 
farm  on  the  Babraham  Hall  estate  called  the 
Home  Farm,  under  a  lease  for  eight  years,  which 
was  executed  in  Aug.  1868,  under  a  power  of 
leasing  vested  in  the  tenant  for  life. 

The  first  claim  was  for  damages  sustained  by 
the  loss  of  some  sheep  and  cattle  which  died, 
more  than  six  months  before  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  from  browsing  upon  branches  of 
yew  trees  growing  on  the  lessor's  land  which  pro- 
jected into  the  fields  of  the  Home  Farm,  and  from 
eatine  cuttings  of  the  yew  trees  which  had  been 
thrown  into  tne  fields  of  the  Home  Farm  by  the 
servants  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

The  tenant  for  life  died  on  the  17th  Feb.  1870, 
and  his  will  was  proved  on  the  7th  April.  The 
administration  suit  was  instituted  on  the  9th  Feb. 
1871,  and  no  claim  was  made  by  Bennett  in  respect 
of  the  losses  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  him 
till  after  that  date.  The  present  claim  was  i  aised 
by  summons,  which  was  adjourned  into  court. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  having  allowed  the 
claim,  Mr.  Adeane*s  executors  appealed. 

Fnf,  Q.C.  and  Bromehead,  for  the  appellants. — 
The  Master  of  the  Bolls  allowed  the  claim  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  an  implied  warranty 
by  a  landlord  letting  a  farm  that  there  were  no 
trees  on  the  land  which  would  poison  cattle.  We 
contend  that  there  is  no  sucn  warranty.  The 
maxim  ocft'o  personalis  moritur  cnm  persond  dis- 
poses of  this  claim.  The  claim  has  not  been 
made  within  the  time  appointed  by  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  42,  s.  2,  which  proyides  that  "an  action  of 
trespass,  or  trespass  on  the  case,  as  the  case  may 
be,  may  be  maintained  against  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  any  person  deceased  for  any 
wrong  committed  by  him  in  his  lifetime,  to  answer 
in  respect  of  his  pronerty,  real  or  personal,  so  as 
such  injury  shall  nave  been  committed  within  six 
OB)€ndar  months  before  such  person^s  death,  and 


so  as  such  action  shall  be  brought  wiihin  six 
calendar  months  after  such  executors  or  adminis- 
trators shall  have  tdcen  upon  themselyee  the 
administration  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  audi 
person." 

Cracknall  (with  him  8ou(hqaiej  Q.G.)  for 
Bennett. — There  is  such  an  implied  warranty  as 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  assumed;  but  if  not,  thera 
was  such  neghgence  on  the  part  of  the  leesor  in 
allowing  his  servants  to  throw  the  yew  outtiogs 
into  our  fields,  that  we  are  entitled  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  damage  sustained  by  us.  As 
to  the  objection  that  we  have  lost  our  right  to 
relief  by  not  bringing  an  action  within  the  time 
limited  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  e.  2,  it  was  not 
raised  in  the  court  below,  and  must  be  taken  to 
have  been  waived. 

Without  calling  for  a  reply. 

Lord  Justice  James  said :  I  am  of  opinion  that 
Mr.  Bennett  really  raised  no  claim  in  reepect  of  a 
warranty,  so  far  as  I  can  understand  it,  out  that 
this  was  a  claim  against  the  executors  ci  the 
deceased  tenant  for  life,  so  far  as  this  part  of  the 
case  goes,  for  a  wrongful  act  of  his,  ana  for  negli- 
gence of  him  and  of  his  servants  with  rsaDect  to 
tne  yew  trees — the  insufficient  fencing  on  the  one 
side,  and  the  cutting^  and  so  on  on  the  other  side. 
That  is  clearly  one  of  those  grounds  upon  which, 
at.  common  law,  no  action  could  be  brought  by  or 
a^nst  the  executors  of  a  deceased  person  except 
within  a  limited  time  prescribed  by  the  stat.  3^4 
Will.  4,  c.  42,  and  that  time  has  elapsed.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  claim  with  respect  to 
anything  done  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life 
cannot  be  sustained. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish.  —  I  am  of  the  sum 
opinion.  No  doubt  the  rule  of  common  law 
was  that  the  personal  action  died  with  the  persoHi 
and  that  no  action  could  be  brought  against  the 
executors  or  administrators  at  all  in  respect  of 
such  a  cause  of  action.  Tliis  claim,  so  far  as  it 
refers  to  negligence  in  keeping  up  the  fences,  or 
negligence  in  allowing  the  cuttings  from  the  yew 
trees  to  be  placed  where  the  cattle  oould  get  at 
them,  or  negligence  in  allowing  the  branches  of 
the  yew  trees  to  grow  over  the  hurdles,  would,  in 
all  these  respects  be  maintainable,  if  at  all,  by  a 
personal  action.  I  may  say  that,  in  my  opinion,  as 
far  as  regards  the  yew  trees  growing  over  the 
hurdles,  no  such  claim  could  be  sustained  at  all, 
nor  in  respect  of  what  the  Master  of  the  Bolb 
seems  to  have  given  judgment  upon  as  to  the  yew 
trees  growing  on  the  demised  premises.  I  cannot 
agree  that  there  is  any  warranty,  and  I  have  never 
heard  that  there  was  any  such  warranty.  The 
law  of  this  country  is,  that  a  tenant,  when  hetakei 
a  farm,  must  go  and  see  what  the  state  of  the  bm 
is.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  a  purchaser  of  a  bosi* 
ness,  if  there  is  no  warranty,  so  in  the  case  of 
taking  a  lease  of  property,  the  lessee  must  take 
the  property  as  he  finds  it.  I  never  heard  that  » 
landlora  warranted  that  the  sheep  should  not  eat  hit 
yew  trees,  or  against  what  the  consequenoes  iiu|^ 
be.  Yew  trees,  it  appears,  are  not  at  all  times 
poisonous ;  and  it  seems  very  difficult  to  tmj  when 
they  are  poisonous;  and  there  is  nothing  stall 
extraordinary  in  plantations  on  or  about  a  feniL 
It  is  but  very  rarely  that  any  aooident  happeai  oa 
account  of  that.  In  my  opimon  a  lessee  moat  tub 
his  chance  of  such  a  damage,  or  put  in  aa  eqwesi 
warranty,  if  he  thinks  there  is  resMon  to  fcar  ttflt 
his  catUe  or  sheep  may  be  damaged  bgrit»    Hawv* 
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ing  the  onttings  in  the  way  of  Lfae  eheep  miffht  be  a 
different  thing.  It  it  were  necessarj  to  inquire 
whether  there  were  sufficient  evidenoe  of  that,  it 
migfat  be  DecewaTj  to  inquire  -whether  there  was 
not  contributory  negligence  in  the  servanta  of  the 
tenant  in  allowing  the  sheep  to  go  amongst  the 
cnttiaga.  Bat  it  is  nnnecessarj  to  go  into  that. 
These  caQses  of  action  have  died  with  the  person, 
except  to  for  as  the  statute  (3  A  4  Will.  4,  c.  4-2) 
enabled  an  action  to  be  brought,  and  no  action 
having  been  brought  within  the  time  limited  by 
the  atatnte,  the  executors  were  at  the  time  this  bill 
was  filed,  freed  from  all  liability  in  respect  of  these 
GMises  of  action.         

The  aecond  part  of  this  first  claim  was  against 
the  execators  <^  Mr.  Adeane  for  damages  sustained 
since  hie  death,  by  reason  of  some  cattle  having  got 
ont  of  a  field  in  the  home  iaria  ncrosa  a  ditch 
nanally  full  of  water,  but  then  dried  up,  or  through 
a  fence  which  was  out  of  repair  and  which  ran 
along  part  of  the  ditch  where  the  water  was  usually 
shallow,  and  having  been  poisoned  by  eating  yew 
cnllinga  which  were  laid  in  a  heap  upon  one  of  the 
fielda  not  oomprised  in  the  home  farm.  There  was 
no  covenant  in  the  lease  to  keep  this  fence  in  re- 
pur. 

The  Uaster  of  the  Bolls  having  allowed  this 
daim,  the  executors  appealed. 

Fry,  Q.C.  and  Bromehead,  for  the  appellftnts.— 
There  ia  no  obligation  upon  us  to  repair  the  fences. 
As  Bayley  J.  says  in  Boyle  v.  Tamhjn  (6.  B.  4.  C. 
337),  a  man  "is  under  nolegalobligationtokeepup 
fenc«abetweenadjoiningcloseBof  which  heis  owner; 
and  even  where  adjoining  lands,  which  have  once 
belonged  to  different  persons,  one  of  whom  was 
bound  to  repair  the  fences  betireeii  the  two,  after- 
wards became  the  property  of  the  same  person, 
the  pre-existing  obligation  to  repair  the  fencoa  is 
destroyed  by  the  nnity  of  ownership.  And  where 
the  peraon  who  has  so  become  the  owner  of  the 
entirety  afterwards  parts  with  one  of  the  two  closes, 
the  obligation  to  repair  the  fences  will  not  revive, 
unless  express  words  be  introduced  into  the  deed 
of  conveyance  tor  that  purpose."  Here  the  lessor 
was  under  no  original  obligation  to  maintain  this 
fence,  and  as  there  is  no  covenant  in  the  lease  to 
repair,  no  obligation  has  arisen.  In  Laimetice  v. 
Jenkim  (28  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  8.  406  ;  L.  Bep.  8  Q.  B. 
274),  where  the  defendant's  agent  felled  a  tree  in  a 
negligent  manner,  so  that  it  fell  over  the  fence  be- 
tween the  closes  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  and 
made  a  gap  in  it,  and  two  cows  of  the  plaintiff  got 
thfoagh  the  irap  and  died  from  eating  the  leaves 
of  a  yew  tree,  it  was  held  that  the  defcadant  was 
Kable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  loss  of  the  cows.  But 
tfiat  case  ia  qnite  distinguishable  from  the  present 
case,  for  there  the  evidence  shovred  a  prescriptive 
oUigatian  on  the  part  d[  the  defendant  to  maintain 
tbe  fence  so  as  to  keep  in  the  cattle  in  the  plain 
tifl's  clow.  As  to  injury  arising  from  the  exccn 
ton  keepng  the  yew  cuttings  in  a  heap  on  the  land 


ncteW  V.  Jiylawb,  14  L.  T.  B«p.  H.  8. 523 ;  L.  B«p 
llx.9eS;  i.o.onapp.  igL.T.Bep.N.8.220;  L 
Bap.SE.AL330. 


OradmM  (with  him  Bo^hgaU,  Q.C.)  for 
BatUMtt— 'Ute  appellantd  onshl  to  have  kept  the 
Amos  in  renair,  and  it  was  their  doty  to  prevent 
oar  oattle  from  atraying  into  their  laud.  They  are 
HaUo  fcr  havim  kept  the  poisonous  cuttings  in  a 
ban>  OB  tha  kntl,  when  the  fences  were  in  such 


a  state  that  our  cattle  could  get  through  them. 
FUfeherv.  Itylands  («6i  tuj).)  is  an  authontyinour 
favour.     He  also  cited 

JorJin  T.  Crump,  S  M.  A  W.  782 ; 
Bamti  V.  Ward,  8  C.  B.  383. 

Without  calling  tor  a  reply, 

Lord  Justice  James  said :  If  this  had  been  the 
case  of  two  adjoining  landowners,  it  seems  not  to 
he  substantially  disputed  that  no  ground  of  action 
would  have  arisen  by  reason  of  the  accident,  or 
whatever  it  may  be,  tnat  has  occurred  in  this  case. 
One  piece  of  property  being  open  to  another  piece 
of  property,  cattle  have  found  their  way  from  the 
lands  of  one  owner  into  the  lands  of  another 
owner,  on  which  was  some  poisonous  matter,  con- 
sisting of  the  loppings  of  some  yew  trees  which 
had  been  left  there  in  a  heap.  In  that  case,  there 
being  no  obligation  bv  contract  or  by  prescription 
as  between  the  landowners,  it  is  clear  that  no 
action  would  lie  hy  reason  of  the  damage  that  en- 
sued from  that  which,  in  the  first  instance,  was  the 
trespass  of  the  cattle  of  the  complainant.  Now 
can  it  make  any  difference  that  the  relation  of  the 
two  adjoining  landowners  is  this—that  one  man 
is  the  landowner  in  fee  of  a  piece  of  ground  which 
he  has  retained  in  his  own  posaeasion,  and  the  adjoin- 
ing person  is  the  landowner  for  a  term  of  yeara 
nnder  a  lease  created  by  his  neighbour  P  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  authority  and  no  principle 
upon  which  any  distinction  can  be  drawn  in  respect 
of  the  obligations  and  rights,  aa  between  two 
owners  in  fee  simple,  or  between  an  owner  in  foe 
simple  and  a  lessee  deriving  title  from  the  owner; 
and  if  there  be  anything  between  those  parties,  it 
must  arise  from  a  contract  express  or  implied, 
that  the  owner  of  the  piece  of  ground  in  question 
should  keep  the  ditch  full  of  water,  or  in  seasons 
when  the  ditch  was  not  full  of  water  should  supple- 
ment it  by  a  sufficient  fence  to  prevent  cattle  from 
trespasaing  into  it.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that  the  claim  has  entirely  tailed  in  this  respect. 

Lord  Justice  Melusu. — lam  of  the  same  opinion. 
In  order  to  suppprt  the  claim,  it  must  be  proved 
that  there  was  an  obligation  on  the  port  of  the  land- 
lord to  keep  up  a  sufficient  fence  between  the  land 
which  had  been  let  to  the  tenant  and  tlie  land 
which  he  retained  in  his  own  nossession.  Now  as 
a  general  rule,  an  ohligation  to  repair  fences  must 
either  originate  in  prescription  or  in  express  con- 
iract,  or  it  may  bo  created  by  Act  of  Parliament, 
as  is  constantly  done  under  Enclosure  Acts ;  but  it 
must  be  created  in  some  way  or  other.  Here,  of 
course,    there   is   no   prescription,   and   the   only 

Eossible  question  is,  whether  there  is  any  contract 
etwcen  the  landlord  and  the  tenant  by  which  the 
landlord  hinds  iiimaelt  to  keep  up  the  fence.  I  will 
assume  that  the  tenant  holds  from  the  executors 
upon  the  same  terms  as  he  originally  held  from 
Mr.  Adeane,  who  gave  him  the  lease.  There  is 
no  covenant  in  the  lease  by  which  the  landlord 
binds  himself  to  repair  this  fence;  there  is  a 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  tenant,  which  I  will 
assume  does  not  appiv  to  this  particular  part  of 
the  fence,  because  I  think  it  only  applies  to  those 
fences  on  parts  of  the  land  which  are  demised  to 
the  tenant,  and  probably  the  fences  of  the  planta- 
tions which  are  reserved.  Assuming  that  to  he 
so,  then  the  state  of  things  is,  that  the  tenant  has 
covenanted  that  he  will  repair  the  fences  which 
are  demised  to  him.  The  landlord,  no  doubt, 
I  for  his  own  protection,  will  generally,  as  a  matter 
I  of  bot,  reptur  th«  feosna  ^tado.  wwfeaK**  AVa. 
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plantations,  but  he  has  not  covenanted  with  the 
tenant  that  he  will  keep  them  in  repair.  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  rule  of  law  by  which  we  can 
import  such  a  covenant  into  the  lease  which  the 
lease  itself  does  not  contain.  As  a  general  rule 
we  all  know  that  the  Common  Law  of  England 
is  distin^ished  from  almost  all  other  laws  by  the 
fact  that  It  obliges  people  when  they  wish  to  make 
contracts,  to  insert  the  stipulations  by  which  they 
intend  to  be  bound ;  and  it  does  not  imply  con- 
tracts and  agreements  to  anything  like  the  extent 
that  most  other  laws  do.  No  doubt  there  are 
circumstances  under  which  contracts  may  be 
implied,  but  the  general  rule  of  law  is  caveat 
emptor — let  him  who  wishes  to  have  a  particular 
stipulation  for  his  benefit  take  care  to  have  that 
stipulation  inserted  in  the  contract.  I  see  no 
reason  why  this  obligation  should  be  excepted 
from  what  i  consider  to  be  the  general  law.  If 
the  tenant,  upon  looking  over  the  farm,  thought 
it  was  for  his  advantage  to  have  this  done,  ana  to 
have  certain  fences  which  were  in  the  possession 
of  the  landlord  kept  in  repair  in  order  that  his 
cattle  might  be  protected,  he  should  have  inserted 
a  covenant  in  the  lease  that  the  landlord  would  keep 
those  fences  in  repair,  just  as  the  landlord  has 
taken  care  to  insert  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
tenant  to  keep  in  repidr  the  fences  which  are  de- 
mised to  him.  Therefore  I  agree  with  the  Lord 
Justice  that  this  claim  cannot  be  sustained. 


The  second  claim  arose  under  the  following 
circumstances : — 

In  June  1868  Bennett  was  negotiating  with  one 
Bush,  Mr.  Adeane's  agent,  for  the  lease,  and  there 
was  evidence  that  durmg  the  negotiations  Rush, 
on  one  occasion,  told  Bennett  that  he  was  authorised 
to  say  that  the  game  on  the  estate  would  not  be  let 
any  more,  but  would  be  killed  down  and  the  game- 
keepers would  be  all  sent  away ;  that  the  change 
could  not  take  place  till  the  end  of  the  season,  as 
the  game  had  been  let  down  to  that  time  to  a  Mr 
Bennie ;  but  that  afler  that  time  only  one  man 
would  be  kept  to  kill  vermin  and  rabbits,  and  a 
similar  promise  was  afterwards  given  by  Mr. 
Adcane  nimself.  There  was  also  evidence  that 
Bennett  several  ti^nes  stated  that  the  faro  would 
be  of  no  use  to  him  unless  the  game  was  killed 
down,  and  that  he  would  take  the  farm  only  on 
that  understanding. 

In  Ang.  1868  the  lease  was  executed,  and  it 
contained  provisions  reserving  the  game  to  the 
landlord,  but  it  contained  no  provision  for  keeping 
down  the  game. 

In  spite  of  the  promise  given  by  Rush,  the  game 
was  let  again  at  the  end  of  the  season,  and  such  a 
quantity  of  game  was  kept  that  Bennett  said  that 
he  had  occupied  the  farm  at  a  considerable  loss, 
and  he  now  claimed  a  sum  of  £1000  as  compensa- 
tion. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  claim 
failed,  as  being  an  attempt  to  vary  a  written  contract 
by  a  parol  agreement,  and  that  the  agreement 
was  also  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

From  this  decision  Bennett  appealed. 

Southgate,  Q.C.  and  Cracknau  in  support  of  the 
appeal. — The  objection  of  the  lapse  of  time  which 
was  raised  agamst  our  other  claim  cannot  avail 
against  this  claim,  for  it  is  founded  on  contract. 
The  verbal  agreement  as  to  killing  down  the  game 
was  coJlatenS  to  the  lease,  and  is  a  good  binding 


agreement.  In  Morgan  v.  QrifUh  (23  L.  T.  Bep. 
IN .  S.  783 ;  L.  Bep.  6  Ex.  70)  where  the  plaintiiS 
refused  to  sign  a  lease  of  certain  land  tmiess  the 
defendant  promised  to  destroy  the  rabbits  on  the 
land,  a  verbal  agreement  to  do  so  was  held  to 
be  good,  as  being  collateral  to  the  written  lease. 
LincOey  v.  Lacey  (11  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  273;  17 
C.  B.,  N.  S.,  579)  shows  that  the  fact  that  the  lease 
contains  provisions  relating  to  the  same  subject  as 
the  verbal  agreement  does  not  invalidate  the  latter. 
Cherry  v.  Heming  (4  Ex.  631)  shows  that  a  V^^ 
agreement,  when  performed  on  one  side  witnin  a 
year,  does  not  come  within  the  4th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  inasmuch  as  that  enactment 
applies  only  to  contracts  not  to  be  performed  on 
either  side  within  the  year.  In  the  present  case 
the  verbal  contract  was  performed  on  our  side  in 
two  months  by  the  execution  of  the  lease,  which 
took  place  on  the  faith  of  the  verbal  agreement. 
They  also  cited. 

Jervis  v.  Berridge,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8. 481 ;  L.  B«p. 
8  Ch.  351. 

Fry,  Q.C.  and  Bromehead  for  the  executors. — 
As  tne  lease  contains  provisions  as  to  game^  it 
dearly  overrides  any  prior  verbal  arrangementi 
which  may  have  been  made  with  re^^ard  to  game. 
At  all  events  the  agreement  is  void  under  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  for  it  was  an  agreement  nm- 
ning  over  eight  years,  and  could  not  be  performed 
within  a  year. 

Without  calling  for  a  reply, 

Lord  Justice  James  said :  I  am  unable  to  ooncor 
with  the  opinion  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  as  to 
this  claim.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  is  abon- 
dant  evidence,  and  evidence  of  a  satisfactory  kind, 
such  as  one  likes  to  get  when  there  is  anything  in 
addition  to,  or,  as  we  may  call  it,  anything  od« 
lateral  to  a  bargain  which  is  reduced  into  writing. 
We  have  here  the  evidence  of  the  claimant  him* 
self,  and  the  evidence  of  the  agent  of  the  other 
contracting  party,  who  was  present  at  the  nego- 
tiation between  them,  and  then  we  have  m 
statement  of  the  lad^  who,  in  my  view,  really 
corroborates  all  that  is  material  and  essential  to 
be  averred  in  this  case — that  is  to  sav,  that  while 
an  agreement  was  being  negotiated  for  a  lease,  it 
being  agreed  that  the  lease  should  contain  certain 
stipulations  only,  a  promise  was  made  that  the 
game  of  which  the  tenant  was  then  complaining 
should  be  so  dealt  with  as  not  to  amonnt  to  a  senoas 
nuisance  to  the  tenant.  That  was  the  substance 
of  it.  The  substance  of  the  agreement  was  not 
that  there  was  to  be  no  game  at  all,  or  that  game 
was  not  to  be  preserved  in  a  reasonable  and 
moderate  way,  but  that  there  was  not  to  be  s 
quantity  of  game  kept,  and  that  the  landlord  wis 
not  to  keep  an  army  of  gamekeeperp,  but  such  an 
amount  of  game  as  one  keeper  would  be  suffideot 
to  deal  with,  and  that  the  nares  and  rabbits,  tbe 
principal  subject  of  complaint,  were  to  be  dealt 
with  in  a  particular  wa^  by  the  tenant  to  whom 
Mr.  Adeano  was  not  willing  to  grant  power  by  the 
lease  at  all,  but  it  was  to  be  done  fay  a  peraon 
named  by  Mr.  Adeane.  That  is  a  difrarent  thing 
from  any  power  given  in  the  lease  to  Uie  tenant 
merely  resulting  m  a  counter  claim  ng^^^  Hr. 
Adeane  if  he  should  not  substantially  oomplj  with 
his  bargain,  which  was  that  the  game  ahonld  not 
be  a  nuisance.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  tenant 
has  a  very  good  claim  at  law.  I  am  uiitUe  to 
distinguish  this  case  myself  from  the  oaae  is  ^ 
Exchequer  (Morgan  v.  Or^lUh,  23  L.  T.  Bflfk  SJB. 
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783 ;  L.  Bep.  6  Ex.  70).  I  am  quite  certain  there 
woald  be  a  good  claim  in  equity  against  the  estate 
of  Mr.  Adeane,  who  has  been  makm^  money  fi*om 
the  game  b^  letting  the  shooting.  That  bemgr  so, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Bennett  is  entitl^  to 
this  daim  against  the  estate.  I  think,  upon  the 
whole,  as  the  nerson  really  interested  is  the  infant 
son  of  Mr.  Aaeane,  that  it  is  better  for  him  that 
the  claim  should  be  allowed  than  that  he  should 
grow  up  in  the  country  under  the  notion  that  he 
was  not  to  pay  a  claim  of  this  kind  by  a  tenant. 

Lord  Justice  Mklush. — I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  No  doubt,  as  a  rule  of  law,  if  parties 
enter  into  negotiation  respecting  the  terms 
of  a  bars^ain,  and  afterwards  reduce  the  bargain 
into  writmg,  verbal  evidence  will  not  be  admitted 
to  introduce  some  additional  terms  into  the  agree- 
ment ;  but,  nevertheless,  what  is  called  a  coUateral 
agreement,  where  the  parties  have  entered  into  an 
agreement  for  a  lease  or  any  other  agreement 
under  seal,  may  be  made  in  consideration  of  one 
of  the  pmrties  executing  that  lease,  unless,  of 
course,  tne  stipulation  contradicts  the  lease  itself. 
I  quite  agree  that  an  agreement  of  that  kind  is  to 
be  rather  closely  watched,  and  that  we  should  not 
admit  it  without  seeing  clearly  that  it  is  sub- 
stantially proved.  Indeed,  I  may  say  that,  this 
beinff  a  case  between  landlord  and  tenant,  if  there 
had  been  no  evidence,  except  Mr.  Bennett's  own 
evidence,  and  the  agreement  had  been  alleged  to 
have  be^  made  in  an  interview  between  him  and 
Mr.  Adeane,  when  nobody  else  was  present,  I 
should  have  thought,  and  most  probably  it  would 
have  been  the  duty  of  the  court  to  say,  that  that 
evidence  was  not  satisfactory  enough  for  the  court 
to  act  upon.  But  in  this  case  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  agreement  is  proved  in  the  most  satis- 
&ctory  manner,  and  it  is  also  proved  that  it  was 
not  intended  to  be  part  of  the  agreement  con- 
tained in  the  lease,  and  which  was  afterwards 
reduced  into  writing  and  made  into  a  deed,  but 
that  it  was  intended  to  be  collateral ;  for,  according 
to  the  evidence,  which  to  some  extent  is  con- 
firmed by  Lady  Elizabeth  (the  lessor's  widow),  it 
was  distinctly  sud  that  the  lease  was  to  be  in  the 
<Mdinary  form  of  Mr.  Adeane's  leases  respecting 
ffame.  But,  nevertheless,  he  stipulated  that  he 
himself  would  behave  in  a  particular  way  with 
reference  to  the  powers  which  were  to  be  reserved 
to  him  by  the  lease.  It  would  be  contrary  to 
common  sense  and  justice,  if  we  consider  what 
this  case,  supposing  it  to  be  true,  is,  to  hold  that 
the  tenant  could  make  no  claim  in  respect  of 
the  verbal  a|p*eement.  The  case  is  this:  Mr. 
Bennett,  finding  a  vast  quantity  of  game  upon 
the  farm  says,  '*  It  is  impossible  that  I  can  take  it 
with  that  quantity  of  game  on  it,"  and  then,  even 
aooording  to  Lady  EliaAbeth,  it  is  quite  plain  that 
Mr.  Adeane  did  say  this:  "You  need  not  care 
about  that,  because  I  am  in  such  a  state  of  health 
that  I  no  longer  want  the  shooting  myself.  I  am 
not  going  to  continue  letting  it.  All  the  keepers 
will  De  ousmissed  except  one,  and  in  the  result 
yon  need  not  be  afraid  of  the  quantity  of  game." 
The  lease  having  been  executed  on  the  faith  of 
that  a^;ieeinent  so  made,  and  upon  those  repre- 
■entations  so  made,  I  say  it  would  be  contrary  to 
tlie  ordinary  rules  of  justice  if  the  tenant  were  to 
liftve  no  rmnedyfor  loss  sustained  by  breach  of 
that  agMement.  There  is  no  imputation  against 
Mr*  Adaaae  himself,  because,  I  think,  it  appears 
tfattfe  he  had  got  into  such  an  infirm  state  of  health 

XaA.  Oas.— Yoi..  YIIL 


that  he  was  incapable  of  managing  his  afiairs; 
and  accordingly  tne  shooting  was  re-let,  and  the 
game  kept  up  as  much  as  ever.  That  is  a  matter 
to  be  inquired  into ;  but  all  we  have  to  say  now  is 
that  this  verbal  agreement  is  binding  in  point  of 
law,  and,  assuming  that  there  has  been  damage 
sustained,  that  Mr.  Bennett  is  entitled  to  bepaid 
the  damage  out  of  Mr.  Adeane's  estate.  Tnere 
will  be  an  inquirv  as  to  the  amount,  and  he  must 
have  the  costs  of  this  part  of  his  claim,  but  they 
must  be  entirely  distinct  from  the  costs  of  all  the 
rest  of  the  claim.  It  is  like  the  case  of  any  other 
creditor.  Mr.  Bennett  is  in  this  case  a  mere  creditor 
of  the  estate. 

Solicitors  for  the  executors.  Lake  and  Co, 
Solicitor  for  Mr.  Bennett,  C.  P.  QreenhiU, 


V.C.  BACON'S  COUBT. 

Reported  by  the  Hqh-Bobebt  Bittlsb  and  F.  Qould, 
Esq.,  B«rri«tert-at-]Air. 


8aiurda/y  Aug,  2, 1873. 
Ex  parte  The  Bectob  of  Claypolb. 

Railway  company — Purchase  of  glebe  lands— Be* 
mveatment  of  purchase-money — Imjprovement  of 
parsonage  house — Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act  1845,  s.  69. 

Money  paid  into  court  in  respect  of  certain  portions 
of  glebe  land  taken  by  a  railway  company  for  the 
purposes  of  their  unaertaking,  ordered  to  be  paid 
to  the  secretary  of  the  bishop  of  the  diocese  on  his 
vndertakvnq  to  apply  it  in  the  improvement  of  the 
parsonage  nouse. 

This  was  was  a  petition  on  behalf  of  the  Bev. 
C.  P.  Plumtre,  rector  of  Claypole,  Lincolnshire 
for  the  investment  of  a  sum  of  390^  15«.  5d. 
Consols,  representing  a  sum  of  3601.  paid  into 
court  in  the  year  1851  by  the  Great  ^Northern 
Bailway  Company,  in  respect  of  certain  portions 
of  the  glebe  lands  belonging  to  the  rectory  of 
Claypole,  which  the  company  had  taken  for  the 
purposes  of  their  undertakiufi^. 

In  1857  an  order  was  made  directing  payment 
of  the  dividends  to  the  then  rector  of  C&ypole  and 
his  successors. 

The  petition  stated  that  the  parsonage  house  at 
Clajrpole  required  certain  alterations  and  improve- 
ments  to  be  made  to  it,  and  that,  subject  to  the 
sanction  of  the  court,  the  petitioner  had  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  execution  of  such  altera- 
tions and  improvements  for  the  sum  of  568Z.  And 
the  petition  prayed  that  upon  the  completion  of 
such  alterations  and  improvements  being  cer- 
tified, the  sum  of  3902.  lbs.  bd.  Consols  might  be 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  paid  to  the  petitioner,  he 
undertaking  duly  to  apply  the  same. 

Both  the  bishop  of  tne  diocese  and  the  patron 
of  the  living  approved  of  the  money  being  applied 
in  this  manner. 

^oy*  Q'C.  and  WdUer,  in  support  of  the  petition 
referred  to 

The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845,  s.  69 ; 
Em  parte  The  Bwhinghamshire  Railway  Company, 

14  Jar.  1065 ; 
Re  Dams*  EstaU,  8  De  G.  A  J.  144 ; 
Ew  parte  The  Incumbent  of  Whitfield,  IJ.  A  H.  610 ; 
Re  Dummen's  wiU,  2  De  G.  J.  A  8.  515 ;  12  L.  T.  Bep. 

N  8  626  * 
Re  Leigh's  kstaU,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8.  644;  L.  Bep.  8 

Ch.887. 


Stevens  appeared  for  the  tasli^-^  ^n<a\^^ASi^ 
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The  Yic£-Chai7CELL0R  made  an  order  directing 
the  money  to  be  paid  to  the  secretary  of  the  bishop 
of  the  diocese,  on  his  undertaking  to  apply  it,  and 
ordered  the  costs  to  be  paid  according  to  the  Act. 
Solicitor  for  the  petitioner,  /.  W,  Hickin, 
Solicitors  for  the  company,  Johnston,  Farquhar, 
and  Leech, 

COUBT  OF  QXJSSVS  BENCH. 

Beported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKxllab,  Eaqn., 

BarriatersHkt-Lftw. 


Wednesday,  May  28, 1873. 
BoBEKTs  (app.)  V.  HuMPHBETS  (rcsp.) 

Sale  of  vntomcaiing  liquors  within  prohibited  hours 
— Bond  fide  travellers — Onus  of  proof — Honest 
tlwugh  mistaken  belief  thai  persons  supplied  are 
bona  fide  travellers — Licensing  Act  1872  (35  ^ 
36  Vict,  c,  94),  ss,  24,  51. 

If  a  person  licensed  to  sell  intoxicaiir^  liquors  on 
his  premises  sttpplies  persons  within  the  hours 
prohibited  by  the  picensing  Act  (35  ^  36  Vict,  c, 
94),  s,  24,  the  onus  lies  upon  him  of  showing  thai 
the  persons  so  supplied  are  bond  fide  travellers, 

Qticere,  whether  the  existence  of  an  honest,  though 
mistaken  belief  on  his  part  thai  the  persons  so 
supplied  are  bond  fide  travellers,  is  sufficient  to 
exempt  him  from  IvabUily  under  the  Act, 

Case  stated  by  jostices  nnder  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43 : 

1.  At  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  Kinfi;'s  Heath, 
in  and  for  the  Northfield  division  of  the  county  of 
Worcester,  on  the  6th  Sept.  1872,  the  appellant 
Morris  Roberts  appeared  in  answer  to  an  informa- 
tion under  the  statute  35  &  36  Yict.  c.  94,  known 
as  the  Licensing  Act  1872,  char^n^  that  he  being 
a  person  licensed  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors  by 
retail  to  be  drunk  and  consumed  on  the  premises, 
did  on  Sunday,  the  1st  Sept.  1872,  at  the  parish  of 
King's  Norton,  in  the  said  county,  open  his  house 
and  premises  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
during  the  time  such  premises  are  directed  to  bo 
closed,  that  is  to  say,  at  the  hour  of  ten  minutes 
past  eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  the  said  day, 
otherwise  than  for  a  bond  fide  traveller  or  to  persons 
lodging  in  his  house,  such  premises  being  situated 
beyond  the  city  of  Lonaon,  and  the  liberties 
thereof,  and  the  parishes  and  places  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
and  beyond  the  four  mile  radius  of  Charing-cross. 

2.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was 
proved  by  Richard  Humphreys,  superintendent  of 
police,  that  at  ten  minutes  past  eleven  o'clock  in 
the  forenoon  of  the  day  named  he  visited  the  ap- 
peUant'spremises,  known  as  the  Sherborne  Hotel 
and  St.  Helena  Gardens,  situate  in  the  Sherbome- 
road,  Baisall-heath,  in  the  county  of  Worcester, 
about  200  yards  outside  the  boundary  of  the 
borough  of  Birmingham,  in  the  county  of  War- 
wick, m  a  direct  line  and  within  a  distance  of  400 
yards  by  road ;  that  he  found  there  nineteen  per- 
sons, having  the  appearance  of,  and  being  in  his 
judgment  and  opinion,  Birmingham  artizans,  and 
some  were  in  their  working  clothes.  They  were 
orderly  and  sober,  dispersed  about  the  house  and 
gardens ;  some  were  seated ;  they  were  drinking, 
for  the  most  part,  ale,  and  some  were  smoking. 
The  manager  of  the  appellant's  establishment  in- 
formed him  that  none  bat  bond  fide  travellers  were 
admitted,  and  that  every  precaution  was  taken  to 
prevent  the  admission  of  persons  who  were  not 
lond  fide  travellers.    Humphreys  asked  the  men 


their  names  and  addresses.  They  without  hesita- 
tion,  and  with  one  exception  (a  man  who  had 
come  from  Oldbury,  seven  miles  distant)  stated,  in 
the  presence  of  the  manager,  that  they  came  from 
central  parts  of  the  town  of  Birmingnam,  at  dis- 
tances varying  from  a  mile  and  three  quarten  to 
two  miles  and  a  half,  which  Humphreys  snbee- 
quently,  upon  inauiry,  found  to  be  correct.  It  did 
not  appear  whetner  they  had  travelled  or  wero 
about  to  travel  any  farther,  nor  did  any  of  them 
make  assertion  to  that  effect. 

3.  Counsel  for  the  appellant,  called  William 
Benbow,  a  superannuated  sergeant  of  the  Bir- 
mingham police,  who  deposed  that  he  was  em- 
ployed by  the  appellant,  and  was  placed  at  the 
entrance  to  the  premises  expressly  for  the  pnrpoee 
of  preventing  as  far  as  possible  admission  to  the 
appellant's  premises  during  prohibited  hours,  of 
any  other  than  bond  fide  travellers,  and  acting  on 
the  appellant's  orders,  he  questioned  all  persons 
applying  for  admission  as  to  whence  and  uie  dis- 
tance they  had  come ;  that  four  of  them  told  him 
that  they  had  come  from  Leicester  on  the  night 
previous,  and  had  come  that  morning  from  Aston, 
three  miles  off;  others  from  Walsall,  one  from 
Oldbury,  and  some  from  the  farther  side  of  the 
town  of  Birmingham,  and  no  one  was  admitted 
who  did  not  state  that  he  had  come  more  than 
three  miles,  and  anyone  who  had  given  sudi 
answers  as  were  given  to  Humphreys  would  have 
been  refused  admittance,  and  that  admittance  was 
refused  to  all  those  whose  answers  to  his  inqniries 
were  unsatisfactory.  It  appeared  that  two  notices 
in  large  type  were  posted,  one  at  the  entrance,  and 
the  other  in  a  conspicuous  place  within  the  pre- 
mises, to  the  effect  that  none  but  travellers  were 
admitted.  The  appellant's  manager  gave  similar 
evidence,  and  deposed  that  he  in  his  turn  ques- 
tioned the  persons  applying  for  refreshments,  and 
did  not  supply  them  unless  their  answers  were 
satisfactory. 

4.  Upon  this  evidence  the  appellant's  counsel 
contended,  on  the  authority  of  Taylcnr  ▼.  Hum' 
phreys  (17  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  537;  4  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  a 
514);  Peache  v.  Colman  (35  L.  J.  118,  M.  C); 
Peplow  V.  Richardson  (L.  Bep.  4  C.  P.  168) ;  Davis 
V.  Scrace  (19  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  789 ;  L.  Rep.  4 
0.  P.  172);  Morgan  v.  Hedger  (L.  Rep.  5  C.  P. 
485) ;  and  Copley  v.  Burton  (22  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8. 
888;  5  L.  Rep.  C.  P.  489);  that  the  onoi 
of  proof  that  the  persons  were  not  bond  fids 
travellers  rested  upon  the  complainant,  that  the 
distances  which  the  persons  had  come  oonstitnted 
them  bo^idfide  travellers;  that  the  appellant  had 
used  due  diligence,  and  exercised  every  reasoB- 
able  precaution  to  prevent  an  infraction  of  tfaft 
law,  and  that  was  all  that  could  be  required  of  hiin» 
and  that  it  was  impossible  further  to  test  the 
truth  or  ^Isehood  of  the  representations  which 
the  men  had  made. 

5.  The  justices  were  of  opinion,  first,  that  the 
persons  found  on  the  premises  were  not  all  (osa 
fide  travellers.  Secondly,  that  inasmuch  as  upon 
certain  misrepresentations  made  by  persons  ^^ 
were  not  bond  fide  travellers  intoxioatinff  liquon 
had  been  obtained  by  them,  sufficientdiligttMe 
had  not  been  used.  That  the  cases  cited  were 
not  applicable  to  the  present  case,  as,  although  it 
had  been  ruled  before  the  Incensing  Act  1878^ 
that  the  onus  of  proving  that  the  persons  fooad 
on  the  premises  were  not  within  the  fnrf;ri*" 
rested  on  the  complainant,  that  Aot  liad»fajtb0 
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BoBBBTS  (app.)  V.  HuMFKBETs  (resp.). 


[Q-B. 


fourth  paraffraph  of  the  fifty-first  section,  mate- 
rially  alterea  the  law  in  that  respect.  It  enacts 
that  "  Any  exception,  exemption,  proviso,  excase, 
or  qualification,  whether  it  aoes  or  does  not  accom- 
pany the  description  of  the  ofience  in  this  Act,  ma^ 
De  prored  hy  the  defendant,  but  need  not  be  speci- 
fied or  negatiyed  in  the  information,  but  if  so 
specified  or  neffatived  no  proof  in  relation  to  the 
matter  so  specified  or  negatived  shall  be  required 
on  the  part  of  the  informant  or  complainant,  and 
in  all  cases  of  summary  proceedings  under  this 
Act  the  defendant  and  his  wife  shall  be  competent 
to  ffive  evidence." 

6.  In  the  present  case  the  exception  was  in 
favour  of  bond  fide  travellers ;  it  was  specified  in 
the  information ;  it  was  not  required  to  be  nega- 
tived on  the  part  of  the  informer.  The  def end^t 
was  at  liberty  to  prove  it  if  he  could  ;  but,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  justices,  he  had  failed  to  do  so. 
Tney  therefore  convicted  him  in  the  penidty  of  5Z. 
and  costs. 

7.  The  appellant  being  dissatisfied  with  the 
decision,  demanded  a  case  under  the  20  &  21 
Yict.  c.  43,  which  we  state  and  sign  accordingly. 

(Signed)  Thomas  Laxe. 
j.  f.  swinbubn. 
Chablss  Batcuff. 
Poland,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  the 
conviction  was  wrong.  The  Licensing  Act  1872, 
35  &  36  Yict.  a  94,  does  not  throw  we  onus  on 
the  defendant  of  proving  that  the  persons  supplied 
within  the  prohibited  hours  are  bond  fide  travellers. 
Sect.  24  enacts  that,  "  subject  as  hereinafber  men- 
tioned, all  premises  on  which  intoxicating  liquors 
are  sold,  or  exposed  for  sale  by  retail,  shall  be 
closed  as  follows,  &o.  Any  person  who  sells  or 
exposes  for  sale,  or  opens  or  keeps  open  premises, 
for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  during  the 
time  that  such  premises  are  directed  to  be  closed 
by,  or  in  pursuance  of,  this  section,  or  during  such 
time  as  aforesaid,  allows  any  intoxicating  hquors 
to  be  consumed  on  such  premises,  shall  for  the 
first  ofience  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  lOZ., 
and  for  any  subsequent  onence  to  a  penalty  not  ex- 
ceed 20{.,  <&c.  Then  comes  a  proviso  that  **  none  of 
the  provisions  contained  in  this  section  shall  pre- 
clude a  person  licensed  to  sell  an^  intoxicating 
liquor  to  be  consumed  on  the  premises,  from  sell- 
ing such  liquor  to  bond  fide  travellers,  or  to  persons 
lodging  in  nis  house."  Sub-section  4  of  sect.  51, 
on  which  the  justices  relied,  is  nothing  more  than 
m  repetition,  with  the  addition  of  two  words,  not 
material,  of  the  previously  existing  enactment  in 
sect.  14  of  II  &  12  Yict.  c.  43.  The  Legislature 
could  never  have  intended  to  make  liable  to  punish- 
ment an  innocent  man  who  is  induced  by  tne  false 
statements  of  a  pretended  traveller  to  admit  him 
to  his  premises,  and  to  supply  him  with  liquor. 
The  densndant  did  all  in  his  power  to  prevent  the 
admission  of  anjr  person  other  than  bond  fide  tra- 
ToUers,  and  the  justices  do  not  find  that  he  did  not 
honestly  believe  that  the  persons  to  whom  the 
liquor  was'supplied  were  boTtd  fide  travellers. 
[Blackbubn,  J. — The  question  of  bona  fides  is  not 
raised  for  us  by  the  case.  The  justices  would  no 
doubt  mitigate  the  penalty  where  the  ofiender  has 
been  tricked  iiito  the  commission  of  the  offence.] 
TIm  conviction  is  directly  opposed  to  the  case 
of  TauloT  y.  Humphreys  (sup.),  where  it  was 
held  that  as  the  exception  in  the  11  &  12 
Yict.  c.   49,   8.    I,   of    ''refreshment    for    tra- 

contained   in   the  clause  creating 


the  prohibition,  the  burthen  of  showing  that  the 
prohibition  has  been  infringed,  and  that  the  case 
IS  not  within  the  exception,  is  cast  upon  the  in- 
former ;  and  that  if  the  innkeeper  believes,  and  has 
reason  to  believe  (of  which  the  magistrates  are  the 
judges)  when  he  supplies  the  liquor,  that  he  is 
supplying  refreshment  for  a  "  traveller,"  he 
ought  not  to  be  convicted.  In  Davis  v.  Scracs 
(sup,)  a  metropolitan  police  magistrate,  having 
convicted  an  innkeeper,  under  2  &  3  Yict. 
c  47,  s.  42,  for  opening  his  house  for  the  sale 
of  wine,  &g,,  before  one  in  the  afternoon  of 
Sunday,  the  same  not  being  then  for  the  re- 
freshment of  travellers,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  prove  that  his  guests  were 
traveUers,  in  order  to  bring  himself  within  the 
exception  of  that  statute,  according  to  the  proviso 
contained  in  the  14th  section  of  11  &  12  Yict.  c 
43,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  on 
appeal,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong,  the  words 
"  except  refreshment  for  travellers  "  not  being  an 
"  exemption,  exception,  proviso,  or  condition  in  the 
statute  on  which"  the  information  was  framed, 
within  the  words  of  the  proviso  in  11  &  12  Yict.  c. 
43.  [Blackbubn,  J. — ^Assuming  that  the  words 
bond  fide  travellers  in  the  present  Act  mean 
persons  bond  fide  believed  to  be  travellers,  stiU 
sect.  51,  sub-sect.  4,  casts  upon  the  innkeeper  the 
onus  of  proving  this.  The  facts  of  the  present 
case  do  not  show  that  he  attempted  to  do  so.] 
Rez  V.  Ivens  (7  C.  &  P.  213),  which  shows  that  it 
is  an  indictable  offence  at  common  law  for  an  inn- 
keeper to  refuse  to  receive  travellers,  and  Morgan  v. 
Hedger  (L.  Rep.  5  C.  P.  485),  and  Copley  v.  Burton 
(sup.)  were  referred  to  ;  in  the  latter  of  which  cases 
it  was  laid  down  that  where  the  landlord  of  an 
ordinary  alehouse  is  charged  with  opening  his 
house  during  the  prohibited  hours  on  Sunday  "  for 
the  sale  of  wine  and  beer,  otherwise  than  as  re- 
freshment for  travellers,"  it  should  be  clearly 
proved,  not  only  that  liquor  was  sold  to  persons 
who  were  not  travellers,  out  also  that  the  landlord 
knew,  or  had  reason  to  believe,  that  they  wore  not 
travellers,  or  did  not  care  to  inquire  whether  they 
were  travellers  or  not.  [Blackbubx,  J. — We  are 
all  agreed  that  the  onus  is  on  the  appellant  to  show 
that  the  persons  supplied  with  drink  in  his  house 
during  the  prohibited  hours  come  within  the  ex- 
^ption  in  the  statute  of  **  bona  fide  travellers." 
Wnat  we  are  not  agre^nl  upon,  and  what  we  desire 
the  counsel  for  the  respondent  to  direct  his  atten- 
tion to,  is  how  far  an  honest  thoufl:h  a  mistaken 
belief  on  the  part  of  the  landlord  that  the  persons 
supplied  were  bona  fide  travellers  is  a  defence ;  and 
in  the  next  place  how  far  the  existence  of  such  an 
honest  belief  is  shown  by  the  facts  stated  in  the 
case.] 

WUlis,  for  the  respondent,  contended  that  the 
offence  was  committed  if  the  persons  served  with 
liquor  within  the  prohibited  hours  were  not  in  fact 
^ona^uid  travellers,  and  that  belief  that  they  were 
so,  however  honest,  would  not  exempt  the  landlord 
if  it  were  incorrect  in  fact.  Ana  the  onus  of 
proving  that  the  persons  supplied  are  bond  fide 
travellers  is  on  the  landlord.  Sub-sect.  4  of  sect. 
51  of  the  Act  expressly  provides  that,  "  any  excep- 
tion, exemption,  proviso,  excuse,  or  qualS&cation, 
whether  it  does  or  does  not  accompany  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  offence  in  this  Act,  may  be  proved  by 
the  defendant  but  need  not  be  specified  or  nega- 
tived in  the  information;  but  if  so  specified  or 
negatived,  no  proof  in  relation  to  th&  ma^\«%  vs^ 
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specified  or  negatived  shaU  be  required  on  the 
part  of  the  informant  or  oomplainant,"  Ac  The 
offence  under  the  statute  is  the  keeping  of  the 
house  open  during  certain  hours;  and  a  statute 
may  be  infringed  notwithstanding  that  the  Pftrt/ 
infringing  it  honestly  believes  he  is  doing  wnat  is 
lawful.  In  Morden  ▼.  PorUr  (7  C.  B.,  N.  8.,  641), 
it  was  held  that  a  ^^^7  trespassing  in  pursuit  of 
game  under  1  &  2  WilL  4,  a  32,  s.  30,  is  not  the 
less  guiltr  of  the  offenoe  because  he  bond  fide 
beheves  that  he  has  the  licence  of  the  occupier  to 
shoot  over  the  land.  In  Hudson  v.  Macrae  (4 
B.  &  S.  585),  it  was  held  that  a  person  accused  of 
fishing  within  the  prohibited  hours  in  water  where 
another  person  had  a  private  right  of  fishery, 
could  not  justify  himself  under  the  bond  fide,  but 
mistaken  notion  of  the  existence  of  a  right  of 
fishing  hj  the  public  in  the  water  in  question.  As 
to  the  existence  in  point  of  &ct  of  honest  belief  on 
the  part  of  the  present  appellant  that  the  persons 
served  were  bond  fide  travellers,  the  justices  do 
not  find  either  way  in  the  case  as  stated. 

Poland,  in  reply,  referred  to  Heame  v.  Chrton 
(2  E.  &  E.  66),  where,  on  the  construction  of  sect. 
168  of  The  Great  Western  BaUway  Act  (5  &  6  WilL 
4,  0.  cvii.),  it  was  held  that  to  constitute  the  ofience 
of  sending  by  the  railway  any  vitriol,  Ao,,  without 
notice,  a  guilty  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
sender  was  necessary.  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  said : 
"  Adue  nonfacit  reum  niti  mens  sit  rea.  The  act 
with  which  the  respondents  were  charged  is  an 
ofience  created  by  statute,  and  for  which  ^e  person 
committing  it  is  liable  to  a  penalty  or  imprison- 
ment. Not  only  was  there  no  proof  of  guilty 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  but  the 
presumption  of  a  guilty  knowledge  on  their  part, 
if  any  could  be  raised,  was  rebutted  by  the  proof 
that  a  fraud  had  been  practised  upon  them  by 
Nicholas,  in  describing  the  goods  falsely,  just  as 
much  as  if,  after  harmless  goods  had  been  delivered 
by  him  for  consignment,  perilous  goods  had  been 
substituted  by  him  in  their  place,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  respondents.  There  was  neither 
negligence  nor  moral  guilt  of  any  kind  on  their 
parts;  and  are  they  to  be  made  the  victims  of 
Nicholas'  fraud  P  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  they 
are  civilly  liable  to  the  company,  as  being  the 
persons  who  actually  sent  the  ^oods  by  the  rail- 
way ;  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  they  are 
not  criminally  liable  under  this  Act,  and  that 
Nicholas  was  the  person  against  whom  these 
proceedings  should  have  been  taken."  Peplow 
V.  Richardson  (L.  Bep.  4  C.  P.  168),  was  also 
referred  to. 

Blackbukn,  J. — In  the  present  case  the  charge 
against  the  appellant  is  under  the  Licensing  Act 
1872  (35  A  36  Vict.  c.  44).  This  Act  repeals  the 
Act  of  11  A  12  Vict.  c.  49,  but  to  a  certam  extent 
the  enactments  contained  in  the  two  statutes  are 
similar.  The  first  section  of  the  old  Act  prohibits 
the  sale  of  beer,  &c.,  during  certain  hours  on  Sunday, 
except  as  refreshment  for  traveUers,  the  exception 
being  engrafted  on  the  description  of  the  ofience. 
Upon  the  construction  of  this  section  several  cases 
were  decided  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that 
court  holding  that  the  onus  of  proof  lay  upon  the 
prosecutor  to  negative  the  existence  of  the  excep- 
tion, and  to  show  that  the  persons  supplied  with 
liquor  within  the  prohibited  hours  on  Sunday  were 
not  in  fact  bond  fide  travellers.  In  one  case 
(C<rpley  v.  Burton,  ubi  sup.),  the  court  expressed  an 
opinion  that  the    belief  of   the  landlord  was  a 


material  element  in  the  offence,  and  that  he  ooold 
not  be  convicted  of  the  offenoe  nnlesa  he  knowin^j 
kept  his  house  open  for  persons  who  were  not 
travellers.    It  is  not  necessary  to  inquire,  in  the 
present  case,  whether  these  decisions  of  tbe  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  were  or  were  not  oorreot.    The 
interpretation  put  upon  the  Act  by  these  cases 
did,  undoubtedly,  make  the  enforcement  of  the 
Act  a  matter  of  gpreater  difficulty,  and  made  it 
easier  for  innkeepers  to  keep  open  their  houses 
durins  the  prohioited  hours.     The  Act  of  1872» 
accor£iigly,  in  the  24th  section,  alters  altogeiher 
the  description  of  the  offence,  the  ezo^>tion  being 
introducea  in  a  subsequent  clause.     Section  24 
makes  the  offence  to  consist  in  keeping  open  the 
house  at  aU  during  the  prohibited  hours.  A  subse- 
quent and  distinct  clause  provides  that  **  none  of  the 
provisions  contained  in  this  section  shall  preclude 
a  person  licensed  to  sell  any  intoxicating  liquor 
to  be  consumed  on  the  premises,  from  selling  such 
liquor  to  bo7id  fide  travellers,  or  to  persons  lodg- 
ing  in  his  house."    One  part  of  the  section  creates 
the  offence ;  a  subsequent  part  gives  a  ffronnd  of 
defence;  and  accordinff  to  all  the  rules  of  pleading 
the  existence  of  this  defence  must  be  pleaded  hj 
the  defendant.    Nor  is  this  alL     Scot.  51,  sub- 
sect.  4,  provides  that  *'  any  exception,  exemptioii, 
Sroviso,  excuse  or  qualification,  whether  it  does  or 
oes  not  accompanv  the  description  of  the  offenoe 
in  this  Act,  ma^  oe  proved  by  the  defendant,  bat 
need  not  be  specified  or  negatived  in  the  informa- 
tion, and  if  so  specified  or  n^atived,  no  proof  io 
relation  to  the  matters  so  specified  or  negatived 
shall  be  required  on  the  part  of  the  informant  or 
complainant."    This  provision  of  the  Act  seems  to 
be  expressly  pointed  at  the  decisions  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  on  the  interpretation  of  sect 
14  of  Jervis's  Act  (11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43),  and  to 
make  it  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  prove  any 
exception  which    may  exist   in  his  &vour.    The 
justices  in  the  present  case  were,  therefore,  right 
m  holding  that  the  onus  lay  upon  the  appellant  to 
show  that  the  persons  supplied  with  liquor  by  him 
within  the  prohibited  hours,  were  bond  fide  tra- 
vellers; and  as  it  has  been  found  as  a  fiictthat 
all  the  persons  so  supplied  were  not  bond  fide  tra- 
vellers, the  appellant  has  failed  in  proving  at  least 
to  its  full  extent,  the  exception  in   his  favour. 
However,  as  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  Uie 
cases  referred  to,  seems  to  have  been  of  opinioo 
that  the  innkeeper,  who  is  bound  to  receive  trs- 
vellers,  if  he  bond  fide  believes  that  the  persons  he 
supplies  with  liquor  are  travellers,  is  not  guiltj 
of  the  offence,  I  will  not  decide  on  the  case  as  at 
present  stated,  whether  such  a  bond  fids  belief  oo 
the  part  of  the  innkeeper  is  or  is  not  a  sofficieDt 
excuse,  though  I  am  inclined  to  think  it  is  not. 
Even  assuming  that  such  a  bondfide^  though  mis- 
taken belief,  is  a  sufficient  excuse,  the  onus  of 
proving  that  he  entertcuned  such  a  belief  lay  on 
the  appellant,  and  the  &ct  is  not  in  the  present 
case  found  either  way.    This  being  80»  and  the 
onus  lying  on  the  appellant  to  prove  it,  I  am  in- 
clined to  think  that  he  did  not  raise  the  pdnt  it 
all    before  the  justices.    As   my  brother   Qoain 
differs  from  me  in  opinion  as  to  the  materiality  of 
the  appellant*s  belief,  the  case  will  be  remitted  to 
the  justices  to  find,  as  a  fact,  whether  the  appd* 
lant   did   actually  entertain  a  bondfidst  though 
mistaken  belief,  that  all  the  persons  anj^lied  uf 
him  were  bond  fide  travellers. 
QuAiN,  J. — I  agree  with  my  brother  Blackboift 
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in  thmking  that  under  the  Act  of  1872  the  hurthen 
of  proving  the  exemption  lies  upon  the  defendant. 
I  cannot  find  out  tram  the  case  whether  the 
justices  were  or  were  not  of  opinion  that  the 
appellant  enteitained  the  honest  belief  that  the 
persons  whom  he  supplied  within  the  prohibited 
Lours  were  band  fide  travellers.  They  only  find 
that  all  the  persons  found  on  the  premises  were 
not  in  fiact  hand  fide  travellers.  Bearing  in  mind 
the  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  the 
subject  of  a  &ofi4  fide,  though  mistaken  belief,  hy 
the  innkeeper,  it  is  important,  I  consider,  that  this 
point  should  be  distinctly  found  in  the  case  before 
we  decide  it.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
case  should  be  remitted  to  the  justices,  in  order 
that  they  should  find  this  point  one  way  or  the 
other. 

Abchibald,  J. — ^I  also  think  that  the  case  should 
be  remitted,  to  have  this  point  found.  It  is  a 
doubtful  point  whether  the  innkeeper's  bond  fide 
belief  that  the  persons  he  supplies  within  the  pro- 
hibited hours  are  bond  fide  travellers,  is  sufficient 
to  exempt  him  from  Lability  under  the  statute. 
As  at  present  advised  I  am  rather  inclined  to 
doubt  that  this  is  so,  or  that  he  can  justify  himself 
otherwise  than  by  proving  that  the  persons 
supplied  were  in  fact  bond  fi£e  travellers.  I  keep 
my  mind,  however,  open  upon  this  point,  on 
aoco  mt  of  the  importance  of  the  matter,  untill 
the  justices  shall  have  found  whether  such  a  bond 

fi^  belief  did  in  &ct  exist  on  the  part  of  the 
dlord. 

Case  remitted  to  find  whether  the  appliccmt  had 
in  fact  an  honest  though  mistaken  belief  that 
the  persons  supplied  were  all  bond  fide  travel- 
lers: the  Court  being  ofovinion  that  the  onus 
of  proof  is  upon  the  appellant. 

Attorney  for  appellant,  Qamlen  and  Son,  for 
CoitreU,  Birmingham. 

Attorneys  for  the  respondent,  MtUer  and  Oane, 
for  Gem,  Birmingham. 


Monday,  June  16, 1873. 
Beo.  v.  Pawlett. 

Quarter  sessions — Appeal — Power  of  justices  to 
make  rules  regulating  practice  —  MeasonabU' 
ness  of  rule — Rule  requiring  entrti  of  appeal  three 
days  brfore  sessions — 9  Oo.  4,  ci  61,  s.  27 — 12  Sr 
13  VicL  c  45,  s.  6. 

A  court  of  quarter  sessions  has  no  ^ower  to  refuse  to 
aUow  the  entry  of  an  appeal  agavnst  the  refusal  of 
justices  to  grcmt  a  certijlcaie  for  a  licence,  on  the 
ground  of  non'compliance  with  a  rule  of  the  ses- 
sions  requiring  that  appeals  mnst  be  entered  and 
the  grounds  of  appeal  given  to  the  derk  of  the 
peace  three  dear  days  brfore  the  first  day  of  ses' 
sions,  when  aU  the  reauirements  of  9  Cho,  4,  c.  61, 
«.  27,  have  been  complied  with. 

A  court  of  quarter  sessions  having  refused  solely  on 
such  a  ground  to  aUow  an  appeal  to  be  erUered 
on  the  first  day  of  sessions,  made  an  order  under 
12  ^  13  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  6  for  the  payment  of  costs 
hy  the  aoj^eHant  to  the  respondents,  as  on  an 
OfpeaX  wMch  had  not  been  entered  or  prosecuted. 

Heta,  that  the  order  for  the  payment  of  costs  must  be 
quashed, 

1m  ihla  case  a  rule  had  been  obtained  by  8iUs, 
calling  upon  the  Justices  of  Northamptonshire  to 
allow  oanae  why  an  order  made  by  them  on  the 


17th  Oct.  1872,  relating  to  an  appeal  of  one  John 
Pawlett  against  a  decision  of  certain  iustices  of 
that  county,  refusing  him  a  licence  to  sell  excisable 
liquors  by  retail,  should  not  be  quashed. 

it  appeared  that  at  a  licensing  sessions  for  the 
district  of  Oundle,  in  Northamptonshire,  held  in 
Sept.  1872,  the  justices  had  refused  a  certificate  to 
John  Pawlett,  who  thereupon  duly  save  notice  of 
appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions,  and  entered  into 
the  required  recog^nizances.  The  quarter  sessions 
commenced  on  the  16th  Oct.,  and  the  first  day  for 
hearing  appeals  was  the  17th.  The  quarter  sessions 
had  made  a  rule  that  all  appeals  should  be  *'  entered 
with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  on  the  Saturday  pre- 
ceding the  sessions  at  which  such  appeals  are  to  be 
tried,  and  at  the  same  time  the  grounds  of  such 
appeals  are  to  be  given  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace." 
On  the  morning  of  the  17th  Oct.,  the  appellant's 
attorney  went,  before  the  assembling  of  the  court, 
to  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  in  order  to 
have  the  appeal  entered.  The  clerk  of  the  peace 
refused  to  enter  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the 
requisites  laid  down  by  the  above  rule  had  not 
been  observed  bv  the  appellant.  The  court  of 
quarter  sessions  being  suDsequently  applied  to  on 
behalf  of  the  appellant  to  enter  and  hear,  or  to 
enter  and  respite  his  appeal,  refused  to  do  so,  and 
made  an  order  that  the  appellant  should  pav  an 
agreed  sum  of  lOZ.  as  costs  to  the  justices  whose 
order  was  appealed  against,  and  that  on  pay- 
ment of  this  amount  the  recognizances  entered 
into  by  Pawlett  should  be  discharged.  This  order 
was  now  brought  up  by  certiorari. 

Mereweiher  showed  cause  against  the  rule, 
and  contended  that  the  quarter  sessions  had 
power  to  make  the  rule  in  question  for  the  ref- 
lation of  the  practice  in  their  court,  there  bemg 
nothing  unreasonable  in  the  rule ;  and,  if  so,  the 
appellant  and  his  legal  advisers  were  bound  to 
know  of  ite  existence  and  to  conform  to  it.  One 
reason  for  upholding  such  a  rule  is  that  a  sufficient 
number  of  oisinterested  justices  may  be  able  to 
attend.  In.  Beg.  v.  Derbyshire  (22  L.  J.  31,  M.  C.) 
the  rule  to  enter  the  appeal  was  made  absolute 
only  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  clear  what  the 
rule  of  sessions  was,  or  that  the  sessions  had  acted 
on  it.  Crompton,  J.  laid  it  down  in  that  case  that 
courts  of  quarter  sessions  have  power  to  make 
rules  regulating  the  time  within  which  appeals 
must  be  enter^  and  that  this  court  would  not 
interfere  with  their  practice  in  this  respect.  Beg. 
V.  Monmouthshire  (3  Dowl.  306)  and  Bea.  v.  Mont- 
aomervshire  (3  D.  &  L.  119)  are  authorities  to 
the  same  effect.  In  the  latter  case  where  the  rule 
of  practice  required  twenty-eight  days'  notice, 
'Wightman,  J.,  after  referring  to  the  various  decided 
cases  on  this  subject,  said :  "  The  result  of  all  of 
them  is  that  the  quarter  sessions  are  the  proper 
judges  of  their  own  rules ;  and  this  court  will  not 
mterfere  with  their  rules,  unless  they  appear  so 
unreasonable  that  they  cannot  be  supported. 
Here  the  rule  requiring  twenty-eight  days  notice, 
though  it  seems  unnecessary,  is  hardly  so  uniea- 
sonable  that  I  ought  to  interfere"  [Blackburn,  J. — 
In  that  case  the  rule  of  practice  required  twenty- 
eight  days'  notice  of  trial  to  be  given  in  the  case 
of  appeals  alr^kdy  entered  and  respited.  It  is 
very  different  here,  where  the  rule  is  as  to  the 
original  entering  olt  an  appeal,  and  the  statute 
simply  gives  an  appeal  to  the  next  quarter  sessions.] 
Beg.  T.  Wiltshire  (10  East,  404)  was  in  effect  over- 
ruled by  the  two  last-mentioned  oaaiea.    '^Vs^ssc^.  ^s^ 
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to  the  order  flor  payment  of  costs,  seot.  6  of  12  & 
13  Yiot.  0.  45,  expressly  gives  power  to  quarter 
sessions  to  cdve  costs  on  appeal  of  which  notice 
has  heen  given,  hut  which  has  not  been  entered  or 
prosecutea. 

8Uls  in  SQpport  of  the  role. — ^In  the  cases  cited, 
the  rale,  as  already  pointed  out  by  the  court,  had 
reference  only  to  the  hearing,  not  to  the  original 
entry.  B.  v.  Norfolk  (5  B.  £  Ad.  990),  is  a  con- 
dnsive  authority  against  the  validity  of  the  order 
made  in  this  case.  There  a  resolution  of  a  court 
of  quarter  sessions  that  whenever  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal  should  be  entered 
and  respited,  notice  thereof  should  within  one 
month  after  such  entry  and  respite,  be  given  to 
the  officers  of  the  removing  parish,  was  held  void; 
and  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  having  dismissed 
an  appeal   for  want  of   such  notice,  this    court 

Stinted  a  mandamvs  to  them  to  hear  it.  Lord 
enman,  C.J.,  said :  **  The  court  of  quarter  ses- 
sions are  to  say  whether  reasonable  notice  of 
appeal  has  been  given;  they  are  to  judge  what 
notice  is  reasonable,  but  they  have  no  right  to 
require  any  other  notice  than  the  one  required  by 
the  Legislature.  Here  they  have  attempted  to 
require  a  notice  of  the  entry  and  respite  of  the 
appeal;  but  their  province  is  only  to  determine 
whether  a  reasonaole  notice  of  appeal  has  been 
given,  and  if  they  find  that  notice  not  reasonable, 
to  adjourn  the  appeal  to  the  next  sessions  and  then 
finally  determine  it.**  Here  the  justices  have 
refused  to  enter  the  appeal  at  all,  adding  to  what 
the  Legislature  has  enacted  an  additional  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  of  appeal.  It  is  much  more 
than  a  mere  rule  of  precedence.  In  Beg,  v. 
Surreij  (6  D.  &  L.  735),  Erie,  J.,  said :  "  In  this 
case  the  appeal  had  been  entered  and  respited,  and 
all  the  notices  required  by  the  general  law  had 
been  given.  From  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Norfolk 
(ubi  sup.),  I  collect  that  the  power  of  making 
rules  of  practice  in  respect  of  nearing  an  appeal 
does  not  extend  to  the  creation  of  a  condition  dis- 
tinct from  and  in  addition  to  the  steps  required  by 
law,  and  to  authorise  the  refusal  of  a  hearing  if 
such  condition  be  not  performed."  Again,  in  B, 
V.  Staffordshire  (4  A.  &  E.  842),  where  an  appeal 
was  made  against  an  order  of  justices  for  payment 
of  a  church  rate,  under  53  6eo.  3,  c.  127,  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  said :  "  The  sessions  have  no  right 
to  introduce  a  new  condition  of  appeal  which  is 
not  in  the  Act  of  Parliament.'*  !Next,  as  to  the 
question  of  costs,  sect.  6  of  12  A  13  Vict.  c.  45 
only  empowers  the  quarter  sessions  to  give  costs 
on  appeal,  where  notice  of  appeal  has  been  given. 
Such  notice  of  appeal  must  be  proved  before  the 
sessions,  and  that  was  not  done  in  the  present  case. 
Blackburn,  J. — As  to  the  last  point  made,  there 
can  be  no  doubt,  on  the  appellant's  own  showing, 
that  notice  of  appeal  was  in  fact  given,  and  the 
objection,  if  taken  at  the  quarter  sessions,  would 
at  once  have  been  cured.  But  on  the  other  and 
the  main  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  quarter 
session  have  exceeded  their  jurisdiction  in  refusing 
to  enter  the  appeal  and  in  making  the  order  for 
payment  of  costs,  which  order  must  be  quashed. 
The  power  of  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  to 
regulate  its  own  practice  has  been  established  by 
a  number  of  cases ;  but  there  is  an  apparent  con- 
flict of  authority  as  to  how  far  this  court  will 
look  into  the  question  and  exercise  what  is  called  a 
visitatorial  power  over  the  rules  of  practice  which 
quiuter  sessions  may  make.    Where  the  rule  is  a 


mere  rule  of  practice,  the  more  reoentcasea  i^ypev 
to  establish  the  doctrine  that  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  will  not  interfere,  unless  the  rale  of  searioos 
is  very  unreasonable.    Is  the  rule  which  the  quar- 
ter sessions  have  made  in  the  preeoit  case  m  mere 
rule  of  practice?  I  hardly  think  so.  The  role  whidi 
the   liorthamptonshire   Quarter    Sessicnui   have 
made  amounts  to  this,  that  all  appeals  moat  be 
entered  four  clear  days  before  the  day  on  whidi 
they  are  to  be  heard.    This  rule  may  be  a  verr 
convenient  one,  for  the  reason  suggested  bycooxisel, 
if  for  no  other,  namely,  that  a  sufficient  number  of 
disinterested  justices  may  be  present  to  oonstitote 
the  court.    But  in  the  present  case  the  quarter  ses- 
sions have  gone  further  than  simply  refusing  to 
hear  the  appeal ;  they  have  refused  to  allow  it  to  be 
entered  at  all.     They  may,  perhaps,   have  had 
jurisdiction  to  refuse  to  hear  the  appeal  under  the 
circumstances,  and  I  do  not  say  that  nnder  the 
circumstances  they  might  not  have  adjourned  the 
hearing.    The  appeal  is  regulated  by   the  27th 
section  of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61.    That  section  enacts 
**  that  any  person  who  shall  think  himself  aggrieved 
by  any  act  of  any  justice  done  in  or  conoeming 
the   execution  of  this  Act,  may  appeal  against 
any  such  act  to  the  next  general  or  quarter  ses- 
sions of  the  peace  holden  for  the  oounty  or  place 
wherein    the    cause    of    such    oomplunt    shall 
have  arisen,  unless  such  sessions  shall  be  holden 
within  twelve  days  next  after  such  act  shall  have 
been  done,  and  in  that  case  to  the  next  subsequent 
sessions  holden  as  aforesaid  and  not  afterwards, 
provided  that    such    person  shall  ^ive  to  such 
justice  notice  in  writing  of  his  intention  to  appeal, 
and  of  the  cause  and  matter  thereof  within  five 
days  next  after  such  act  shall  have  been  done,  and 
seven  days  at  the  least  before  such  session,  and 
shall  within  such  five  days  enter  into  a  recogni- 
zance with  two  sufficient  securities  before  a  justice 
acting  in  and  for  such  county  or  place  as  aforesaid, 
conditional  to  appear  at  the  said  session  and  to  try 
such  appeal,  and  to  abide  the  judgment  of  the 
court  thereupon,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  shall  be 
by  the  court  awarded ;  and  upon  such  notice  being 
given  and  such  recognizance  being  entered  into, 
the  justice  before  whom  the  same  shall  be  entered 
into  shall  liberate  such  peraon,  if  in  custody,  for 
any  offence  in  reference  to  which  the  act  intended 
to  be  appealed  against  shall  have  been  done ;  and 
the  court  at  such  sessions  shall  hear  and  determine 
the  matter  of  such  appeal  and  shall  make  such 
order  therein  with  or  without  costs  as  to  the  said 
court  shall  seem  meet,**  &c.    Now  the  appdlaot 
had  complied  with  all  the  conditions  required  bj 
this    section;    but    the    quarter    sessions    have 
added  a  further  condition.    They  say  in  effect 
"you   must    enter   the   appeal    with    the   ckrk 
of  the  peace   three    clear   days  at   least  befoi* 
the    sessions   to    which   you    have    a   right  to 
appeal;    if  you    do    not,    we   will    neither   beer 
you  nor  allow  you  to    enter   your    appeal"  I 
do  not  think  that  the  right  of  the  sessions  to  act  in 
this  manner  has  been  established  by  any  of  the 
cases  cited.    I  cannot  think  that  they  are  entitled 
to  insist  that  the  appeal  shall  be  entered  before 
the  court  to  which  the  appeal  is  given  htm  hegoM 
to  sit.    It  is  a  very  different  thing  to  make  a  nili 
that  the  appeal  sliall  be  entered  by  a  certain  tintf 
on  the  first  day  of  sessions,  although  the  hearing 
of  appeals  may  not  commence  till  the  fourth  day- 
It  follows  that  if  the  quurter  sessions  had  no  luht 
to  refase  to  enter  the  appeal,  neither  bad  mf 
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Q.  B.]  St.  Olave's  Union  (apps.)  v.  St.  George's  Union  (resps.).  [Q.  B. 


Saiwrda^,  Nov,  15, 1873. 

St.  Olate*s  Union  (apps.)  v,  St.  Geokoe's  Union 

(reaps.) 

Order   of  removal — IrremovaMlUy — Proviso — I7n- 

enumeipcUed  chUd. 
The  amended  wroviso  in  11  ^  12  Vict,c,  111,«.  1,  tothe 
Irremovahuiiy  Act,  9  ^10  Vict.  c.  66,  «..l,  applies 
to  aU  children  who  Kaue  not  become  emancipated, 
whether  living  toith  or  apart  from  their  i^arents, 
A  girl  of  nineteen  who  had  been  two  years  %n  domes- 
tic  service,  and  dependent  on  herself,  in  the  res- 
pondents^  union,  became  chargeable ;  she  had  no 
eetUement  hui  thai  of  her  widowed  mother,  which 
VKte  in  the  ajypeUants'  wiion.    The  mother  had 
for  years  Uveavn  and  been  chargeable  to  her  place 
of  settlement. 
Heldt  that  the  order  of  removal  of  this  girl  to  her 

mother^ s  place  of  settlement  was  good. 
At  a  general  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  holden 
in  and  for  the  County  of  Middlesex,  apon  an  appeal 
wherein  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  St. 
Olaye's  Union  in  the  county  of  Surrey  were  appel- 
lanta,  and  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  St. 
Qeargp's  Union,  Westminster,  in  the  county  of 
MidaleseZt  were  respondents,  against  an  order 
dated  6th  Feb.  1872,  made  by  two  of  Her  Majesty's 
jostioea  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  of  Mid- 
dleaeZy  for  the  remoyal  of  Harriett  Hill  from  and 
out  of  the  said  St.  George's  Union,  Westminster, 
to  the  eaid  St.  Olave's  Union;  it  was  ordered 
that  the  aaid  order  be  confirmed  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  fol- 
lowing 


power  to  make  the  order  for  the  payment  of 
costs,  as  upon  an  appeal  not  entered  or  prosecuted. 
The  order  for  costs  must,  therefore,  be  quashed. 
QuAur,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
statute  gives  an  appeal  to  the  next  quarter  ses- 
sions. An  appeal  does  not  lie  to  a  later  sessions. 
Certain  notices  must  be  given,  and  some  other 
conditions  are  to  be  performed,  all  of  which  the 
appellant  in  the  present  case  has  duly  complied 
with.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  ouarter  sessions 
had  no  right  to  impose  any  f urtoer  condition ; 
that  they  cannot  require  that  the  appeal  should 
be  entered  three  clear  days  before  the  sessions ;  and 
farther,  that  the  appellant  shall  at  the  same  time  fur- 
nish to  the  derk  of  the  peace  the  grounds  of  appeal. 
If  the  Act  of  Parliament  does  not  require  ttus  to 
be  done,  I  do  not  see  that  the  quarter  sessions  had 
any  power  to  make  the  order.  If  they  have  power 
to  refuse  to  allow  the  entry  of  an  appeal  where  it 
is  not  done  three  clear  days  before  the  sessions, 
they  might  equally  refuse  to  allow  the  entry  on 
the  ground  that  the  appellant  had  not  furnished  to 
the  derk  of  the  peace  the  grounds  of  appeal.  B. 
▼.  Norfolk  (vhi  swp.)  and  B.  v.  The  West  Biding 
of  Yorkshire  (5  B.  &  Ad.  667)  are  distinct  authori- 
ties that  the  justices  have  no  power  to  impose 
fresh  conditions.  They  are  also  strong  to  snow 
that  where  a  statute  gives  in  general  terms  an 
appeal  to  the  next  quarter  sessions,  the  justices 
have  no  power  to  refuse  to  allow  an  app^  to  be 
entered  on  the  ground  that  certain  rules  of  prac- 
tice, which  they  have  imposed  as  a  condition  prece- 
dent, have  not  been  complied  with. 

Bide  absolute. 

Attorneys  for  appellant,  Taylors,  Hoare,  and  Cook. 
Attorneys  for  the  justices,  Tooke  and  Holland. 


The  only  question  was  whether  the  said  Harriet 
Hill  is  irremovable  from  the  respondents'  union 
by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  9  and  10  Vict.  c. 
66,  and  the  Acts  amending  the  same,  it  being 
admitted  by  the  appellants'  union  that  she  has  a 
legal  settlement  oy  parentage,  in  the  parish  of 
Botherhithe,  in  their  union. 

At  the  date  of  the  said  order  of  removal  the 
said  Harriett  Hill  was  a  spinster,  and  nineteen 
years  old,  and  at  that  time  she  had  been  an  inmate 
m  the  workhouse  of  the  respondents'  union  for 
about  a  year  (through  illness,  which  the  justices 
making  the  order  certified  will  produce  permanent 
disability),  having  been  admitted  there  on  the  21st 
Jan.  1871. 

Before  such  admission  to  the  workhouse  of  the 
respondents'  union  the  said  Harriett  Hill  had  been 
residing  as  a  domestic  servant  at  No.  43,  Suther- 
land-street, Pimlico,  in  the  respondents'  union  for 
a  little  more  than  two  years,  having  gone  into 
such  service  on  or  about  the  11th  .fan.  1869. 
Before  going  to  the  school  hereinafter  mentioned 
she  was  living  with  her  mother  in  the  workhouse 
of  the  appellants'  union. 

The  father  of  the  said  Harriett  Hill  died  upwards 
of  twelve  years  ago,  but  her  mother  is  living,  and 
is  now  an  inmate  of  one  of  the  workhouses  of  the 
appellants'  union.  She  was  for  about  ten  years 
after  her  husband's  death  an  inmate  of  the  work- 
house of  the  parish  of  Botherhithe,  and  on  the 
annexation  of  that  parish  to  the  appellants'  union 
about  two  years  ago,  she  became  and  has  since  con- 
tinued an  mmate  of  the  St.  Olave's  workhouse  of 
the  appellant's  union. 

Before  the  said  Harriett  Hill  entered  the  service 
above-mentioned  she  had  been  for  about  eight 
years  an  inmate  of  and  educated  at  the  South 
Metropolitan  District  Pauper  Schools,  situate  at 
Sutton,  in  the  county  of  Surrev,  and  maintained 
therein  at  the  charge  of  the  said  parish  of  Bother- 
hithe, she  being  a  settled  pauper  thereof  as  before 
mentioned.  During  the  two  years  she  had  been 
in  service  in  Sutherland-street  as  above-mentioned 
she  had  sained  her  own  living  entirely  indepen- 
dently of  her  mother,  or  of  any  assistance  trom 
the  parish.  She  has  the  same  settlement  as  her 
mother,  as  she  has  never  gained  a  settlement  in 
her  own  right. 

The  appellants  do  not  admit  that  "emancipa- 
tion," whatever  its  precise  meaning  may  be  in 
reference  to  the  law  of  settlement,  suDDlies  anv 
test  for  the  purpose  of  the  law  of  irremovability. 
It  is,  however,  admitted  that  the  pauper  is  un- 
emancipated  to  the  extent  that  any  change  of  her 
mothers  settlement  up  to  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  order  in  this  case  would  have  caused  a 
change  of  her  settlement  also. 

The  appellants  contended  that  by  reason  of  such 
residence  for  two  years  in  Sutherland-street,  in 
the  respondents'  union,  as  above  stuted,  the  said 
Harriett  Hill  at  the  date  of  the  said  order  of  removal 
had  acquired  a  status  of  irremovability  in  such 
union,  and  that  therefore  such  order  of  removal 
was  invalid. 

The  respondents  contended  that  the  said 
Harriett  Hill,  being  an  unemancipated  child  as 
before  mentioned,  and  having  no  otner  settlement 
than  that  of  her  mother,  was  removable  to  the 
place  of  her  settlement,  although  she  had  lived  as 
oefore  stated  for  more  than  a  year  in  the  respon- 
dents' union,  and  that  such  an  order  was  under  tbL<^ 
drcumstances  stated  *?«iAid. 
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St.  Oiate's  Union  (apps.)  v.  Si.  Osobon's  Union  (reaps.). 


CQ.B. 


The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  decided  that  she 
was  remoyable  subject,  howeyer,  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  as  above-mentioned. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  was,  whetner  at  the  date  of  the 
said  order  of  removal,  the  said  ELarriett  Hill  was 
removable  from  the  respondentb'  union  to  her  place 
of  settlement.  If  this  be  answered  in  the  afi&r- 
mative  the  order  of  sessions  and  the  order  of 
removal  are  to  stand  confirmed ;  if  in  the  negative 
both  orders  are  to  be  quashed  on  the  ground  of 
her  irremovability. 

Sir  /.  B,  Karslake,  Q.C.,  and  Poland,  on  behalf  of 
the  respondents,  supported  the  orders  of  Petty  and 
Quarter  Sessions: — The  (question  is  shortly 
whether  this  case  comes  within  the  last  proviso  of 
9  &  10  Yict.  c.  66,  s.  1,  as  amended  by  11  &  12  Yict. 
c.  1 11,  s.  1.  The  words  of  the  former  are : "  Provided 
always,  that  whenever  any  person  shall  have  a 
wife  or  children  having  no  other  settlement  than 
his  or  her  own,  such  wife  and  children  shall  be 
removable  whenever  he  or  she  is  removable,  and 
shall  not  be  removable  when  he  or  she  is  not 
removable."  For  this  proviso  the  latter  Act  sub- 
stituted the  following:  "Provided  always,  that 
whenever  any  person  shall  have  a  wife  or  children 
having  no  other  settlement  than  his  or  her  own, 
such  wife  and  children  should  be  removable  from 
any  parish  or  place  from  which  he  or  she  would  be 
removable,  notwithstanding  any  provisions  of  the 
said  recited  Act,  and  should  not  be  removable  from 
any  parish  or  place  from  which  he  or  she  would 
not  be  removable  by  reason  of  any  provisions  in 
the  said  recited  Act."  Here  the  mother  has  a 
child, — throughout  the  poor  law  statutes  a  son  or 
daughter  is  spoken  of  as  a  child  until  emancipated, 
that  is,  until  he  or  she  becomes  married,  or  has 
acquired  a  settlement  independent  of  that  of  the 
parent, — which  child,  the  pauper,  has  no  other 
settlement  than  her  motners;  therefore,  her 
mother  being  removable  from  the  respondents' 
union,  the  pauper  is  also  removable,  and  the 
order  of  removal  is  good.  A  recent  case  exactly 
in  point  is  Beg,  v.  8t,  Mary,  Islington  (L.  Bep. 
5,  Q.  B.  US;  6  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  606):  there 
a  man  had  deserted  his  wife  and  daughter,  the 
latter  being  eighteen  and  unemancipated ;  the  wife, 
therefore,  under  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  3,  could, 
and  in  this  case  did,  obtain  a  status  of  irremova- 
bility, independent  of  that  of  her  husband;  but 
the  court  held  that  the  dauffhter,  althoui^h  she  had 
lived  with  the  mother  long  enough  to  have  shared 
her  status,  could  be  irremovable  only  from  the 
parish  from  which  the  head  of  the  family,  the 
father,  was  so ;  therefore,  an  order  to  remove  the 
daughter  to  her  father's  place  of  settlement  was 
gooa.  So  also  in  Beg.  v.  St.  Ann,  Blackfriars 
(2  E.  &  B.  440),  a  pauper  lunatic  was  made  charse- 
able  upon  her  place  of  settlement,  although  she 
had  her  fathers  status  of  irremovabilitv  before 
becoming  lunatic,  the  father  having  left  the  place 
from  which  he  had  been  irremovable.  The  pauper 
in  Beg,  v.  8t  Oeorge-in-the'East  (L.  Bep.  -6 
Q.  B.  364 ;  22  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  440)  was  held 
to  be  not  afiected  bv  the  proviso  in  these 
statutes,  because  her  husband  had  no  settle- 
ment at  all.  The  cases  on  emancipation  are 
collected  in  Archbold's  Poor  Law,  at  p.  440 ;  one 
of  the  strongest  is  that  of  Beg,  v.  Selbome  (2  E.  & 
E.  275),  where  a  minor  was  held  to  be  not  eman- 
cipated before  marriage,  although  he  was  two 
j-ears  in  the  metropolitan  pdioe. 


George  Tayler,  oontra : — ^There  is  nothing  about 
emancipation  in  either  of  these  proviaos,  or  in  the 
enacting  part  of  the  Btat.  9  &  10  Yict.  c.  66;  and 
there  is,  therefore,  nothing  jO  prevent  a  child, 
living  apart  from  the  head  of  l^e  nmily,  and  pro- 
viding for  himself,  from  obtaining  a  stains  of 
irremovability.  The  policy  of  the  law  seema  to  be 
to  enable  persons  to  obtain  irremovability  at  least 
as  easily  as  to  acquire  settlements ;  and  as  tiie  law 
allows  unemancipated  children  to  do  the  latter, 
so  it  should  encourage  the  former.  Moreover, 
the  proviso  should  be  read  as  applicable  only  to 
persons  living  with  their  wives  or  children  in  the 
same  parish.  When  separation  has  actually  taken 
place,  there  can  be  no  object  in  the  proviso ;  and 
m  this  case  the  order  of  removal  would  not  bring 
the  mother  and  daughter  together. 

QuAiN,  J. — It  seems  to  me  to  be  perfectly  plain 
that  this  is  a  case  within  the  proviso  to  the  Act 
concerning  irremovability;  we  shall  ihereiare afliim 
the  orders  of  sessions,    tt  is  found  in  the  case  that 
the  pauper  has  the  same  settlement  as  her  mother, 
as  she  has  never  gained  a  settlement  in  her  own 
right.    The  question  for  us  is  whether  under  the 
1st  section  of  9  &  10  Yict.  o.  66,  and  the  amended 
proviso  in  11  &  12  Yict.  a  111,  s.  1,  altiiough  this 
girl  has  not  acquired  a  settlement,  she  can  aoouire 
a  status  of  irremovability  apart  finom  that  cm  her 
mother.    I  am  of  opinion  that  she  cannot.    She 
would  under  the  enacting  part  of  the  statute  have 
been  able  to  obtain  a  status  of  irremovability  in 
the  respondents'  union,  but  the  proviso  applies 
exactly  to  her  case ;  in  consequenoe  she  is  situated 
exactly  as  if  the  Act  had  not  been  passed  at  i^,  snd 
before  the  Act  this  order  of  removal  could  deariy 
have  been  proper.    Just  as  in  a  question  of  settle- 
ment, a  child  is  settled  in  the  parents*  place  of 
settlement  until  the  child  is  emancipated,  so  a 
child  is  irremovable  only  when  tbe  parent  is  also 
so  until  the  same  period  of  emancipation.     In 
Beg,  V.  St,  George-in'the-East  (L.  Bep.  5  Q  E 
364)  my  brother  Blackburn,  at  p.  368,  speaking 
of  these  statutes  remarked.    "  The  Legislature  in 
the  enactment  and  proviso  would  seem  to  say 
this :  in  establishing  the  status  of  irremovi^iHtj 
we  leave  the  common  law  principle  untouched  that 
husband  and  wife  shall  not  be   separated,   and 
therefore  when  the  husband  has  a  settlement  and 
is  removable,  the  wife,  though  she  has  resided 
sufficiently  lon^  to  have  become  irremovable,  shall 
be  removed  with    him;    and  vice  verio,  if   the 
husband  is  irremovable  neither  shall  the  wifo  be 
removed;  but  if  the  wife  has  a  settlement,  and 
the  husband  has  no  settlement,  we  say  nothing  as 
to  when  the  wife  is  to  be  removed  to  her  own 
settlement."    Just  as  the  principle  of  law  as  to 
an  unemancipated  child  is  untouched,    and  the 
pauper    here,  bein^    without  power  to  obtain  a 
status  of  irremovability,  must  be  removed  to  her 
place  of  settlement.    The  order  of  removal  ths«- 
fore  is  good. 

Ajichibald,  J. — I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the 
order  of  removal  is  good,  and  should  be  oonfirmed. 
The  statute  seems  to  have  been  intended  to  applT 
differently  to  emancipated  and  to  unemancipatea 
persons,  and  this  case  is  exactly  within  the  words  of 
the  proviso  as  amended.  Mr.  Tayler  argues  that 
the  proviso  applies  only  to  a  wife  or  childreB 
actually  with  and  removable  firom  the  same  place 
as  a  husband  or  parent,  but  &e  wmds  are  not  to 
limited,  and  I  think  were  not  so  intended. 

Judgment  farre^pomimii^ 
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Saturday,  Nov.  15, 1873. 

Haxiltoh  (app.)  V.  St.  George,  Hanoteb-squabe 

(resps.). 

Boof  of  eeUar — Pavement  of  footway — Expense  of 
repair— 18  ^  19  Viet,  c,  120,  «#.  96,  102,  and 
226. 

The  appellant  was  eummonedtmder  the  Metropolitan 
Managem&nt  Act  1855  (18  ^  19  Vict.  c.  120),  s. 
226,  to  pay  for  the  repair  of  hie  cellar  which  the 
reepondente  had  done  tmder  sect  102  of  that  Act, 
The  mctgistriUe  fownd  in  fact  that  in  front  of  the 
appeUant*s  house  and  the  other  houses  situated 
on  the  north  side  of  Eaton-squa/re  were  cellars 
covered  by  flagstones  resting  on  the  walls  of  the 
cellars.  Those  cellars  were  so  formed  whin  the 
square  was  huiU  in  1830,  and  the  flagstones  were 
then  bin.  thick.  The  footway  on  this  side  of  the 
square  was  formed  by  the  flagstones  and  curb- 
stones over  the  cellars  of  the  houses.  The  flagstones 
having  been  worn  down  by  the  traffic  over  them  to 
the  thickness  of  only  2^in.  became  dangerous  and 
required  repair.  Tits  magistrate  determined  that 
ii  would  not  be  just  that  the  respondents  shotdd  be 
ai  the  expense  of  supplying  a  roof  to  the  appeL- 
lanVs  cellar,  nor  thai  the  appellant  should  be  at 
the  expense  of  paving  the  footway  in  front  of  his 
liouse ;  he  therefore  directed  that  each  should  pay 
half  the  expense  of  repair. 

Held,  upon  a  case  stated,  thai  under  the  circum- 
stances  the  respondents  were  liable  for  the  whole 
expense. 

This  was  a  case  stated  ander  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 

The  appellant  is  the  owner  and  occupier  of  the 
house.  No.  108,  Eaton-square,  in  the  parish  of  St. 
George,  Hanover-square  (which  is  on  the  north 
side  of  the  souare),  and  of  the  cellars  hereinafter 
mentioned.  That  house,  as  well  as  the  other 
houses  on  the  north  side,  has  in  front  of  it  an 
area  and  cellars. 

The  cellars  are  formed  of  brick  waHs,  one  of 
which  is  the  outer  wall  of  the  area,  and  the  other 
runs  parallel  with  such  outer  wall  at  a  dibtance  of 
about  lift.  9in.  Ihere  are  also  two  thin  par- 
tition walls  at  riffht  angles  to  these  brick  walls, 
semiratin^  the  cellars  of  each  house. 

jBxtendmg  from  the  outer  wall  of  the  area  to  the 
said  wall  which  runs  parallel  with  it  are  large  flag- 
stones, the  ends  of  which  rest  on  the  walls  in 
question;  they  form  a  covering  to  the  cellars, 
which  without  them  would  be  open  at  the  top. 
The  outer  or  upper  surface  of  these  flagstones  has 
been  used  by  tne  public  as  a  footway  from  the  time 
they  were  laid  down. 

Outside  the  flagstones  are  curbstones,  which  are 
supported  by  the  outer  wall  of  the  cellar  near  the 
roaaway ;  and  there  is  also  a  lower  curb,  which  is 
anpported  by  the  road  so  that  persons  can  get 
from  the  flagstones  to  the  roadway  which  is  lower 
than  the  footway. 

The  upper  curbstones,  which  are  level  with  the 
flagstones,  are  12in.  wide. 

These  oellars  were  so  formed  by  means  of  the 
walla  and  flagstones  before  mentioned,  when  the 
square  was  built  in  or  about  the  year  1830  on  land 
belonging  to  the  builder  or  his  lessor. 

The  flagstones  when  they  were  first  put  down 

S^  the  persons  who  built  the  houses  were  5in. 

The  upper  curbstones  contain  holes  leading  to 
theooal  oellars,  which  holes  are  covered  in  the 
osdiiMyry  way  with  iron  coverings. 

Ifjye.  Cas.— Vol.  VHI. 


The  footway  on  the  said  north  side  of  the  square 
has  been  a  public  footway  from  the  time  the  flags 
were  so  laid  down,  and  was  formed  by  the  flag- 
stones and  upper  curbstones  over  the  cellars  of 
the  houses  there  as  before  mentioned. 

The  flagstones  have  been  worn  down  hj  the 
traffic  over  them  from  5in.  to  2iin.,  and  in  the 
early  part  of  the  year  1872  one  of  them  over  the 
appellant's  cellar,  owing  to  its  being  so  reduced  in 
thickness  became  cracked  and  dangerous,  and  the 
appellant  previous  to  the  notice  hereinafter  men- 
tioned applied  to  the  vestry  to  repair  it. 

The  surveyor  to  the  vestry  gave  notice  to  the 
appellant  that  it  was  unsafe,  and  he  (the  appellant) 
thereupon  from  the  interior  of  his  cellar  propped 
up  the  broken  stone,  and  the  surveyor  to  the  parish 
filled  in  the  cracks  with  cement.  Afterwards  the 
appellant  was  required  to  properly  repair  his 
cellar,  which  he  declined  to  do,  as  he  disputed  his 
liabilitv. 

On  the  10th  April,  1872,  notice  was  duly  served 
upon  the  appellant  reauiring  him  to  do  the  repairs, 
and  upon  the  refusal  or  the  appellant  to  do  the  work 
required,  the  vestry  did  it,  and  the  expenses,  after 
allowing  for  the  value  of  the  old  stones  which  were 
removed,  amounted  to  SI.  Ids.  4d. 

It  was  necessary  to  substitute  one  new  and  entire 
flagstone  for  the  old  stone,  inasmuch  as  there  is  not 
under  the  pavement  a  brick  arch  or  substructure 
of  any  kind  upon  which  pavement  of  smaller  flag- 
stones and  of  a  less  expensive  character  could  be 
placed. 

The  sum  was  duly  demanded,  and  upon  the  re- 
fusal of  the  appellant  to  pay  that  amount,  he  was 
on  the  20th  «ruly,  1872,  summoned  before  one  of 
the  mu^strates  of  the  police  courts  of  the  metro- 
polis, sitting  at  Westminster  Police  Court,  to  show 
cause  why  ne  should  not  be  ordered  to  pay  the 
same 

By  the  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  s.  96,  all  pavements 
are  vested  in  and  under  the  management  and  con- 
trol of  the  vestry  of  the  parish  in  which  they  are 
situated.  The  vestry  claimed  the  money  above 
mentioned  under  sect.  102  of  the  same  Act,  which 
is  as  follows  : — 

All  vaults,  arohes,  and  oellars,  made  either  before  or 
after  the  oommenoement  of  this  Aot,  under  any  street 
in  any  pctfish  or  distriot  mentioned  in  either  of  the 
Bohednles  (A  and  B)  to  this  Aot.  and  all  openingv  into 
the  same  in  any  snoh  street  shall  be  repaired  and  kept  in 
proper  order  by  the  owners  or  occnpiers  of  the  houses  or 
Duiidings  to  whioh  the  same  respeotively  belong  ;  and  in 
ease  an^  snoh  vault,  aroh,  or  cellar  be  at  any  time  out 
of  repair,  it  shall  oe  lawful  for  the  vestry  or  distriot 
board  of  snoh  parish  or  distriot  to  oause  the  same  to  he 
repaired  and  put  into  good  order,  and  to  recover  the  ex- 
penses thereof  from  such  owner  in  the  manner  hereinafter 
provided. 

Sect.  226  is  as  follows : — 

Where  the  amount  of  any  compensation  or  of  any 
damage,  costs,  or  expenses  is  to  be  determined  by  or  to 
be  recovered  before  two  justices,  it  shall  be  lawfiU  for 
any  justice,  upon  the  apphcation  of  either  party,  to  sum- 
mon the  other  party  to  appear  before  two  justices,  at  a 
time  and  place  to  be  namea  in  such  summons,  and  upon 
the  appearance  of  such  parties,  or  in  the  absence  of  either 
of  them  upon  proof  of  due  service  of  the  summons,  it 
shidl  be  lawful  for  such  two  justices  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  matter,  and  for  that  purpose  to  examine  such 
parties,  or  any  of  them,  and  their  witnesses  on  oath,  and 
make  such  order  as  well  as  to  the  costs  or  otherwise  as 
to  them  may  seem  just. 

On  the  27th  July,  on  the  appearance  of  the  par- 
ties, the  appellant  contended  that  the  fla^tA\\fiA. 
in  question  were  a  poT\i\oTi.  ^>}[i^  ^a^^scdl^^soX*  t&  ^^ 
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street,  which  had  become  vested  in  the  vestry  un- 
der sect.  96  of  the  said  Act,  and  which  they  were 
bonnd  to  repair  and  replace  when  necessary. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  vestry  that 
the  flagstones  were  part  of  the  cellars,  and  were 
the  property  of  the  appellant,  and  that  but  for  them 
the  cellars  would  have  no  covering  at  all,  and  that 
the  appellant  was  therefore  bound  to  repair  and 
replace  them  when  necessary,  and  keep  them  in 
proper  order. 

The  magistrate  accordingly  ordered  the  appel- 
lant to  pay  the  vestry  half  the  money  claimed, 
viz.,  4:1.  68,  8d.,  and  each  party  to  bear  his  own 
costs;  and  the  appellant  being  dissatisfied  with 
his  judgment,  as  being  erroneous  in  point  of  law, 
duly  required  him,  in  writing,  to  state  a  case  for 
the  opinion  of  this  honourable  court,  which  he  has 
accordingly  done. 

The  grounds  of  the  magistrate's  determination 
were  that  he  did  not  think  it  would  be  just  on  the 
one  hand  that  the  vestry  should  be  at  the  expense 
of  supplying  a  roof  to  the  appellant's  ceUar,  or,  on 
the  other,  that  the  appellant  should  be  at  the 
expense  of  paving  the  footway  in  front  of  his 
house. 

The  first  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  court 
therefore  isi  whether  the  magistrate  was  justified 
in  ordering  the  appellant  to  pay  the  vestry  half 
the  money  claimed  by  them.  If  he  was  justified 
in  making  such  order  his  decision  is  to  be  affirmed ; 
but  if  he  was  not  so  justified,  then  the  next  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  appellant  was  bound  to  pay 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  expense  of  replacing 
the  flagstones,  or  whether  the  vestry  was  bound 
to  replace  them  at  their  own  expense.  And  if  his 
decision  should  not  be  affirmed,  the  court  was 
respectfully  requested  to  remit  this  case  to  him 
with  the  expression  of  their  opinion  on  the  ques- 
tion last  mentioned. 

Manisty,  Q.C.  (with  him  B,  E.  Turner)  argued 
for  the  appellant. — This  very  point  was  suggesved 
bj  Erie,  C.  J.,  as  an  illustration  of  the  matter  in 
discussion  in  Robbins  Y.Jones  (15  C.  B.,  N.  S.  221), 
at  p.  242 :  "  We  may  refer,  by  way  of  illustration 
only,  to  the  case  of  one  of  the  squares,  where  the 
footway  at  one  side  consists  of  large  flags  reaching 
from  the  outer  wall  of  the  area  to  the  outer  wall 
of  the  cellar.  There  the  upper  part  of  the  flags 
forms  the  way,  and  the  lower  part  of  the  same 
flags  forms,  as  we  are  told,  tne  ceiling  of  the 
cellar.  Who  is  to  maintain  and  repair  the  flagged 
way  P  Wo  apprehend,  the  public,  who  walk  upon 
it  and  wear  it  out,  without  which  it  might  last 
an  indefinite  time."  At  the  time  this  square  was 
built  and  the  footpaths  were  dedicated  to  the 
public,  the  local  Act,  7  Greo.  iv,  c.  Iviii,  was  in 
force,  by  sect.  23  of  which  the  trustees  of  the 
parish  were  empowered,  if  they  thought  fit,  to 
require  all  new  squares  to  be  repaved  at  the  cost 
of  the  builders.  This  footpath  tnerefore  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  dedicated  to  and  accepted  by 
the  public  merely  with  this  stone  between  the 
cellar  and  road. 

Gifard,  Q.C.  (with  him  Poland),  for  the  respon- 
dents.— This  place  below  could  not  be  a  cellar 
without  its  roof.  This  stone,  therefore,  cannot  be 
said  to  be  over  the  cellar,  for  it  is  part  of  the 
cellar,  and  therefore  repairable  bjr  the  owner 
under  sect.  102.  At  all  events  it  is  enough  for 
the  respondents  to  contend,  in  order  to  support 
the  magistrate's  decision,  that  this  stone,  which 
was  £v0  inches  thick,  was  not  the  whole  of  it 


footway.  [Aechibald,  J. — What  if  there  had  been 
brick  arches  under  the  stone  ?]  Then  I  could  not 
have  disputed  the  respondents'  liability  for  the 
stone,  and  it  would  have  devolved  upon  the 
appellant  to  have  repaired  the  arches.  [Quadi,  J. 
— But  there  were  no  arches  at  the  time  of  the  dedi- 
cation  of  the  path  to  the  public,  and  the  parish 
accepted  the  path  as  it  was  dedicated.]  It  most 
be  a  question  of  fact  for  the  magistrate  to  decide 
how  much  of  this  stone  was  roof  of  cellar,  and 
how  much  was  pavement  of  the  public  footway. 
He  has  in  effect  given  half  to  each,  and  his  finding 
of  fact  must  be  final.  This  being  the  state  of  the 
facts,  and  the  magistrate  having  power  under 
sect.  226  to  make  such  order  as  to  oosts  or  other- 
wise as  to  him  may  seem  just,  it  is  not  for  this 
court  to  question  his  discretion.  No  point  of  law 
is  raised  by  the  case.  Moreover,  this  is  a  most 
equitable  and  just  view  of  the  claims  of  the  parties. 
[QuAiN,  J. — The  only  authority  for  such  a  aecisioQ 
that  I  know  of,  is  the  division  of  the  living  child 
between  the  two  mothers  who  claimed  it.J  Hie 
magistrate  has  found  that  this  flagstone  is  partly 
cellar  and  partly  footpath.  [Quain,  J. — Smndy 
Bobbins  v.  Jones  is  exactly  in  point  here.]  The 
distinction  between  that  case  and  this  is  that  there 
was  no  statutory  obligation  upon  the  owner  there, 
as  there  is  here,  to  repair  the  cellar. 

Manisty,  Q.C,  in  reply: — ^The  case  finds  that 
the  footway  was  formed  by  the  flagstones  and 
upper  curbstones  over  the  cellars.  The  magistrate's 
decision  was  inconsistent  with  that  finding. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  decision 
must  be  set  aside,  and  that  the  appellant  ought  not 
to  be  charged  at  all  for  the  repair  of  this  footway. 
It  strikes  me  that  the  public  having  done  thiB 
iniury,  it  is  but  fair  and  just  that  the  respondents 
who  represent  the  public  should  pay  for  its  repair. 
The  inquiry  was  exclusively  done  by  the  publ& ;  it 
was  no  fault  of  Mr.  Hamilton,  nor  was  there  any 
failure  of  the  substructure.  My  view  of  the  equity 
and  justice  of  the  case  is  that  the  whole  expense  oi 
the  repair  should  fall  upon  the  respondents.  Now  as 
to  the  legal  question,  I  find  it  laid  down  in  Fisher  v. 
Prowse  (2  B.  &  S.  770),  that  where  land  is  dedicated 
to  the  public  as  a  highway,  the  dedication  must 
be  taken  to  be  made  to  the  public  and  accepted  by 
them,  subject  to  the  inconvenience  or  risk  arising 
from  the  existing  state  of  things.  Here  it  seems 
the  footway  dedicated  to  the  public  was,  as  to  part 
of  it,  a  flagstone  which  formed  the  roof  of  a  cellar; 
and  it  was  accepted  as  a  footway  over  the  cellar, 
although  part  of  the  path  was  actually  also  the 
cellar  roof.  This  continued  to  be  the  state  c( 
things  from  the  time  of  the  dedication  to  the 
public  until  the  flagstone  was  worn  out.  Then  it 
oecame  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the  house  to 
repair  the  cellar,  and  the  duty  of  the  parish  to 
repair  the  footpath.  Which  was  in  this  case  out  of 
repair  P  I  think  it  was  the  public  path  and  not 
the  cellar;  the  injury  was  done  by  the  public, 
whose  duty  it  was,  therefore,  to  remedy  it.  It 
appears  to  me  that  both  law  and  justice  are  on 
the  side  of  the  owner,  and  the  stone  havine,  in 
consequence  of  the  use  of  the  path  by  the  pcmlic, 
become  so  thin  as  to  be  dangerous,  the  parisn  must 
pay  the  expense  of  renewing  it.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  statute  against  this  ;  the  words  of  section 
102  of  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120  are,  '*  All  vanlts,  arches, 
and  cellars  made  either  before  or  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  Act  under  any  street,"  and ''all 
openings  into  the  same  in  any  such  street  shall  ba 
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repaired  and  kept  in  proper  order  by  the  owners 
or  oocapiers."  This  cellar  was  not  made  under  the 
street  at  all,  but  was  in  existence  before  any 
street  was  there.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  was 
not  a  "  cellar  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  words 
of  the  section.  The  illustration  of  Erie,  C.  J.,  in 
Robbins  y.  Jones,  cited  in  the  argument,  is  exactly 
this  case,  and  seems  to  me  to  be  an  au^ority  upon 
which  we  are  risht  in  acting.  Moreover,  the 
point  there  decided  goes  far  to  support  our  present 
decision;  he  says,  p.  241,  ''This  does  not  fall 
within  the  law  as  to  keeping  buildings  adjoining 
m  highway  in  such  a  state,  by  repair  or  otherwise, 
as  not  to  endanger  passers  by.  What  was  insuffi- 
cient here  was  part  of  the  highway  itself.  Such. 
law  may  apply  to  the  arches  of  a  cellar  under  a 
fbotway, — though  this  we  conceive  to  be  worthy  of 
argument,  and  open  to  distinctions  as  to  the  state 
of  things  at  the  time  of  the  dedication,  and  other 
cironmstances.  It  cannot  apply  to  the  footway 
itself."  Our  judgment,  therefore,  will  be  for  the 
appellant. 

Archibald,  J. — I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the 
respondents  ought  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  ex- 
pense of  repairing  this  flagstone.  At  first  I 
thought  the  arrangement  proposed  by  the  magis- 
trate was  equitable  and  just  between  the  parties, 
but,  upon  further  consideration,  I  do  not  even  think 
that ;  and  moreover  that  should  at  all  events  have 
nothing  to  do  with  our  decision.  The  magistrate 
has  found  that  the  footway  at  this  place  was 
formed  by  the  flagstones  and  upper  curbstones 
over  the  cellars  of  the  houses ;  tots  finding  con- 
clusively prevents  section  102  from  applying  to 
this  repair ;  that  section  relates  only  to  the  repair 
of  vaults,  arches,  and  cellars,  made  under  any 
street,  and  I  think  this  flagstone  cannot  upon 
that  finding  be  taken  to  be  a  vault,  arch,  or  cellar, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  section.  If  the  stone 
were,  as  the  magistrate  seems  to  have  thought, 
partly  footpath  and  partly  cellar,  the  vestry  would 
still  have  been  bound  to  repair  it,  for  there  is  no 
provision  that  an  owner  or  occupier  should  do  the 
necessary  repair  to  the  road,  and  it  would  be  im- 
poesibio  to  deal  with  it  except  by  taking  up  the 
whole  stone  and  placing  a  new  one.  K  the  magis- 
trate had  found  as  a  fact  that  this  stone  was  the 
roof  of  the  cellar,  and  was  not  the  footway,  his 
decision  might  perhaps  have  been  right ;  but  that 
cannot  be  upon  the  facts  as  they  are  found.  This 
conclusion  is  no  hardship  upon  the  respondents, 
for  the  injury  which  they  have  had  to  remedy  was 
caused  entirely  by  the  public  use  of  the  stone  as  a 
footway.  Judgment  for  appellant. 

Attorneys  for  appellant,  MarJcby,  Wilde,  and 
Bwrra, 

Attorneys  for  respondents,  Capron,  Bolton,  and 


Reported  hj  H.  Lmoh,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


ERROR  FROM  THE   COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER. 

Thursday,  May  15, 1873. 

Ihgoldsbt  and  others  V,  The  Plumstead  District 

Board  of  Works. 

MetrcpolAS  Local  Management  Acts,  1855-1862 
(18  ^  19  VicL  c,  120,  sects.  105-250 ;  26  ^  26 
VicL  c  102,  «.  77) — Expenses  of  paving  new 
street§ — Apportionment  of  between  owners — Lia* 
hUUff  qfftUture  owners — Vharge  on  land. 


Under  sect,  77  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act  1862  (25  &•  26  Vict,  c,  102),  the  amount  ap- 
portioned by  tne  vestry  or  district  board  of  a  parish 
to  be  paid  by  the  owners  of  houses  or  lands 
toward^  the  expenses  of  paving  new  streets,  under 
sect.  105  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act 
1855  (18  ^  19  Vici,  c  120),  may  be  recovered  by 
the  vestry  or  board  in  an  action  against,  either  the 
person  who  is  owner  of  the  premises  at  the  time 
wlhen  the  apportionment  is  made,  or  awyfutwre  or 
subsequent  owner  of  the  premises ;  and  thai, 
whether  such  am>ount  is  made  payable  at  once  in 
one  s^im  or  at  intervals,  by  instalrhents,  the  effect 
of  the  above  two  mentioned  Acts  of  Farliament, 
taken  together^  being  to  impose  the  liability  as  a 
charge  upon  the  land: 
So  held  by  the  Cowrt  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirm' 

ing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below. 
In  this  case  error  was  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  in 
error  on  the  judgment  of  uie  Court  of  Exchequer 
in  favour  of  the  (Pendant  in  error,  upon  a  special 
case. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  (who  were  the  defendants 
below)  are  trustees  of  the  Planet  Building  Society. 
The  defendants  in  error  (the  plaintiffs  below),  the 
Plumstead  District  Board  of  Works,  had  brought 
an  action  against  the  society  (in  the  name  of  their 
trustees)  to  recover  37/-.  lO^.,  the  amount  of  pavine 
expenses  which  had  been  apportioned  by  the  board 
under  the  powers  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Acts  1855  and  1862  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120, 
and  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102),  in  respect  of  certain 
houses  and  property  belonging  to  the  trustees  of 
the  said  society,  as  mortgagees  thereof. 

The  question  to  be  determined  was,  whether  the 
action  was  or  was  not  maintainable  against  the 
trustees,  the  contention  on  their  part  being,  that 
the  action  was  not  maintainable,  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  not  the  owners  of  the  property  in  respect 
of  which  the  several  apportionments  were  made 
at  the  time  when  the  same  apportionments  were 
made. 

The  Court  of  Exchequer  (Kelly,  C.B.,  Bramwell, 
Channell,  and  Pigott,  BB.),  after  hearing  the 
arguments  o  f  counsel  on  both  sides,  held,  that 
under  sect.  77  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102),  the  amount 
apportioned  by  the  vestry  or  board  of  a  parish  to 
be  paid  by  the  owners  of  houses  or  lands  towards 
the  expense  of  paving  new  streets,  under  sect.  105 
of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  1855 
(18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120),  may  be  recovered  by  the 
vestry  or  board,  in  an  action  against  either  the 
person  who  is  owner  of  the  premises  at  the  time 
when  the  apportionment  is  made,  and  the  right  to 
recover  first  accrues,  or  against  any  fulure  or  suh- 
sequent  otoner o( the  premises;  and  that,  whether 
such  amount  is  made  payable  at  once,  in  one  sum, 
or  at  intervals  by  instalments ;  the  effect  of  the 
two  Acts  of  Parliament  above  mentioned,  taken 
together,  being  to  impose  the  liability  as  a  charge 
upon  the  land. 

The  facts,  and  the  various  sections  of  the  two 
Acts  of  Parliament,  upon  which  the  question  de- 
pends, are  fully  set  forth  in  the  report  of  the  case 
below:  {nom.  The  Plumstead  District  Board  of  Works 
V.  The  Planet  Building  Society,  27  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
656 ;  reported  also  L.  Bep.  8  Ex.  63 ;  42  L.  J.  50, 
Bx.) 

Waddy  (with  whom  was  Prest),  for  the  plaintiffs 
in  error,  urged  all  the  arguments  and  cited  the 
cases  used  and  cited  iu  the  QO\a\»  V)^^^ « 
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Ex,] 


Spxak  (app.)  V.  Powell  and  Clabkx  (reaps.)* 


[El. 


Barrow  (with  whom  was  Morgan  Howard),  for 
the  defendants  in  error,  cotUrat  was  not  called  on 
to  argue. 

Blackbubn,  J. — ^Mr.  Waddy  has  argued  this 
case  with  great  ingenuity,  and  has  adduced  eyery 
argument  that  coiSd  possibly  be  urged  in  ^vour 
of  the  view  taken  by  nim  of  the  case  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error;  but  he  has  not  been  able  to  succeed 
in  convincing  the  court  that  the  decision  of  the 
court  below  is  erroneous.  We  are  all  agreed  that 
that  decision  was  right  and  ought  to  be  affirmed, 
for  the  reasons  therein  given. 

Keating,  Brett,  Gbove,  Quain,  Abghibald,  and 
HoNTMAM,  JJ.  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  Ingle, 
Cooper,  and  Holmes,  23,  Threadneedle-street,  E.G. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants  in  error,  /.  M,  Dale 
{Newman,  Siretton,  and  Dale),  75,  Comhill,  E.G. 


COUBT    OF    EXCEEQXJSB. 

Reported  by  T.  W.  Sauvdkbs  and  H.  LxxeK,  Eaqjn,, 
Buristen-at-Law. 


Thvreday,  Nov.  20, 1873. 

Speak  (app.)  v.  Powell  and  Glarke  (resps.). 

Excise  licence  for  a  carrxaqe — A  carriage  vsed  solely 
for  the  conveyance  of  any  goods  or  burden  in  ihe 
course  of  trade  or  husbandry.—^  8f  33  Vid,  o, 
14,  ss.  18, 19  (sub-sect.  6). 
By  the  32  ^  33  Vict.  c.  14,  s.  18,  a  duty  is  im^sed 
upon  carriages  having  a  certain  num£er  of  wheels 
and  being  of  a  certain  weight ;  and  by  sect.  19, 
subsection  (6),  it  is  enacted  that  the  term  *'  carriage  " 
means  and  inckides  any  veJiide  drawn  by  a  horse 
or  mule  *'  except  a  waggon,  cart,  or  other  vehicle 
used  solely  for  the  conveyance  of  any  goods  or 
burden  in  the  course  of  trade  or  husbandry.** 
Hie  defendants  were  the  proprietors  of  a  traveJUng 
equestrian  circus,  and  it  was  their  course  of  btui- 
ness  to  give  a  daily  parade  through  the  towns 
which  they  visit.   On  the  day  laid  in  Ois  informa" 
tion  there  was  the  usual  parade  in  Bishop  Auck' 
land,  and  am>ongst  other  carriages  in  the  pro- 
Mssion  there  were  three  drawn  by  horses;  one 
conveyed  the  band,  consisting  of  eignt  performers ; 
two  others  conveyed  fowr  persons  each,  and  the 
persons  in  one  of  these  were  dressed  in  a  gaudy 
attire  and  carried  flags.     These  three  carriages 
were  used  also  for  carrying  portions  of  the  luggage 
and  property  of  the  circus  from  place  to  place, 
ajid  al  tlie  time  before  mentioned    there   were 
clothes  belonging  to  the  circus  in  the  back  locker 
of  the  band  carriage,  and  also  the  music  and 
musical  instruments  of  the  circus,  and  also  in  the 
other  carriages  there  were  some  loose  deal  boxes 
and  brackets  : 
Held,  tluU  these  three  carriages  were  not  within  the 
exemption  specified  in  the  6th  subsection  of  sect. 
19  as  tarriages  **  used  solely  for  the  convey ar^ce 
of  any  goods  or  burden  in  the  course  of  trade  or 
husbandry,"  and  tfiat  they  required  to  be  licensed. 
In  this  case  an  information  had  been  laid  by  the 
appellant  against  the  two  respondents  for  keeping 
three  carriages  without  having  a  proper  licence 
as  provided  for  by  the  32  &  33   Vict.  c.  19,  ss. 
18, 19,  subsect.  (6),  and  sect.  27,  but  upon  the  hear- 
ing, the  justices  declined  to  convict,  but  stat^  a 
case. 

By  sect.  18  of  the  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  14,  it  is  enacted 
that 


On  and  after  the  Ist  Jan.  1870,  there  shall  be  grantad, 
oharged,  levied,  and  paid  for  the  nee  of  her  Hajeatjr,  her 
heirs  and  Bnooeeaore  in  and  thronghont  Qreat  BntUB, 
under  and  sabjeot  to  the  pzovisions  and  regwlatioiis  in 
the  said  Aot  contained,  tne  following  dntiea,  nsmitj 
Cvnter  alia)  : 

For  eveiy  oarriage,  if  sach  oarriage  shall  have    ^  <•  d 
f  onr  or  more  wheels,  and  shall  be  of  the  wught 

of  fonr  hundred  weight  or  upwards   2    2    0 

If   snoh  earriage  shall  have  less  than  four 
wheels,  or  having  f  onr  or  more  wheels,  shall 
be  of  a  less  weight  than  four  hnndred  wei^t     0  15   0 
And  tnoh  duties  respeotivelv  shall  be  paid  annnally  npoa 
licenoes  to  be  taken  out  under  the  provisions  of  the  said 
Aot  by  the  person  who  shall  keep  the  oarriage. 

By  subsection  6  of  section  19  of  the  same  Act 

it  is  enacted  as  follows : 

The  term  oarriage  means  and  inoludes  any  vehkls 
drawn  by  a  horse  or  mule,  or  horses  or  mules,  exoept  a 
waggon,  oart,  or  other  veniole  used  solely  for  the  oob- 
v^yanoe  of  anj  goods  or  burden  in  the  oonsse  of  tiads 
or  husbandry,  and  whereon  the  christian  and  samaias 
and  plaoe  of  abode  or  place  of  business  of  the  owner,  or 
tiie  name  or  style  and  principal  or  only  place  of  boainess 
of  the  company  or  firm  owning  the  same  shall  be  visibly 
and  legibly  painted  in  letters  oi  not  less  than  one  imdiin 
length." 

Bv  section  27  of  the  oame  Act  it  is  enacted  {inter 

alia)  as  follows : 

Every  person  who  shall  keep  any  oarriage  withcvt 
having  a  proper  licence  under  this  Act  shall  focfeit  the 
penal^  of  20*.  over  and  above  any  other  penal^  to  whieh 
such  person  may  be  liable,  provided  that  eoon  penalty 
shall  not  be  recoverable  where  the  defendant  in  aiiv  pn^ 
oeeding  for  the  recovery  of  the  same  shall  prove  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  justices  before  whom  such  proeoeding 
shall  be  depending,  that  he  had  delivered  a  aedaxatioB 
and  paid  the  proper  duties,  and  obtained  a  pooper  liosnes 
witiiin  the  time  preecribed  by  this  Act.  Provided  also 
that  if  in  any  proceeding  for  recovery  of  the  said  peaaHy 
any  question  shall  arise  as  to  the  number  of  cairiagM 
kept  or  used,  or  the  weight  of  any  carriage  kept  or  uim 
by  Uie  defendant,  or  whether  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  any  exemption  from  licence  under  the  provisions  and 
regulations  contained  in  this  Aot,  the  burtnen  of  proring 
the  number  or  weight,  or  right  to  exemption  as  the  case 
m^y  be,  shall  be  upon  the  defendant. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  the  follow- 
ing facts  were  proved,  namely,  that  the  re- 
spondents were  the  proprietors  of  a  travelling 
equestrian  circus;  that  on  the  29th  July  1872, 
they  had  a  circus  peformance  at  Bishop  Auckland; 
that  it  is  a  part  of  respondents'  course  of  trade  or 
business  to  give  a  daily  parade  of  their  horsei 
and  carriages  through  the  towns  which  they  visit; 
that  on  the  day  in  question  there  was  the  usosl 
parade  in  Bishop  Auckland ;  that  amungst  other 
carriages  in  the  procession  there  were  three  drawn 
by  horses ;  one  conveyed  the  band,  oonsisting  of 
eight  pei^ormers;  two  others  oonveved  loot 
persons  each,  and  the  persons  in  one  of  these  were 
dressed  in  gaudy  attire  and  carried  flags ;  it  was 
also  proved  that  the  three  carriages  in  qaestion 
were  used  by  respondents  for  carrying  portions  of 
the  luggage  and  property  of  the  circus  from  place 
to  place,  and  that  at  the  time  that  the  processon 
tooK  place  on  the  said  29th  July,  tnere  were 
clothes  belonging  to  the  circus  in  the  back  locker 
of  the  band  carriage,  and  also  the  musio  and 
musical  instruments  of  the  circus,  and  that  in 
the  other  two  carriages,  as  well  as  in  the  band 
carriage,  there  were  also  at  the  same  time  some 
loose  d^  boards  and  brackets.  It  was  admitted 
that  there  was  no  licence  in  force  fbr  the  oarriages» 
but  that  the  condition  of  exemption  as  to  the 
name  and  place  of  business  had  oeen  folfiUed  fay 
the  respondents. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents  it  waa  ooofeonded 


MAGISTRATES'  OASES. 


Lord  Bouhobbokz  v.  Tovhbxnii. 


I  this  appeal  as  to  tbo  cooit 


in  the  manner  Btat«a,  were  within  the  exemption 
contained  in  aub-sect.  6  of  sect.  19  of  the  Aot 
32  &  33  Viot.  o.  14,  as  beioK  solely  used  for  the 
conTeyanoe  of  goods  or  burden  in  the  course  of 

The  juitioes  were  of  opinion  that  the  three  oor- 
riagea  in  qaestion  were  within  the  tonns  of  the  said 
exemption,  the  ground  of  their  opinion  being  that 
the  pfereons  carried  in  the  said  corriaEea,  in  oon< 

{'anotion  with  the  circus  clothes,  deal  boards  and 
iracketB,  were  to  be  considered  as  bnrden  con- 
Teyed  in  the  oonrse  of  trade,  and  Ihej,  therefore, 
dismissed  the  information. 

If  the  oonrt  shoold  be  of  opinion  that  the 
decision  was  right,  tlie  appeal  to  be  dismissed. 
If  that  the  decision  is  wrong,  then  the  judgment 
to  be  reversed,  and  a  mitigated  penalty  of  51. 
impoeed  npou  the  respondents,  snob  or^r  being 
nMe  aa  to  the  coats  oi  tl ' 
may  seem  fit. 

The  Attoruey-Qeneral  (H.  James,  Q.C.)  (Boieen 
with  him)  appeared  for  the  appellant,  but  the  court 
called  npon 

Com  {/.  0.  Lawranee  with  him)  to  support  the 
dedsioa  of  the  justioes  below.— The  appellants 
contends  tba^  theae  carriages  were  not  nsed  in  the 
oonrae  of  (rods,  as  mentioned  in  the  6th  sub-section 
of  the  19ih  section  of  the  32  ft  33  Tict.  a.  14.  Bnt 
the  word  "trade"  must  be  oonstmed  liberally. 
In  Johnson's  Dictionaij,  the  second  definition  of 
the  word  is  "  occupation,  particular  employment, 
whether  manoal  or  mercantile,  distrntruiafaed 
from  the  liberal  arts  or  learned  profesBionB." 
Within  that  definition,  this  is  a  trade,  and  it  would 
be  m  aensihle  constrnction  to  put  npon  the  statute. 
There  can  be  no  reaeon  why  a  tradesman  who  bnys 
Mid  Mils  should  be  put  upon  a  fboting  difierent  to 
that  of  a  profensional  man  who  takes  about  with  him 
articles  which  he  exposes  to  the  view  of  the  public. 
A  nulway  contractor  does  not  sell  goods,  never- 
thelest  he  uses  in  his  business  a  large  number  of 
cwiiagea  and  horses.  It  is  said  that  the  cai^ 
liagea  were  not  used  aolelr  for  the  conveyance 
of  any  goods  or  burden.  .But  snpftose  a  trades- 
man's cart,  when  not  wanted  for  the  purpose 
of  delivering  goods,  were  to  be  sent  about  the 
town  with  a  representation  painted  on  it,  or 
printed  advertisements  of  his  trade  attached  to 
It — that  would  still  be  using  it  for  the  purposes 
of  hia  trade.  The  words,  "  used  solelv  for  the 
conveyance  of  any  goods  or  burden  in  tbe  oonrse 
of  trade,"  must  meao,  not  for  the  purposes  of 
pleaanre.  [Bkahwell,  B. — Suppose  a  traveller 
was  out  with  his  gig,  is  that  exempt  P]  I  should 
■ay  so.  Suppose  a  greengrocer  goes  with  his 
ampty  cart  to  Covent  Garden  market  (br  Tege- 
UAlea,  it  would  still  be  within  the  exemption.  So, 
a  farmer  sending  an  empty  cart  for  coal.  The 
oarriages  in  the  present  case  were  sent  out  and 
nsed  for  the  parposaa  of  buaineas.  Th-ade  in  this 
atatnte,  means  an  employment,  not  in  a  learned 
profession,  and  to  be  used  in  trade  means  not  being 
nsed  for  pleasure. 

Keu,i,  O.B. — We  ought  to  interpret  the  words 
of  the  Aot  of  Parliament  according  to  their  natural 
meaning,  and  we  ought  not  to  put  any  forced  or 
annatnialconsteaction  npon  them.  Now  the  words 
here  are^  "The  term  'oarriage'  means  and  includes 
aoy  T^iide  drawn  by  a  horse  or  mule,  or  horses  or 
aoolas,  noept  a  waggon,  cart,  or  other  vehiola 


used  solely  fbr  oonvejance  of  any  goods  or  burden 
the  course  of  trade  or  husbandry."    Now  what 


man  sends  out  bis  goods  from  plaoe  to  place — 
carriages  used  in  bis  ordinary  trade ;  and  I  cannot 
think  a  carriage  in  which  an  actor  goes  about 
advertising  his  performance  is  a  carriage,  nsed  for 
the  conveyance  of  goods  in  the  oourae  of  trade. 
Under  the  old  baukmptcy  laTrB,it  could  uot  possibly 
have  been  said  that  ho  was  a  trs^der.  These  carriages 
we™  nsed  ae  a  spectacle,  and  not  for  the  convey- 
ance of  goods,  and  are  certainly  not  within  the 
exemption  of  the  Act  of  Farliameat.  These  people 
are  not  commercial  men.  On  the  ground,  there* 
fore,  that  it  would  be  a  forced  and  unnatural  con- 
struction to  hold  that  these  carriages  are  exempt 
from  the  licence,  I  must  decide  in  favour  of  the 
appellant. 

Bkamwbll,  B.— This  was  not  a  trade  in  any  sense. 
I  think  the  words  of  the  section  must  refer  to 
goods  which  in  the  course  of  trade  have  to  be  con- 
veyed away ;  and  I  cannot  think  that  if  a  traveller 
for  a  tradesman  went  out  in  his  gig  he  would  be  a 
burden  in  the  sense  of  the  statute.  Moreover,  even 
if  this  were  a  trade,  the  carriages  are  not  used 
solely  tor  the  conveyance  of  goods,  since  they  were 
used  for  advertising  the  performance.  Many  in- 
genious ailments  may  be  used  to  show  that  a 
carriage  may  be  really  engaged  in  the  purpose  of  a 
trade,  though  not  actually  conveying  goods ;  but 
we  must  look  at  all  the  circumstances. 

PlGOrr,  B. — It  may  not  he  veiy  easy  to  define 
what  constitutes  a  trade  in  all  its  acceptations,  but 
it  is  quite  clear  in  this  case  that  these  carriages 
were  not  used  solely  for  the  conveyance  of  goods 
in  the  oonrse  of  trade. 

Pollock,  B. — I  agree  that  these  oarriages  are 
not  exempt.  No  doubt,  in  all  statutes  creating  a 
tax,  the  words  used  shoold  be  clear,  according  to 
the  common  understanding 'of  them;  bnt  I  think 
that  in  the  present  instance  they  are  clear,  and 
that  it  cannot  be  said  that  a  drons  going  about  a 
town  is  conveying  goods. 


Attorney  for  the  appellant,  TTie  Solieilor  to  the 
Inland  Revenue  Departjnent. 

Attorney  for  the  respondents.  Bell,  Ebnry-street, 
Pimlico. 


Barrlito»-ftt-I>i  w . 

Friday,  May  30, 1873. 
Lord    BouHGBsaEB  v.  Townsend    (Cleric  to   the 

Local  Board  of  Health  of  Swindon). 

Practice — 8iib»tit^i6n  of  defendante — Miedeterip- 

tion — Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1852 — Sect 

222  (15  *  16  Kid.  e.  76). 

Where  an  action  had  been  brought  tn  error  againgt 

the  clerk  qf  a  heal  board  of  health,  Ike  eotiri 

allowed  the  name  of  the  local  board  of  health  to  be 

tubilUuled  ia  ali  proceedings  for  that  of  the  derk. 

Motion  to  rescind  an  order  ef  Blackburn,  J.,  under 

the  following  circumstances:  Lord  Boliogbroke 

beinjz  desirous  of  bringing  on  action  against  the 

Loo^  Board  of  Health  of  New  Swindon,  a  writ  of 

the2UliE<&i.V%l%»< 
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J.  0.  Townsend,  clerk  to  the  Local  Board  of  Health 
of  Swindon  New  Town,  and  the  writ  was  served 
upon  Townsend.  On  the  9th  May  a  summons  was 
taken  out  calling  on  defendant  to  show  caase  why 
the  plaintiff  shoold  not  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the 
writ  and  subsequent  proceedings  (if  any)  by  sub- 
stituting the  load  board  as  the  defendants,  instead 
of  Townsend,  their  clerk.  The  summons  came  on 
to  be  heard  before  Master  Kay,  who  dismissed  the 
summons ;  but  on  the  parties  appealing  to  the 
judge,  Blackburn,  J.  overruled  the  decision  of  the 
master,  and  made  the  order. 

Collhis  moved  to  rescind  the  order  of  Blackburn, 
J. — The  learned  judge  at  chambers  acted  under 
the  powers  of  amendment  conferred  by  the  222nd 
section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1852 
(15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76),  by  which  any  judee  of  the 
Superior  Courts  may  at  all  times  amend  all  defects 
and  errors  in  any  proceeding  in  civil  cases,  whether 
there  is  anything  in  writing  to  amend  by  or  not, 
and  whether  the  defect  or  error  be  that  of  the 
party  applying  to  amend  or  not,  and  all  such 
amendments  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  in  uie  existing  suit  the  real  ques- 
tion in  controversy  between  the  parties  shall  be  so 
made;  but  I  have  now  an  affioavit  stating  that 
the  alleged  injury  for  which  the  action  was  brought 
was  committed  more  than  six  months  before  the 
date  at  which  the  writ  was  issued.  Li  Clay  v. 
Oxford  (L.  Bep.  2  Ex.  54),  which  was  an  action 
commenced  in  the  name  of  a  man  who  was  dead  at 
the  time  the  writ  was  issued,  Bramwell,  B.,  said 
**  If  we  could  see  some  person  suing  who  had  a 
beneficial  interest  in  the  claim,  though  not  legally 
entitled  to  sue,  the  case  would  be  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  authorities  cited.  But  the  power  of 
amendment  is  limited  to  cases  where  there  was 
originally  a  party  suing,  possessed,  though  with  a 
variety  in  legal  description,  of  the  same  interest 
with  the  party  to  be  substituted."  But  that  cer- 
tainly cannot  be  said  in  this  case.  In  the  case  of 
Try  or  v.  West  Ham  Board  of  Works  (15  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  250)  Montague  Smith,  J.,  refused  to  amend 
the  record  at  the  trial  by  the  substitution  of  the 
name  of  the  clerk  for  the  original  plaintiffs,  they 
not  being  a  corporate  body. 

BoviLL,  C.J. — The  court  has  power  to  allow  this 
amendment  independently  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act.  if  any  authority 
were  necossary,  the  case  of  OaUoway  v.  Bleaden 
(1  M.  &  G.  2 17)  shows  that  the  courts  have  been 
in  the  habit  of  allowing  such  amendments ;  and 
the  case  La  Banca  Nazionale  8ede  Di  Torino  v. 
Ifamburger  (2  H.  &  C.  330)  is  on  all  fours  with  the 
present  case.  What  was  done  at  chambers  by 
my  brother  Blackburn  was  a  mere  amendment  of 
a  misdescription  of  the  real  defendant.  It  is  not 
intended  here  to  substitute  one  defendant  for 
another,  but  solely  to  alter  the  description  of  the 
defendant  on  the  writ ;  and  as  it  is  now  too  late  to 
commence  a  fresh  action  against  the  defendants, 
justice  would  otherwise  be  defeated.  I  therefore 
think  my  brother  Blackburn  was  right. 

Keating  and  Brett,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Gbove,  J. — In  La  Banca  Nazionale  Sede  Di 
Torino  v.  Hamburger  (2  H.  A  C.  330)  I  find  that 
where  a  foreign  bank  sued  in  a  corporate  name  by 
which  it  was  known,  and  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  it  was  not  a  body  corporate,  the  court  allowed 
the  writ,  declaration  and  subsequent  proceedings 
to  be  amended  by  inserting  the  name  of  a  director 
of  the  bank  as  nominal  plaintifi*,  it  appearing  that 


by  the  law  of  the  country  the  bank  was  endUed  to 
sue  in  his  name.  In  that  case  Pollock,  G.B.,  puis 
it  exceedingly  clearly.  He  says :  "  Some  oorpoim* 
tions  are  entitled  to  sue  in  their  oorporate  nsme, 
others  in  the  name  of  a  particular  officer.  Now, 
suppose  a  corporation  sued  in  its  corporate  name 
when  it  ought  to  haye  sued  in  the  name  of  an 
officer,  why  should  not  the  writ  be  amended  P  It 
is  not  adding  a  new  plaintiff,  but  correctinff  a  mere 
mistake  in  the  name."  I  think,  tbererore,  the 
rule  should  be  refused.  Rule  refuted. 

Attorney  for  defendants,  W.  Moon, 


CBOWV  CASES  BESSBVED. 

Beported  by  Joav  Thompsov,  Eaq.,  B«ndst«r«t.LKv. 

Saiurday,  Nov.  15, 1873. 

(Before  Kellt,  C.B.,  Blackbukn  and  Lush,  JJ. 
Pollock,  B.,  and  Hontkak,  J.) 

Beg.  V,  BicHMOKD. 

Larceny — Servant — Bailee — 24  ^  25  VicL  c  96,  d.  3. 

A  traveller  was  entrusted  with  pieces  of  silk  (oioirf 
9byds,  each)  to  carry  ahotU  with  him  for  eale  to 
such  customers  as  he  might  procure.  It  woe  his 
duty  to  send  by  the  next  post  after  sale  the  names 
a/nd  addresses  of  the  customers  to  whon%  any  might 
have  been  sold,  and  the  nwrnhers,  qaantiHee,  and 
prices  of  the  silk  sold.  AU  goods  not  eo  aeeounted 
for  remained  in  his  hands,  and  were  counted  6v 
his  employers  as  stock.  At  the  end  of  each  half' 
year  it  was  his  duty  to  send  in  an  a>ceountfor  Ike 
entire  six  months,  and  to  return  the  uneold  eSk, 

Within  six  months  after  four  pieces  of  nlk  had  hem 
delivered  to  him,  the  traveller  rendered  an  acotmai 
of  the  same,  and  entered  them  as  sold  to  two  per' 
S071S,  with  instructions  to  his  employers  to  send 
invoices  to  the  alleged  customers.  It  turned  out 
that  this  was  false,  and  that  he  had  appropriated 
the  silk  to  his  own  use. 

Held,  that  he  could  be  properly  convicted  of  lareemf 
as  a  bailee. 

Case    reserved   for   the   determination    of    the 

Court    for    Consideration    of   Crown    Cases  Be- 

served    by  Mr.   Serjeant    Cox,    deputy -assistaat 

judge  at  the  Middlesex  Sessions. 
The    prisoner  was    indicted  at  the  lllddksex 

Sessions  on  the  30th  Sept.  1873  for  stealing  four 

pieces  of  silk  from  Bobert  Seneschal  and  othen, 

his  masters. 
The    prosecutors  were   silk    merchants.     Tbe 

prisoner  was  engaged  to  sell  silk  for  them,  travel- 

hne  about  the  country  for  that  purpose. 
His  duties  were  stated  to  be  as  follows : 
The  prisoner  carried  with  him  on  his  journeys 

Eieccs  of  silk,  each  piece  being  about  95yas.,  which 
e  sold  to  customers  of  his  own  finding.  He 
travelled  with  them  where  he  pleased  and  when  he 
pleased,  and  was  paid  by  a  commission  on  the 
sales  efiected.  It  was  his  duty  to  send  to  hie 
emplovers  by  the  next  post  after  sale  the  namee 
and  addresses  of  all  customers,  whether  they  hsd 
paid  cash  for  the  goods  purchased  or  otherwieSi 
and  in  such  account  to  state  the  numbers  of  the 
pieces  of  goods  so  sold,  and  the  quantity  and  the 
prices  at  which  they  were  sold. 

The  prisoner  generally  collected  the  moneys,  hot 
occasionally  the  customers  remitted  direwT  to 
the  firm.  He  sold  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  and  not 
in  his  own  name.  All  goods  not  so  aocoonted  ftr 
remained  in  his  hands,  and  were  coonled  hf  tbe 
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firm  as  stock.  The  prisoner  paid  his  own  travel- 
ling expenses,  and  at  the  end  of  each  half  year  it 
was  his  duty  to  send  in  an  account  for  the  entire 
six  months,  and  to  return  the  unsold  stock. 

The  prisoner  received  from  the  firm,  inter  alia, 
four  pieces  of  silk,  each  of  ninety-five  yards,  num- 
bered respectively  13,309,  12,866,13,382,  and  12,956. 
In  February  he  rendered  an  account  which  was 
produced,  in  which  he  had  entered  as  having  sold 
to  two  persons,  whose  names  and  addresses  were 
there  stated,  the  above  four  pieces  of  silk,  with  in- 
structions to  send  invoices  for  the  customers, 
charging  them  respectively  571.  and  621,  for  the 
goods  so  sold,  and  m  his  half-yearly  account  ren- 
dered 31st  Dec.,  he  returned  those  pieces  of  silk  as 
having  been  so  sold.  The  firm  sent  the  invoices 
according  to  the  directions  given  by  the  prisoner. 
But  the  prisoner  had  previously  left  at  the  address 
he  had  given  as  that  to  which  the  invoices  were  to 
be  sent,  several  envelopes  addressed  to  himself  at 
his  residence  in  London,  requesting  that  any 
letters  that  should  arrive  for  him  might  be 
enclosed  and  posted.  The  invoices  sent  by  the 
firm  were  thus  returned  to  the  prisoner.  The 
firm  never  received  payment  for  those  four  pieces 
of  silk,  and  upon  inquiry  discovered  that  there 
were  no  such  persons  as  the  customers  whose 
names  had  been  returned  by  the  prisoner,  and  that 
in  iiact  he  had  not  duly  accounted  for  those  pieces 
of  silk,  but  had  appropriated  them  to  his  own  use. 

Upon  these  &cts  it  was  contended  for  the  pri- 
soner that  he  was  not  a  servant  of  the  prosecutors, 
therefore  could  not  be  guilty  of  larceny  of  the 
goods  intrusted  to  him. 

It  was  contended  for  the  prosecution  that  if  not 
a  servant  so  as  to  make  his  possession  the  posses- 
sion of  his  employers,  he  was  a  bailee  of  the 
pieces  of  silk,  and  guilty  of  larceny  as  such. 

I  held  that  upon  these  facts  the  prisoner  was 
not  a  servant,  but  that  he  was  a  bailee,  and  I 
directed  the  jury  that  they  might  find  him  guilty 
if  satisfied  that  he  had  received  the  silk  from  his 
emplorers  to  sell  for  them,  and  instead  of  doing 
so  iiad  appropriated  them  to  his  own  use. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty. 

On  the  application  of  couusel  for  the  prisoner, 
I  postponed  passing  sentence,  and  remitted  the 
prisoner  to  gaol  and  reserved  the  question. 

Whether  I  rightly  decided  that  he  was  a  bailee 
ot  the  silk  is  for  the  opinion  of  this  court. 
(Signed)  Edward  Wm.  Cox, 

Deputy  Assistant  Judge  of  Middlesex. 

Mead^  for  the  prisoner.  —  The  prisoner  was 
not  a  bailee.  According  to  Beg,  v.  Hassall  (30 
L.  J.,  175,  M.  C. ;  8  Cox  0.  C.  302),  a  person  who 
18  not  bound  to  return  the  specific  thing  entrusted 
to  him  is  not  within  the  bailee  clause  (sect.  4  of  24 
A  25  Vict.  0.  54).  Here  the  prosecutors  entrusted 
the  goods  to  the  prisoner  for  sale,  and  at  the  end 
of  each  half  year  it  was  his  duty  to  account  to  his 
employers,  m  Beg,  v.  Henderson  (11  Cox  C.  C. 
593),  where  jewellery  was  entrusted  to  the  prisoner 
for  the  period  of  a  week  or  so  to  show  to  customers 
for  sale,  and  then  to  be  returned  if  not  sold,  and  after 
the  given  period  the  prisoner  sold  the  jewellery 
and  appropriated  the  proceeds,  this  court  held 
that  the  prisoner  was  properly  convicted  for 
laroexiT  as  a  bailee.  There  tne  appropriation  was 
after  toe  lapse  of  time  within  which  the  prisoner 
WAS  allowed  to  deal  with  the  jewellery.  In  the 
present  case  the  appropriation  was  before  the  lapse 


of  the  period  of  six  months  within  which  he  could 
deal  with  the  silk,  and  before  he  was  bound 
to  return  in  specie  the  unsold  silk  ;  and  therefore 
it  is  conteudedf  he  could  not  be  convicted  as  a  lar- 
cenous bailee  of  the  silk. 

Beeley,  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called  upon 
to  argue. 

Kellt,  C.B. — All  that  is  said  about  the  six 
months  in  the  case  is,  *'  The  prisoner  paid  his  own 
travelling  expenses,  and  at  the  end  of  each  half 
year  it  was  his  duty  to  send  in  an  account  for  the 
entire  six  months,  and  to  return  the  unsold  silk." 
Bat  here,  a  short  time  afler  receiving  silk,  the 
prisoner  rendered  an  account  in  which  ho  had 
entered  as  having  sold  to  two  persons,  whose 
names  and  addresses  were  there  stated,  the  four 
pieces  of  silk,  with  instructions  to  send  invoices 
to  them,  and  which  was  all  a  fabrication.  How 
can  it  be  said  that  he  was  not  a  bailee  of  the  silk 
at  the  time,  and  that  this  was  not  larceny  by  a 
bailee  P 

Blackburn,  J. — The  prisoner  was  bailee  of  the 
silk  from  the  moment  ho  received  it  from  his 
employers.  The  silk  was  not  his,  but  theirs,  and 
he  was  not  authorised  to  dispose  of  it  to  his  own 
private  use. 

Lush,  J. — The  prosecutors  might  have  demanded 
the  silk  back  from  the  prisoner  at  any  moment 
after  it  was  delivered  ana  remained  undisposed  of 
to  customers. 

Pollock,  B.  and  Honyxan,  J.  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


Saturday,  Nov,  15, 1873. 

(Before  Kellt,  C.B.,  Blackburn  and  Lusu  J.  J., 
Pollock  B.,  and  Honyman  J.) 

Beg.  v.  Robert  Barratt. 

Bape — Consent — Idiot  girl. 
Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  rape  upon  an 
idiot  girl,  the  proper  direction  to  the  jury  is  that 
if  they  are  satisfied  that  the  girl  was  in  such  a 
state  of  idioicy  as  to  he  incapable  of  expressing 
either  consent  or  dissent,  and  that  the  prisoner 
had  connection  with  Jier  without  her  consent,  it  is 
tlieir  duty  to  find  him  guilty. 
The  two  cases  of  Reg.  v.  Fletcher  are  not  adverse 
to  otie  another.     TJie  principle  is  properly  laid 
down  in  the  first  case,  and  tlie  second  case  was 
only  a  decision  to  the  effect  tluxt  tJiere  was  not 
that  requisite  testim,ony  of  want  of  assent  to  justify 
leaving  the  case  to  tJis  jury. 
Case  reserved  for   the  opinion  of  this  court  by 
Honyman  J. 

The  prisoner,  Robert  Barratt,  was  tried  before 
me  at  the  Leeds  Summer  Assizes  1873,  for  a  rape 
on  Mary  Redman. 

It  was  proved  by  the  relatives  of  Mary  Redman 
that  she  was  fourteen  and  a  half  years  old,  and 
that  ever  since  she  was  six  weeks  old  she  was 
blind  and  wrong  in  her  mind;  that  she  was  hardly 
capable  of  understanding  anything  that  was  said 
to  her,  but  that  she  could  go  up  and  down  stairs 
by  herself ;  that  if  placed  in  a  chair  by  anyone  she 
would  remain  there  till  night ;  that  if  told  to  lie 
down  she  would  do  so ;  that  she  could  not  com- 
municate to  her  friends  what  she  wanted ;  that  she 
could  feed  herself  a  little,  but  tliat  she  was  obliged 
to  be  dressed  and  undressed,  and  that  she  was 
unable  to  do  any  work\  that  XXi^  ^nrsaotw^x  \>S6^ 
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known  Mary  Bedman  and  her  familjr  about  two 
years,  and  knew  that  she  was  not  right  in  her 
mind. 

It  was  proved  by  a  surgeon  that  there  were  no 
external  marks  of  violence,  but  that,  in  his  opinion, 
there  bad  been  recent  connection,  and  he  thought 
she  had  been  in  the  habit  of  having  connection. 

Mary  Bedman  was  brought  into  court,  but  not 
sworn.  She  was  evidently  idiotic,  and  I  found  it 
impossible  to  communicate  with  her.  When  I 
spoke  to  her  she  evidently  heard  a  sound,  and 
grinned,  but  made  no  reply,  except  a  vacant  laugh, 
and  played  with  her  handkerchief,  which  she  had 
dressed  up  in  the  shape  of  a  doll,  and  mumbled  in 
her  mouth. 

It  was  proved  by  the  evidence  of  her  father  that 
on  retummg  home  one  day  he  looked  through  the 
window  of  the  sitting  room,  and  saw  the  prisoner 
lying  on  Mary  Bedman  on  a  couch  in  the  room, 
on  which  she  had  been  previously  placed  by  her 
sister  (whom  the  prisoner  then  sent  on  an  errand 
to  a  distance),  ana  who  desired  Mary  Bedman  to 
lie  on  the  couch  till  her  return,  and  that  on  going 
into  the  room  he  found  the  prisoner  standing  up 
at  the  end  of  the  couch  buttoning  up  his  trousers, 
while  Mary  Bedman  was  lying  quietly  on  the 
couch.  The  prisoner  asked  the  father  not  to  say 
anvthing  about  it. 

ISeyond  this  there  was  no  evidence  to  show 
under  what  circumstances  the  prisoner  had  or 
attempted  to  have  connection  with  the  girl. 

For  the  prisoner  it  was  submitted  that  there 
was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  penetration,  or  that 
what  took  place  was  without  tne  girl's  consent,  or 
against  her  wilL 

il  declined  to  stop  the  case,  but  reserved  for  the 
Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  the  question  whether  I 
ought,  under  the  circumstances,  to  have  directed 
the  jury  to  acquit  the  prisoner. 

1  told  the  jury  that  if  the  prisoner  had  connec- 
tion with  the  girl  by  force,  and  if  the  jy^rl  was  in 
such  an  idiotic  state  that  she  did  not  know  what 
the  prisoner  was  doin^,  and  the  prisoner  was 
aware  of  her  being  in  that  state,  they  might  find 
him  guilty  of  rape ;  but  if  the  girl,  from  animal 
instinct,  yielded  to  the  prisoner  without  resistance, 
or  if  the  prisoner,  from  the  girl's  state  and  con- 
dition, had  reason  to  think  the  girl  was  con- 
senting, thev  ought  to  acquit  him. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  Ruilty  of  an  attempt 
at  rape,  and  I  admitted  him  to  bail. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal  is  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances, I  ou^ht  to  have  directed  the  jury  to 
acquit  the  prisoner.  If  so,  the  conviction  to  be 
quashed  or  otherwise  affirmed. 
See  the  cases : 

Beg.  V,  Fletcher  (28  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  85,  M.  C. ;  8  Cox 
C.  C.  131) ;  Beg.  v.  Fletcher  (35  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  172, 
M.  C;  10  Cox  C.  C.  248;  s.c.  L.  Bep.  1  C.  C.  B. 
39) ;  Beg.  v.  Lock  (L.  Bep.  2  C.  C.  B.  10 ;  12  Cox 
C.  C.  244).  (Si^ea)  Geobge  E.  Hontman. 

No  counsel  was  mstructed  to  argue  for  the 
prisoner. 

Forbes  for  the  prosecution. — I  submit  that  the 
conviction  ought  to  be  affirmed.  At  the  trial  it 
was  supposed  that  the  two  cases  of  Beg.  v.  Fletcher 
were  adverse  to  one  another,  and  that  the  first 
was  overruled  by  the  second,  but  that  is  not  so. 
The  test  is  as  to  the  degree  of  idiotcy  of  the 
prosecutrix,  whether  it  is  or  not  of  so  great  extent 
ae  to  render  her  incapable  of  giving  consent,  or  of 


exercising  any  judgment  upon  the  matter.    In  the 
second  case  of  Beg.  v.  Fletcher,  the  girl  displajed 
a  greater  amount  of  intelligence  than  the  gnrl  did 
in  the  present  case,  and  the  medical  evidenoe  was 
that  she  was  a  fully-developed  woman,  and  mi^t 
have  strong  animal  instincts.    The  case  was  left 
to  the  jury,  in  the  terms  reported  to  have  been 
used  by    miles   J.,   "  that  if  tiiey   were  ^  satis- 
fied that  the  girl  was  in  such  a  state  of  idiotcj 
as  to  be  incapable  of  ei^ressing  either  conaent  or 
dissent,  and  that  the  prisoner  had  connection  with 
her  without  her  censent,  it  was  their  duty  to  find 
him  guilty."    The  jury  having  found  the  priaoner 
guiltv,  the  point   was   reserved   for   this  ooort, 
whether  the  case  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the 
jury  at  all,  there  being  no  evidence  against  the 
prisoner  except  the  fact   of  connection  and  the 
imbecile  state  of  the  girL    This  court  held  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  establish  either  that  it 
was    against   her   will  or   without  her  oonaent. 
[Blackburk  J. :  In  that  case  the  girl  was  fiir  more 
capable  of  giving  consent  than  here.]    In  Bea.  v. 
Barrow  (38  L.  J.  20,  M.  C. ;  11  Cox  C.  C.  191),  it 
was  decided  that  to  constitute  a  rape  on  a  woman, 
conscious  and  capable  of  giving  consent  at  the 
time  of  connection,  there  must  be  an  actual  resist- 
ance of  the  will.      Non-resistance  by  a  woman, 
under  the  misapprehension  induced  by  the  man 
that  he  was  her  husband,   prevents  the  offence 
being  a  rape.    But  here  the  girl  waa  an  idiot,  and 
incapable  of  giving  consent.      In  Reg,  v.  LoA 
(42  L.  J.  5,  M.  C. ;  12  Cox  C.  C.  244),  it  was  held 
that  mere  submission  by  a  child  of  t^der  years  to 
an  indecent  assault,  without  any  active  sign  of 
dissent,  the  child  being  ignorant  of  the  nature  of 
the  assault,  does  not  amount  to  assent. 

Kellt,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner, 
in  point  of  law,  was  guilty  of  the  crime  cs  rape  in 
this  case.  I  entirely  concur  in  the  definition  of 
the  crime  of  rape,  as  given  by  Willes  J.  in  his 
direction  to  the  jury,  "  that  if  the  juiy  were  satis- 
fied that  the  girl  was  in  such  a  state  of  idiotcy  as 
to  be  incapable  of  expressing  either  consent  or  dis- 
sent, and  that  the  prisoner  had  connection  with 
her  without  her  consent,  it  was  their  duty  to  find 
him  guilty."  In  this  case  the  poor  creature  was 
not  capable  of  giving  her  consent.  As  to  the 
cases  of  Beg.  v.  Fletcher^  I  cannot  see  the  distiDO- 
tion  between  them  in  principle. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  1 
agree  with  the  decision  in  the  first  case  of  Beg.  j- 
Fletcher,  and  think  that  the  correct  rale  was  laid 
down  in  that  case.  I  do  not  think  that  the  court 
in  the  second  case  of  Beg.  v.  Fletcher  intended  to 
difier  from  the  decision  in  the  first  case  of  Bsg,  t. 
Fletcher.  In  all  these  cases  the  question  is  whether 
the  prosecutrix  is  an  imbecile  to  such  an  extent  as 
to  render  her  incapable  of  giving  conaent  or  exer- 
cising any  judgment  upon  tne  matter,  or,  in  oUmt 
words,  is  there  sufficient  evidenoe  of  Bach  » 
extent  of  idiotcy  or  want  of  capacity.  In  the  first 
case  of  Beg.  v.  Fletcher,  and  also  in  the  preseot 
case,  there  was  evidence  of  such  an  extent  of 
idiotcy  in  the  girl  as  to  lead  the  jury  to  bdiere 
that  she  was  incapable  of  giving  assent,  and  that 
therefore  the  connection  was  without  her  ooDBesBl 
In  the  second  case  of  Beg.  v.  Fletcher,  tlua  evideooe 
of  that  was  much  less  strong,  and  the  point  re- 
served for  the  court  was  whether  the  oaae  oogbt 
to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  at  all,  there  being  i>o 
evidence  except  the  fact  of  connection  and  lihe 
imbecile  state  of  the  girl ;  and  aU  timt  tiie  oooit 
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said  was,  "that  some  evidence  of  its  beinff  against 
her  will  and   without   her  consent  ought  to  be 

S'ven  in  these  cases,  and  that  there  was  not  in 
at  case  that  sort  of  testimony  on  which  a  judge 
woold  be  justified  in  leaving  it  to  a  jury  to  find  a 
verdict.  Upon  the  authority  of  the  decision  in 
the  former  case  of  Beg.  v.  Fletcher ,  it  is  enough 
to  say  in  this  case  that  the  evidence  here  was 
that  the  connection  was  without  the  jB^irFs  consent. 

Lush,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not 
collect  from  the  decision  in  the  second  Reg,  v. 
Fletcher,  that  it  was  intended  to  overrule,  but 
only  to  distinguish  it  from  the  first  case,  and  to 
uphold  the  first  case. 

Pollock,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

HoNTMAK,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
decision  in  the  second  case  of  Beg,  v.  FUtcher,  that 
there  was  rot  the  proper  sort  of  testimony  re- 
quisite in  these  cases,  orings  it  within  the  prin- 
ciple acted  on  in  the  first  case,  where  there  was 
the  proper  testimony.  This  case  seems  to  me  the 
same  as  when  a  man  has  connection  with  a 
drunken  woman  that  he  finds  lying  in  a  road, 
quite  incapable  of  giving  consent,  in  which  case 
l^rd  Campbell  said  it  would  be  monstrous  to  say 
that  the  man  would  not  be  guilty  of  rape. 

Gonvictio-%  affirmed, 

Saturday,  Nov.  22, 1873. 

(Before  Kbllt,  C.B.,  Blackbtien,  Lush,   and 
6&0VE,  JJ.,  and  Pollock,  B.) 

Beg.  V,  Aden. 

Larceny — Bailee. 
The  prisoner  waa  employed  by  the  prosecutor  to 
fetch  coals  from  C.  Before  each  journey  the  mro* 
eeeutor  made  up  to  the  prisoner  241.,  otU  of  vmich 
he  was  to  pay  for  the  coals,  keep  23«.  for  himself, 
and  if  the  price  of  the  coal,  uritk  the  2Ss.,  did  not 
amount  to  242.,  to  keep  the  balance  in  hand  to  the 
credit  of  the  next  journey.  B  was  the  prisoner's 
duty  to  pay  for  the  coat  as  he  obtained  %t  with  the 
money  received  from  the  prosecutor ;  and  the  pro- 
eeeutor  did  not  know  but  that  he  did  so,  bu4  prO' 
vided  he  was  supplied  with  the  coal,  and  not 
required  to  pay  more  than  the  proper  price  for  it, 
it  was  immaterial  to  the  prosecutor  in  whai 
manner  the  prisoner  paid  for  it.  On  the  20th 
March  the  prisoner  haa  a  balance  of  3Z.  in  hand, 
and  the  prosecutor  gave  him  211.  to  make  up  2^. 
for  the  next  journey.  The  prisoner  did  not  buy 
any  coal,  but  frauaulendy  appropriated  it : 
Held,  that  a  conviction  of  the  prisoner  for  larceny 

of  the  212.  as  a  bailee  was  right. 
Case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  Wolverhampton  Quarter  Sessions. 
At  the  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  held  at 
Wolverhampton,  on  the  22nd  May  1873,  Thomas 
Adffli  was  tried  for  larceny.  The  first  count  of 
the  indictment  charged  that  the  prisoner,  being  a 
servant  to  William  Bellis,  feloniously  stole  212., 
the  property  of  his  master;  the  second  count 
i^arged  him  with  simple  larceny. 

The  prosecutor  was  a  coal  merchant,  and  was 
possesBed  of  a  boat.  The  prisoner  was  possessed 
of  a  horse,  and  had  for  several  years  been  employed 
by  the  prosecutor  to  fetch  coal  three  or  four  times 
6iK^  week,  in  the  prosecutor's  boat,  drawn  along  a 
eaoal  bv  the  prisoner's  horse,  from  the  Cannock 
Chase  Colliery  to  Wolverhampton.  There  was  no 
sgreemeat  between  them  as  to  the  period  of  em- 
plojiiieiit^  and  either  might  have  terminated  it  at 
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the  end  of  any  journey.  Occasionally,  but  rarely, 
the  prisoner,  when  not  so  employed  by  the  prose- 
cutor, drew  boats  under  similar  circumstances  for 
other  persons.  Before  each  journey  the  prosecutor 
gave  or  made  up  to  the  prisoner  the  sum  of  2U., 
out  of  which  he  was  to  pay  for  the  boat  load  of 
coal,  and  to  keep  23«.  for  nimsolf  as  payment  for  his 
services  and  the  use  of  his  horse.  If  the  quantity 
of  coal  with  the  23«.  did  not  amount  to  242.,  the 
balance  was  kept  in  hand  by  the  prisoner,  and  a 
sum  less  than  242.  by  the  amount  of  that  bc^ance 
was  given  to  him  for  the  next  journey.  The  col- 
liery company  knew  that  the  prisoner  did  not  buy 
the  coal  on  his  own  account,  but  they  sometimes 
let  him  have  a  boat  load  without  paying  for  it  at 
the  time,  or  upon  his  paying  only  a  portion  of  the 
price,  and  on  such  occasions  they  regarded  the 
prisoner  as  their  sole  debtor.  It  was  the  prisoner's 
dutv  to  pay  for  each  load  of  coal  as  he  obtained  it, 
with  the  money  he  received  from  the  prosecutor, 
and  the  prosecutor  did  not  know  but  tnat  he  did 
so,  and  provided  he  was  supplied  with  the  proper 
quantity  of  coal,  and  not  required  to  pay  more 
than  the  proper  price  for  it,  it  was  quite  imma- 
terial to  the  prosecutor  in  what  manner  the  prisoner 
paid  for  it. 

On  the  20th  March  1873,  the  prisoner  had,  or 
ought  to  have  had,  in  hand  a  balance  of  32.  in  re- 
spect of  the  previous  journey,  and  on  that  day  he 
received  in  tne  usual  manner  212.  in  gold  from  the 
prosecutor,  to  make  up  242.  for  the  next  journey. 
The  prisoner  did  not  buy  any  coal  or  bring  any  to 
the  prosecutor  for  this  money,  but  frauaulently 
appropriated  the  212.,  and  falsely  pretended  that 
he  haa  been  robbed  of  it  on  the  canal  bank  as  he 
was  going  to  fetch  the  coal.  It  appeared,  how- 
ever, that  after  receiving  the  212.,  the  prisoner 
paid  to  the  Colliery  Company  the  sum  of  122. 9s.  9d., 
oeiug  a  balance  due  to  tnem  upon  a  previous  load  of 
coal,  for  which  he  had  previously  received  the 
money  from  the  prosecutor. 

Upon  these  facts,  it  was  contended  by  the  pri- 
soner's counsel,  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be 
convicted  on  the  first  count,  because  he  was  not  a 
servant  of  the  prosecutor;  nor  upon  the  second 
count,  because  he  was  not  the  bailee  of  any  money 
that  was  specifically  to  be  held  for  or  returned  to 
the  prosecutor.  The  case  of  Beg.  v.  Davis  (10  Cox 
C.  C.  239),  was  relied  upon  for  the  prosecution ; 
and  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Hassall  (30  L.  J.  175, 
M.  C. ;  8  Cox.  C.  C.  491),  for  the  defence. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  fraudu- 
lently appropriating  tne  money,  whereupon  I 
respited  tne  sentence,*  and  at  the  request  of  the 
prisoner's  counsel,  pray  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
for  Crown  Cases  Beserved  whether,  upon  the  facts 
above  stated,  the  prisoner  can  be  lawfully  convicted 
upon  either  count  of  the  indictment. 

(Signed)  Joun  J.  Powell. 

No  counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

Kelly,  C.B. — ^In  this  case,  a  sum  of  monay  was 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  boatman  for  the  purpose 
of  purchasing  coals  for  the  prosecutor  from  a  col- 
liery company,  which  coals  the  prisoner  was  to  pay 
for  with  the  money  so  placed  in  his  hands  by  the 

Eroseoutor.  The  prisoner  did  not  ouy  any  coals, 
ut  paid  away  part  of  the  money  in  satisfaction  of 
a  deot  owing  by  him  to  the  Colliery  Company,  and 
failed  to  procure  the  coals.  This  was  a  clear  case 
of  larceny  of  monev  entrusted  to  the  prisoner  as 
a  bailee,  within  24  a  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  3. 
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8(Uwrday,  Nov.  22, 1873. 

(Before  Eellt,  G.B.,  Blackburn,  Lush,  and 
Gbots,  J  J.,  and  Pollock,  B.) 

Esq.  v.  Datnes  and  Warnbk. 


Lcurceny — Bailee — Offence  punishable  summarily — 
13  Geo,  2,  c.  8—24  ^  25  Vict,  c.  96,  s.  3. 

2%6  prosectdora  {hoot  and  shoe  manufacturers)  gave 
out  to  their  workmen  Ualher  and  materials  to  he 
worked  up,  which  were  entered  in  the  men*s  hooks 
and  charged  to  their  dehit.  The  men  might  either 
take  them  to  their  ovm  homes  to  work  up,  or  work 
them  up  upon  the  prosecutor*s  premises ;  hut  in 
the  loiter  case  they  paid  for  the  seats  provided  for 
them.  When  the  work  was  done,  they  received  a 
receipt  for  the  delivery  of  the  leather  and  materials 
and  payment  of  the  work.  If  the  leather  and  ma* 
teriats  were  not  redelivered,  they  were  required  to  he 
paid  for.  The  prisoner  Daynes  was  in  the  prosc' 
cutors*  employ,  and  received  materials  for  twelve 
pairs  of  hoots;  he  did  some  xoork  upon  them,  hut 
instead  of  returning  them,  sold  than  to  the  prisoner 
Warner,  These  materials  were  entered  in  the 
mros€cutor*s  hooks  to  Daynes*  dehit,  hut  omitted 
oy  mistake  to  he  entered  in  Daynes'  hook : 

Held,  that  Daynes  could  not  he  convicted  of  larceny 
as  a  haHee,  under  24  ^  25  Vict,  c,  96,  s.  3,  as  the 
offence  of  which  he  had  heen  guilty  was  punishal)le 
summarily  under  13  Oeo,  2,  c  8. 

Qucere,  whether  the  transactumt  as  hetween  the  prO' 
secutor  and  his  msn,  did  not  amount  to  a  sate  of 
the  leaiher  and  mMerials  ? 

Ga8b  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  Gourt  by  the 
Beoorder  of  Ipswich : 

Bichard  Daynes  and  Samuel  Warner  were  tried 
before  me,  at  the  quarter  sessions  holden  for  the 
borough  of  Ipswich,  on  the  3rd  July  1873,  UDon  an 
indictment  which  charged  the  former,  as  a  bailee, 
with  stealing,  and  the  latter  with  receiying,  a 
quantity  of  boots  and  leather. 

Messrs.  Glarke  and  Go.,  the  alleged  owners  of 
the  property,  and  the  prosecutors,  were  boot  and 
shoe  manufacturers.  They  employed  a  large 
number  of  workmen,  amongst  others  the  prisoner 
Daynes. 

The  mode  of  employment  was  as  follows  : — The 
foreman  of  the  department  gave  out  to  each  of  the 
men  a  quantity  of  leather  and  other  materials, 
which  were  respectively  entered  in  the  man's  book 
and  charged  at  a  fixed  price  to  his  debit.  The 
workman  then  did  his  proposed  work  upon  them, 
and  afterwards  took  them  back  to  the  foreman  and 
received  from  him  a  receipt  in  his  book  for  the 
delivery  and  parent  for  tne  work  so  done.  If  the 
materials  in  tneir  original  or  improved  state  were 
not  so  redelivered,  the  man  was  required  to  pay 
for  the  materials.  A  similar  entry  out  and  in 
was  also  made  in  the  books  of  the  firm. 

The  prisoner  Davnes  was  a  nailer.  He,  on  the  8th 
Feb.  1873,  received  from  the  foreman  materials  for 
twelve  pairs  of  boots.  He  did  some  work  upon 
them,  but  instead  of  returning  them  to  the  fore- 
man, sold  them  to  Warner,  m  whose  possession 
they  were  found  under  circumstances  which  showed 
his  complicity.    These  materials  for   the  twelve 

eiirs  of  boots  were  by  mistake  not  entered  in 
aynes*  book,  but  they  were  entered  in  the  books 
of  the  firm  to  Daynes*  debit,  as  in  other  cases. 

It  was  further  proved  that  Daynes,  when  he  so 
received  materials,  might  either  take  them  to  his 
own  home  to  work  up,  or  might  work  them 
up  upon  the  premises  of  the  firm ;  but  if  he  elected 


the  latter  course,  he  was  reauired  to  paj  for  the 
seat  provided  for  him  upon  tne  premiaee ;  and  sncli 
sum  was  stopped  out  of  the  paymentB  for  the 
work. 

He  was  not  paid  wages,  nor  was  be^  ezoept  as 
herein  mentioned,  in  the  employ  of  the  firm. 

Daynes,  in  February,  was  working  upon  the 
premises  of  the  firm,  atud  worked  up  the  mate- 
rials in  question  at  a  seat  so  jmTided  and  paid 
for,  such  payments  for  the  seat  being  entered 
in  his  book  as  "stopped.**  Shortly  after  the 
8th  Feb.  he  worked  at  his  own  home,  which 
he  did  without  any  notice  to  the  firm  being 
given  or  required,  and  without  any  alteratiou 
being  made  m  his  book ;  and  it  was  proived  that 
there  was  no  difierenoe  made  between  the  men 
who  worked  on  and  those  who  worked  off  the  pre- 
mises.   The  men  paid  for  their  books. 

The  counsel  for  the  prosecution  contended  that 
the  prisoners  were  liable  to  be  convicted  under 
chap.  96,  sect  3,  of  the  Griminal  Law  Consolida- 
tion Act  (24  &  25  Vict),  which  is  in  these  words : 
— **  Whosoever  being  a  bailee  of  any  diattel 
money,  or  valuable  security,  shall  frMidnlentlj 
take  or  convert  the  same  to  his  own  use,  or  tM 
use  of  any  person  other  than  the  owner  thereof 
althougjh  he  shall  not  break  bulk  or  otherwise 
determine  the  bailment,  shall  be  guilty  of  larceny, 
and  may  be  convicted  thereof  upon  an  indictment 
for  larceny,  but  this  section  shall  not  extend  to  any 
ofience  punishable  on  summary  conviction." 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoners  contended  that  the 
conviction  was  precluded  by  the  concluding  words 
of  that  section ;  for  that  under  13  G^eo.  2,  a  8, 
Daynes  was  liable  to  be  dealt  with  sunmianly  for 
the  misappropriation  of  these  materials,  and  tbst 
if  there  was  no  stealing  to  warrant  an  indiotmenk, 
there  could  be  no  such  receiving. 

The  part  of  the  section  is  as  follows  : — **  And 
whereas  many  frauds  and  abuses  have  of  late  been 
likewise  committed  by  persons  employed  in  cutting 
out  and  manufacturing  of  skins,  leather,  and  other 
materials,  into  gloves,  breeches,  boots*  shoes, 
slippers,  &a  Be  it  enacted,  that  if  any  person  or 
persons,  hired  or  employed,  or  to  be  hired  <Mr  em- 
ployed, in  cutting,  paring,  washing,  dressing,  sew- 
mg,  making  up,  or  otherwise  manu&ctunng  of 
gloves,  breeches,  leather  skins,  boots*  shoes, 
slippers,  wares,  or  other  goods  or  materials  to  be 
made  use  of  in  any  of  the  trades  or  emplojmentSi 
or  in  manner  last-mentioned,  or  in  any  branch  or 
particular  thereof,  shall  fraudulently  purloin,  em- 
bezzle, secrete,  sell,  pawn,  or  exchange,  all  or  soy 
part  of  the  jp^loves,  breeches,  leather,  skins,  parings, 
or  shreds  of  gloves  or  leather,  or  other  materish 
with  which  he,  she,  or  they,  shall  be  intrusted  to 
work  up  or  manufacture,  or  shall  purloin,  em- 
bezzle, secrete,  sell,  pawn,  or  exchange,  any  glovesi 
breeches,  boots,  shoes,  slippers,  or  wares,  when 
made,  wrought  up  or  manufactured,  and  bo  thoeof 
lawfully  convicted,"  the  justices  are  to  awsind  a 
suitable  recompense,  and  with  power  of  imprisoii- 
ment  in  case  of  nonpayment.  Sect.  5  applies  to 
receivers  of  such  jioperty — 6  &  7  Yiok  a  40, 
repeals  part  of  this  Act,  but  not  the  pcoviaioos 
afbresaia — and  22  Gko.  2,  o.  27,  ss.  1  and  2,  pfroridn 
further  for  punishment  upon  such  oonviotiaii. 

I  thought  the  objection  fig^tal,  but  the  mittir 
being  one  of  frequent  ooourrenoe^  I  ooaaented  to 
leave  the  facts  to  the  jury,  and  to  take  the  opinioB 

of  this  Gourt.    The  juiy  found  both      * 

guilty. 
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The  Goart  is  reqaested  to  say  whether  the  con- 
▼iotion  can  be  saBtaiiied  or  not.  I  admitted  both 
defendants  to  bail  until  the  next  January  sessions, 
to  abide  the  resolt. 

(Signed)        William  Jambs  Mbtcalfb, 

Recorder. 
No  oonnsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

Kbllt,  G.B. — After  stating^  the  leading  facts, 
proceeded :  In  this  case  it  might  have  been  oon- 
iended  tha*  the  transaction  was  realJy  a  sale  of 
the  leather  to  the  prisoner  Daynes,  and  that  the 
prc^rty  in  it  passed  to  him ;  bat  that  question 
does  not  now  arise,  and  need  not  be  determined, 
becaose  the  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  24  &  25 
Vict.  c.  96,  s.  3,  which  section  concludes  with  these 
words,  "  but  this  section  shall  not  extend  to  any 
offence  punishable  upon  summary  conviction. 
Now  the  present  case  is  completelv  within  the 
13  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  and  majr  be  dealt  with  summarily, 
and,  consequently,  is  within  the  proviso  in  sect.  3. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  conviction  must 
be  quashed.  Oanviciion  quashed, 

Baiurday,  Nov.  22, 1873. 

(Before  Kbllt,  G.B.,  Blackbttrn,  Lush,  and 
Grovb,  JJ.,  and  Pollock,  B.) 

Rbo.  v.  Gogoins. 

Larceny — Reeewmg — Accessory  in  second  degree. 

An  indidmeni  charged  8.  with  stealing  ISs.  6(2., 
and  0.  ioUh  receiving  the  sa/ne.  The  facts  were : 
8.  was  a  barman  at  a  refreshment  oar,  ar^d  0. 
went  up  to  the  bar,  caUed  for  refreshments,  and 
put  down  a  ftorin.  8.  served  (7.,  took  up  the 
florin,  and  took  from  his  employer's  tiU  some 
money,  and  gave  U.  as  his  change  IBs.  6d.,  which 
O.  put  in  his  pocket  and  went  away  with  it.  On 
leaving  the  place  he  took  some  sUver  from  his 
pocket,  and  wcu  counting  it  when  he  was  arrested. 
On  entering  the  bar  signs  of  recognition  took 
plate  between  8.  and  0.,  and  0.  was  present  when 
8.  took  the  money  from  the  tiU.  The  jury  con-' 
vieted  8.  of  stealing  and  0.  of  receiving. 

Held,  that  this  was  evidence  which  the  judge  ought 
to  have  left  to  the  jury  as  reasonable  evidence 
upon  which  O.  might  ha/oe  been  convicted  as  a 
principal  in  the  second  degree ;  and  that  therefore 
the  conviction  for  receiving  could  not  be  sustained. 

Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  ol  this  Gourt  by  the 
Becorder  of  Brighton. 

The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last 
sawions  for  the  borough  of  Brighton  on  a  charge 
<tf  receiving  from  one  Frederick  Bilvey  the  sum  of 
18».  6d.  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  John 
Bateox  MelUson,  well-knowing  the  same  to  have 
been  stolen,  Frederick  Silvey  being  at  the  same 
time  tried  on  the  charge  of  stealing  the  said 
lSe.6d. 

F^rederick  Silvey  was  employed  by  the  prose- 
cutor, John  Buteux  Mellison,  to  act  as  barman  at 
•  refreshment  bar  under  the  grand  stand  on  the 
Brighton  Bace  Gourse  during  the  Brighton  race 
meeting.  While  the  said  Frederick  Silvey  was  so 
employed,  the  prisoner  Go^ffins  went  up  to  the  bar 
•t  which  the  said  Frederick  8ilvey  was  serving, 
•od  after  calling  for  a  cigar  and  some  lemonade 
mod  bnuidy,  jm%  down  a  florin.  Frederick  Silvey 
aerved  the  prisoner  Goggins  with  a  cigar  and  some 
lemonade  and  bfandy,  took  up  the  florin,  and  after 
going  to  the  prosecutor's  till,  took  some  money 
4Nit  of  tbe  mid  till  and  gave  to  the  prisoner  as  his 


change  the  sum  of  18s.  6d.  The  prisoner  placed 
the  18«.  6(2.  in  his  pocket,  and  after  moving  away 
from  the  bar  was  followed  by  a  detective,  who  saw 
him  take  a  quantity  of  silver  out  of  his  pocket  and 
proceed  to  count  it,  whereupon  he  was  arrested. 

On  the  prisoner,  Gharles  Goggins,  entering  the 
bar,  signs  of  recognition  took  place  between  him 
and  the  prisoner  silvey,  and  the  prisoner,  Charles 
Goggins,  was  present  at  the  time  when  -the 
prisoner  Silvey  took  the  sum  of  18s.  6d.  from  the 
till  of  the  prosecutor. 

The  juiy  found  the  prisoner,  Frederick  Silvey, 
gailty  of  stealing  the  said  sum  of  18s.  6<2.,  and  the 
prisoner,  Gharles  Goggins,  guilty  of  receiving  the 
said  sum  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  Gharles  Goggins, 
thereupon  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  on  the 
grounds  that  on  the  facts  disclosed,  the  said 
Gharles  Goggpns  was  gailty  of  stealing  the  said 
sum  of  18s.  6d.,  and  could  not  be  convicted  of 
receiving  it  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen. 

I  arrested  the  judgment  of  the  court  accord- 
ingly, and  I  now  desire  the  opinion  of  the  Gourt 
whether  on  the  evidence  above  stated  the  prisoner, 
Gharles  Goggins,  can  be  lawfully  convicted  of 
receiving  the  said  money  knowing  it  to  have  been 
stolen.  (Signed)  John  Locks. 

Second  Gasb. 
Thb  prisoner  was  tried  on  a  charge  of  receiving 
from  one  George  Loder  the  sum  of  9s.  6d.  the 
property  of  the  prosecutor,  John  Buteux  Mellison, 
well-knowing  the  same  to  have  been  stolen,  the 
said  Greorge  Loder  being  at  the  same  time  in- 
dicted for  feloniously  stealing  the  said  sum  of 
9s.  6d.,  he  being  then  the  servant  of  the  said  John 
Buteux  Mellison. 

George  Loder  was  employed  by  the  prosecutor, 
John  Buteux  Mellison,  to  act  as  barman  at  a 
refreshment  bar  under  the  grand  stand  on  the 
Brighton  Race  Gourse  during  the  Brighton  race 
meeting.  While  the  said  George  Loder  was  so 
employed,  the  prisoner,  Goggpns,  went  up  to  the 
bar  at  which  the  said  G^rge  Loder  was  serving, 
and  after  calling  for  a  sandwich  put  down  a 
shilling.  George  Loder  served  the  prisoner  Gog- 
gles with  the  sandwich,  took  up  the  shilling,  and 
after  going  to  the  prosecutor's  till,  took  some 
money  out  of  the  said  till  and  gave  to  the  prisoner 
as  his  change  the  sum  of  9s.  6d.  The  prisoner 
placed  the  9s.  6d.  in  his  pocket,  and  after  moving 
away  from  the  bar  was  followed  by  a  detective, 
who  saw  him  take  a  quantitjr  of  silver  out  of  his 
pocket  and  proceed  to  count  it,  whereupon  he  was 
arrested. 

The  prisoner,  Gharles  Goggins,  was  talking  to 
the  prisoner,  George  Loder,  before  he  called  for 
the  sandwich,  and  was  present  at  the  time  when 
the  prisoner,  George  Loder,  took  the  said  sum  of 
9s.  6d.  from  the  till  of  the  prosecutor. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner,  George  Loder, 
guilty  of  stealing  the  saia  sum  of  9s.  6a.,  and  the 
prisoner,  Gharles  Goggins,  guilty  of  receiving  the 
said  sum  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  Gharles  Goggins, 
thereupon  moved  in  arrest  of  iudgment  on  the 
grouna  that  on  the  facts  disclosed,  the  said  Gharles 
Goggins  was  guilty  of  stealing  the  said  sum  of 
9s.  6a.,  and  coald  not  be  convicted  of  receiving  it 
knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen. 

I  arrested  the  jud^ent  of  the  oonrt  accord* 
ingly,  and  I  now  desire  the  opinion  oi  the  court, 
whether  on  the  evidenoe  abo^e  a^atof^  ^2^.^lQfnsBMMK^ 
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Charles  Coggins,  can  be  lawfully  convicted  of  re- 
ceiving the  said  money  knowing  it  to  have  been 
stolen.  (Signed)  John  Locke. 

Besley  for  the  prisoner. — The  conviction  cannot 
be  sustained. 

Grantham  for  the  prosecution  objected  that  the 
objection  was  not  properly  taken  by  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment. 

The  Court  said  it  must  be  taken  that  the  point 
intended  to  be  reserved  was  whether  there  was 
any  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  in  support  of  the 
conviction. 

Lesley, — It  is  clear  upon  the  authorities  that  a 
person  cannot  be  a  principal  in  the  second  degree, 
and  also  a  receiver  of  the  stolen  property.  From 
Dytir'8  case  (2  East,  P.  C.  767),  it  appears  that  if  a 
person  takes  part  in  the  transaction  while  the 
act  of  larceny  oy  others  is  continuing,  he  will  be 
guilty  as  a  principal  in  the  larceny,  and  not  as  a 
receiver.  In  this  case  it  was  a  continuing  trans- 
action 80  as  to  make  the  prisoner  Coggins  a  party 
to  the  theft,  although  as  regards  the  oarmen,  the 
thef^  was  complete  as  soon  as  the  money  was 
removed  from  the  till,  animo  furandi.  [Black- 
BUiiN,  J. — Dyer*8  case  no  doubt  assists  you  so  far 
that  it  shows  that  upon  the  evidence  here,  CoffRins 
might  properly  be  found  guilty  as  a  thief.]  Then, 
if  80,  he  could  not  be  convicted  as  a  receiver.  In 
Bex  V.  Owen  (1  Mood.  C.  C.  96),  where  a  man 
committed  a  larceny  in  a  room  of  a  house,  in 
which  room  he  lodged,  and  threw  a  bundle  con- 
taining the  stolen  property  out  of  the  window  to 
an  accomplice  waiting  in  the  street  to  receive  it, 
the  judges  held  that  the  accomplice  was  a  prin- 
cipal, and  that  the  conviction  of  him  as  a  re- 
ceiver was  wrong.  So  in  Beg,  v.  Perkins  (1  Den. 
&  P.  4o9;  5  Cox  C.  C.  654),  where  A.  was  in- 
dicted tor  stealing  pork,  and  B.  for  receiving  the 
same,  it  appeared  that  they  went  together  to  the 
})reinisc3  of  A.*8  employer  where  the  pork  was 
kc[)t,  and  that  A.  took  the  pork  out  of  a  tub 
whore  it  was  kept  and  brought  it  outside  and 
gave  it  to  B.  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.  there  said: 
*'  Assuming,  an  we  are  bound  to  do  from  the  case 
submitted  to  us,  that  the  prisoner  was  a  principal 
in  the  second  degree,  he  could  not  take  the  stolen 
property  from  himself.**  And  Alderson,  B. :  "  If 
0110  burglar  stands  outside  while  another  plunders 
the  house  and  hands  out  the  goods  to  him,  he  surely 
could  not  be  indicted  as  a  receiver.'*  And  Maule, 
J. :  "  My  brother  Adams  seems  to  have  intended 
to  ask  us,  whether  in  a  case  where  the  prisoner 
was,  in  a  popular  sense,  guilty  of  receiving,  he 
might  bo  treated  as  a  receiver  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  he  was  a  principal  in  the  theft;  and 
it  is  clear  that  he  cannot."  [Grove,  J. — The  case 
of  Rctj.  V.  M'Euin  (1  Bell  C.  C.  25),  seems  very 
like  this.  The  prisoner  was  charged  in  two  counts 
with  stealing  and  receiving,  and  this  court  held 
that  the  jury  might  return  a  verdict  of  guilty  on 
the  latter  count  if  warranted  by  the  evidence, 
although  the  evidence  is  also  consistent  with  the 
prisoner  having  been  a  principal  in  the  second 
(iecrree  in  the  stealing.]  In  that  case.  Pollock, 
C.B.,  remarked :  That  in  Beg.  v.  Perkins,  it  was 
stated  as  a  fact  that  the  prisoner  was  a  principal. 
The  jury  negatived  that  in  Beg,  v  M*Evin, 

Grant/iam  for  the  prosecution. — The  conviction 
miy  be  upheld  on  the  authority  of  Beg,  v.  2/PEvin, 
in  that  case  the  fact^  were  that  a  woman  was 
walking  beside  the  prosecutrix,  and  the  prisoner, 
^'Eviu^  was  seen  just  previously  following  behind 


her.  The  prosecutrix  felt  a  tug  at  her  pocket, 
found  her  purse  was  gone,  and,  on  looking  round, 
saw  the  woman  behind  her  walking  with  M'Evin 
in  the  opposite  direction,  and  saw  her  hand  some- 
thing to  M'Evin.  And  there  the  jury  found 
M'Evin  not  guilty  of  stealing,  but  guilty  of  re- 
ceiving. In  the  present  case  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  any  preconceived  plan  between  Coggins 
and  the  barmen. 

Besley  in  reply. — ^The  prisoner  Oog^gins  was 
aiding  and  abetting  in  the  larceny  from  the 
moment  of  passing  the  florin  over  the  counter. 

The  Court  retired  to  consider  its  decision. 

Kellt,  C.B. — The  majority  of  the  court  are  of 
opinion  that  the  conviction  cannot  be  sustained. 
I  and  my  brother  Grove  take  a  different  view,  but 
not  so  strong  as  to  amount  to  dissent  from  the 
judgment  of  the  majority. 

Blackbubn,  J. — It  is  not  necessary  that  this 
case  should  be  argued  before  all  the  judges, 
because  the  doubts  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  and 
my  brother  Grove  do  not  amount  to  an  actnsl 
dissent  from  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the 
court.  The  question  which  was  reserved  for  our 
opinion,  as  we  consider,  was  whether  or  not  there 
was  evidenoe  such  as  the  judge  ought  to  have  left 
to  the  jury  as  reasonable  evidence  on  which  they 
might  convict  the  prisoner  as  a  receiver.  Un- 
fortunately in  this  case  there  is  the  technical 
principle  that  a  person  assisting  in  the  stealing  is 
a  principal  in  the  first  or  second  degree,  and  uiat 
a  receiver  must  be  a  person  who  is  not  a  principal 
felon.  Had  the  question  been  left  to  the  jni^, 
whether  or  no  from  the  time  the  prisoner  laid 
down  the  florin,  after  which  the  barman  took 
the  ISs.  6d,  from  the  till  and  gave  it  to  him,  he 
was  aiding  and  abetting  the  barman  in  the  com- 
mission of  the  larceny,  I  think  the  jury  oould  not 
but  have  found  that  he  was  aiding  and  abetting. 
It  might  possibly  be  that  he  was  aiding  to  carry 
away  the  money  that  had  been  stolen  without  hu 
previous  knowledge.  But  what  we  understand 
from  the  case  is  toe  point,  is,  was  there  such  evi- 
dence as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  leave  to 
the  jury,  as  reasonable  evidence  upon  which  th^ 
might  convict  the  prisoner  of  receiving  P  In  point 
of  strict  law  the  prisoner  should  have  been  in- 
dicted for  the  offence  which  he  really  committed. 
As  the  matter  stands  the  majority  of  the  ooort 
think  that  the  evidence  was  not  such  as  the  judge 
ought  to  have  lefl  to  the  jury  as  reasonable  evidenoe 
upon  which  the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of 
receiving.  In  Beg,  v.  APEvin,  the  oircumstanceB 
were  dinerent.  The  indictment  contained  counts 
both  for  stealing  and  receiving,  and  the  judge 
properly  left  it  to  the  jury,  "  That  if  they  did  not 
think  that  M'Evin  was  participating  in  the 
actual  theft,  it  was  open  to  them,  on  the  facts,  to 
find  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  the  count  for  receiving.'* 
That  was  a  proper  direction,  and  the  jury  founds 
verdict  of  guilty  on  the  count  for  receiving. 
There  was  evidence  in  that  case  on  which  the  joiy 
might  have  found  either  way.  Here  there  wis 
only  one  count  against  the,  prisoner  that  for 
receiving,  and  the  majority  of  the  court  think  that 
there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  the 
verdict.  ConvicUan  guouikei. 
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COXTBT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

Baported  ^7  J*  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKsujlb,  Esqn., 

Barristen-atrLaw. 


Nov,  8  and  19, 1873. 
Mebset  Docks  xnd  Ha&boub  Boiild  (apps.)  v, 

OVBBSEERS  O?  LlYSRFOOL,   (resps.). 

Poor  rate — Dock  rates — Tenants  profits — Interest 
on  debt  —  Purchased  dues  —  Deterioration — Ex* 
penses  of  collection. 
The  Mersey  Docks  a/re  vested  in  the  appellants^  who 
are  authorised  to  collect  certain  duties  and  rates 
under  various  Acts  of  Parliament ;  hut  the  duties 
leviahUi  must  be  reduced  if  more  than  sufficient 
^  pO'y  off  the  Wiortgaaes,  and  the  charges  of 
management,  of  coUeciion  of  ratss,  and  of  im- 
proving,  repairing,  and  maintaining  the  docks 
and  works.  There  are  no  shareholders,  and  no 
member  derives  advantage  from  his  execution  of 
the  trusts.  The  docks  were  erected  a/nd  purchased 
with  borrowed  money,  and  the  interest  is  paid  out 
ofihA  income.  No  provision  of  the  Acts  oj  Parlia- 
ment is  to  affect  the  liability  of  tlie  docks  to  local 
or  parochiad  rales.  Under  an  Act  of  1857  the 
appellants  purchased  certain  town  dues  from  the 
corporation  of  Liverpool,  the  surplus  of  which, 
c^ler  payment  of  interest  upon  the  sum  fixed  as 
consideration  for  the  purchase,  goes  into  tlieir 
general  revenue  account. 
Meld  that  in  assessh^g  the  appellants  to  the  poor^s 
rale  no  deduction  should  be  allowed  for  tenant's 
profits,  nor  for  interest  upon  their  debt ;  that  the 
value  of  the  town  dues  ought  not  to  be  added  to 
the  assessment ;  thai  the  appellants  were  entitled 
to  a  deduction  for  average  deterioration,  as  well 
as  for  the  actual  repairs  of  each  year ;  and  tluit 
the  expenses  of  collecting  the  rates,  which  should 
be  deducted  from  the  amount,  might  be  fairly 
computed  by  dividing  the  whole  expenses  of  cot- 
leeting  the  appellants  revenue  rateabVy  according 
to  the  respective  amounts  of  dock  rates  and  town 
dues. 
This  was  a  special  case  stated  by  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool. 

By  the  rate  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the 
pariah  of  Liverpool  on  the  27th  May  1865,  the 
appellants  were  assessed  in  the  sum  of  214,944L 
in  respect  of  the  annual  value  of  certain  of  the 
dock  estates  within  the  said  parish,  which  are 
Tested  in  them. 

The  Board,  the  now  appellants,  appealed  against 
the  said  rate  to  the  Liverpool  Quarter  Sessions, 
and  thereupon  the  following  case  was  agreed 
upon: — 

1.  The  appellants  are  a  corporation  incorporated 
and  regulated  by  and  under  "  The  Mersey  Docks 
and  Harbour  Act  1857,"  and  "  The  Mersey  Dock 
Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858 ; "  and  under  these 
Acts  hold  docks  and  other  property  used  in  con- 
nection with,  and  for  the  purposes  of,  the  docks  on 
both  sides  of  the  Biver  Mersey. 

2.  The  first  dock  on  the  Lancashire  side  of  the 
Mersey  was  made  under  the  authority  of  an  Act  of 
8th  Anne,  c.  12,  whereby  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
bailiffs,  and  common  council  of  Liverpool  were 
incorporated  to  make  a  dock  (since  filled  up),  on 
the  south  side  of  the  town  of  Liverpool,  ana  the 
duties  leviable  under  that  Act  were  not  to  be 
applied  to  any  purposes  except  the  building  and 
repairing  of  the  dock. 

3u  Other  docks  were  subsequently  made  on  the 
Laocaahire  nde  of  the  Mersey  by  the  corporation 


of  Liverpool,  under  the  authority  of  other  Acts  of 
Parliament,  similarly  limiting  the  application  of 
the  receipts  from  the  docks,  as  was  provided  by  the 
said  Act  of  8  Anne,  c.  12  ;  until  by  the  statute  31 
Geo.  3,  c.  143,  the  mayor,  aldermen,  bailiffs,  and 
common  council  were  formed  into  a  body  corporate, 
and  the  docks  and  works  on  the  Lancashire  side  of 
the  river  were  vested  in  them  under  the  style  of 
"  The  Trustees  of  the  Liverpool  Docks." 

4.  The  trustees  so  incorporated  were  empowered 
by  the  last-mentioned  Act  to  levy  certain  rates,  and 
when  all  charges  and  mortgages  upon  such  rates 
should  be  paid  off,  they  were  required  to  lower  and 
reduce  the  rates  and  duties  thereby  granted,  so  far 
as  could  be  done  in  the  state  of  the  docks  and 
works,  so  as  to  leave  sufficient  for  all  charges  of 
management  and  collection  of  rates,  and  improv- 
ing, repairing,  and  maintaining  the  docks  and 
works  so  vested  in  them. 

5.  Subsequently  other  Acts  relating  to  the 
docks  on  the  Lancashire  side  of  the  Mersey  were 
passed,  in  all  twenty-two  in  number,  and  forming 
a  series  extending  from  the  said  Act  of  8 
Anne  to  that  qf  the  21  Vict.,  both  inclusive,  all 
of  which  may  be  referred  to  as  part  of  this  case. 

6.  Other  docks  were  formed  on  the  Cheshire 
side  of  the  Mersey,  at  Birkenhead,  under  the 
authority  of  a  series  of  fourteen  Acts  of  Parliament, 
extending  from  an  Act  passed  in  the  7  &  8  Yict.  to 
an  Act  passed  in  the  18  &  19  Yict.,  by  which  last- 
mentioned  Act  all  Dhe  Birkenhead  docks  are  now 
vested  in  the  corporation  of  Liverpool ;  all  these 
Acts  may  be  referred  to  as  part  of  this  case. 

7.  By  sect.  27  of  the  same  Act  of  1857,  it  is  pro- 
vided that  all  such  deeds,  lights,  buoys,  lands, 
buildings,  and  other  property,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, situate  at  Liverpool  or  elsewhere,  as  were 
held  by  or  in  trust  for  the  trustees  of  Liverpool 
docks,  under  or  in  pursuance,  or  for  the  purposes 
of  any  of  the  said  Acts  mentioned  in  the  first  part 
of  the  schedule  thereto  annexed,  should  upon  and 
after  the  said  1st  Jan.  1858,  vest  in  the  appellants, 
but  subject  to  all  charges  and  liabilities  affecting 
the  same. 

8.  By  sect.  19  of  the  said  last-mentioned  Act  it 
is  enacted  that,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  that 
Act,  the  appellants  should  stand  possessed  of  all 
the  property,  powers,  rights,  and  privileges, 
thereby  transferred  to  them  upon  the  trusts,  and 
for  the  purposes  upon  and  for  which  such  pro- 
perty, powers,  rights,  and  privileges  were  holden 
previous  to  the  commencement  of  that  Act. 

9.  By  sect.  50  of  the  same  Act  it  is  provided 
that  from  and  after  the  1st  Jan.  1858,  all  docks 
and  works  belonging  to  the  board,  and  all  docks 
and  works  that  may  hereafter  belong  to  the  board, 
shall  be  deemed  to  constitute  one  estate  only, 
thereinafter  called  "  The  Mersey  Dock  Estate ;" 
and  a  uniform  system  of  management  shall  be 
adopted  with  respect  to  the  whole  of  such  Mersey 
Dock  Estate. 

9a.  The  56th  section  of  the  same  Act  enacts  as 
follows : 

The  following  rales  shall  be  observed  by  the  board  with 
respect  to  the  moneys  received  by  them  under  this  Act 
(that  is  to  say) : 

(1.)  The  conservancy  expenditure  shall  be  defrayed  out 
of  the  conservancy  receipts. 

(2.)  The  pilotage  expenditure  shall  be  defrayed  out  of 
the  pilotage  receipts. 

(8.)  No  portion  of  the  conservancy  receipts  or  pilotage 
receipts  shall  be  applied  in  aid  of  the  general  expenai> 
tore. 
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(4.)  No  Bnm  Bhall  be  payable  in  reipeot  of  dooke  by 
any  Teeeel  that  does  not  use  the  same. 

(5.)  Save  as  by  this  Aot  is  provided  no  moneys  receiy- 
able  by  the  board  shall  be  applied  to  any  porpose  unless 
the  same  ooDdnoes  to  the  suety  or  oonyenienoe  of  ships 
frequenting  the  port  of  Liyerpool  or  facilitates  the  ship- 
ping or  unshipping  of  goods,  or  is  oonoemed  in  discharg- 
ing a  debt  contracted  for  the  aboTC  purposes. 

10.  The  dock  estate  at  present  consists  of  basins, 
docks,  piers,  jetties,  gp*aving  docks,  gridirons, 
wharves,  quays,  landing  staees,  slips,  stairs,  river 
walls,  dams,  embankments,  locks,  gates,  bridges, 
weirs,  sluices,  tunnels,  cuts,  channels,  roads,  rail- 
ways, tramways,  warehouses,  sheds,  offices,  build- 
ings, cranes,  engines,  machinery,  and  other  works 
and  conveniences  affixed  or  appertaining  to  such 
basins  and  docks,  or  necessaiy  for  the  working 
thereof;  and  the  appellants  are  authorised  to 
receive  large  sums  of  money  under  the  name  of 
dock  rates  and  duties,  by  virtue  of  the  said  Act  of 
Parliament,  from  the  owners  of  vessels  and  goods 
for  the  privilege  of  using  the  said  dock  property. 

11.  Tne  appellants  are  bound  to  apply  the  pre* 
sent  dock  rates  and  dues  and  all  otner  moneys 
received  by  them  out  of  the  dock  estate  according 
to  the  directions  of  the  said  Acts.  There  are  no 
shareholders,  and  no  member  of  the  board  or  other 
person  derives  any  personal  advantage  or  emolu- 
ment whatsoever  from  the  execution  of  the  trusts 
of  the  dock  estate,  or  has  any  interest  in  the  dock 
estate,  or  in  the  moneys  received  by  the  appel- 
lants. 

12.  All  the  said  property  vested  in  the  appel- 
lants was  acquired,  and  all  the  dock  works,  oc., 
were  made  and  provided  bv  them  and  their  pre- 
decessors under  the  several  Acts  of  Parliament, 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  the  dock  business,  and 
none  of  the  said  property,  docks,  works,  &c.,  are 
used  for  any  other  purposes  whatsoever ;  and  all 
the  moneys  derived  oy  the  board  from  any  part  of 
the  property  are  spent  in  carrying  out  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament. 

13.  The  docks  and  dock  property  were  erected 
and  purchased  with  borrowed  money,  and  the  dock 
estate  is  now  subject  to  a  large  debt  in  respect 
thereof,  the  annual  interest  on  which  is  paid  by 
the  appellants  out  of  their  income  as  hereinafter 
mentioned. 

14.  The  payment  of  this  interest  and  the  appli- 
cation of  the  income  is  provided  for  by  sect.  284 
of  the  Mersey  Dock  Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858, 
by  which  it  is  enacted,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Mersey  Dock  and  Harbour  Act  1857,  "  All  the 
moneys  which  shall  be  collected,  levied,  borrowed, 
and  raised,  or  received  by  the  board  under  or  by 
virtue  of  this  Act  or  the  said  Act,  the  application 
of  which  may  not  be  otherwise  expressly  directed, 
shall  be  applied  by  the  board  in  any  order  with 
respect  to  priority  of  such  application  as  they  shall 
deem  expedient  for  the  following  purposes,  some 
or  all  of  them,  that  is  to  say :  m  payment  of  all 
expenses  and  charges  of  collecting  rates.  In  pay- 
ment from  time  to  time  of  all  interest  accruing 
due  on  moneys  borrowed  and  to  be  borrowed, 
and  in  payment  of  the  Mersey  Docks  uinuities 
hereinafter  authorised  to  be  gp^nted,  according  to 
the  respective  priorities  of  such  moneys  and  annui- 
ties under  this  Act.  In  the  construction  of  works 
authorised  to  be  erected,  established,  and  main- 
tAined  by  the  board,  and  in  supporting,  maintain- 

ing,  and  repairing  the  same,  ana  in  carrying  into 

execution  all  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  ol 

idie  Meratif  Docks  and  Harbour  Act  1857.    And 


in  the  general  management,  condncting,  aecnr- 
ing,  preserving,  improving,  amending,  xaain- 
taming,  and  protecting  the  Mersey  Dock  estate. 
And  the  residue  or  surplus  of  all  snoh  moneys 
which  shall  remain  after  such  application  thereof 
as  aforesaid,  shall  from  time  to  time  be  applied  in 
or  towards  the  repayment  of  all  principal  moneys 
which  shall  have  been  borrowed  by  or  shall  be  doe 
by  the  board,  and  in  or  towards  the  porchafling 
up  and  extinguishing  of  the  Mersey  Dock  annoi- 
ties  in  the  manner  nereinafter  directed,  until  all 
such  principal  moneys  shall  have  been  repaid, 
and  all  Mersey  Dock  annuities  shall  have  oeen 
purchased  up  and  extinguished;  and  when  by 
the  means  last  mentioned  all  such  principal 
moneys  shall  have  been  repaid,  and  all  such  dock 
annuities  shall  have  been  purchased  up  and  ex- 
tinguished, then,  in  such  case,  the  board  shall  and 
they  are  hereby  rec^uired  to  lower  and  reduce  the 
rates  hereby  authorised  to  be  taken,  so  far  as  the 
same  can  be  done  in  the  then  state  of  the  doc^ 
and  leaving  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  ex- 
penses of  collecting  the  rates,  and  the  supporting, 
maintenance,  and  repairing  of  the  docks  and  the 
general  management,  conducting,  securing,  pre- 
serving, improving,  amending,  maintaining,  and 
protecting  tne  Mersey  Dock  estate.  And  except 
as  aforesaid  such  moneys  shall  not  be  applied  by 
the  board  for  any  other  purpose  whatsoever." 

15.  By  the  285th  section  of  the  same  Act  it  ii 
enacted  as  follows : 

Nothing  in  this  Aot  contained  shall  alter  or  allset  ihs 
question  of  the  liability  of  any  of  the  docks  or  works 
vested  in  the  board  to  parochial  or  local  valea,  but  tbs 
same  shall  in  all  respects  be  judged  of  and  detemiinedss 
if  this  Aot  had  not  been  passed. 

16.  A  sinking  fund  is  provided  by  sect.  4  of  the 
Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Aot  1859,  by  which  it 
is  enacted, — 

In  order  to  make  provision  fer  the  repavmtnt  of  ihs 
principal  moneys  which  have  been  already  bozrowed,  or 
which  may  hereafter  be  borrowed  by  the  board  UMtr 
the  aathority  of  Parliament,  Be  it  enacted  that  aftar 
payment  in  each  year  of  all  charges  and  expenses  attendiaf 
the  collection  of  rates  or  inomental  thereto,  and  iflv 
payment  of  all  interest  accruing  due  on  moneys  for  thi 
time  being  forming  a  charge  upon  such  rates,  and  the 
dock  annuities  authorised  to  be  granted  by  the  bosid, 
and  after  payment  of  all  char^^  and  expenses  of  np> 
porting,  maintaining,  and  repairing  the  works  aathoziM 
to  be  erected,  established,  and  maintained  by  the  board ; 
and  of  the  veneral  management  of  the  Mersey  Doeki 
Estates,  and  of  all  reasonable  expenses  unnesssij  for 
oonducUng,  securing,  improving,  amending,  tnaintMiiiwfc 
and  protecting  the  same,  the  board  sh^lyearly,  sas 
everv  year  subsequent  to  the  24th  June  1860,  appnr  ^ 
surplus,  if  any,  of  the  rates  which  shall  remain  in  nsr 
hands  after  such  payments  as  aforesaid  to  the  extent  of 
100,0001.,  or  such  less  amount  as  the  said  prinoipsd  mosini 
which  shall  then  be  due  and  owing  on  the  seooritj  of  ui 
rates,  and  which  shall  then  have  become  due  and  pejaUs; 
and  in  the  purchasing  up  and  extinguishing  of  the  Memy 
Dock  Annuities  which  may  be  then  existing,  aooordisff  te 
the  respective  priorities  of  such  moneys  and  aanmi&s, 
until  ail  principal  moneys  due  on  the  security  of  the  laftN 
shall  have  been  purchased  u^  and  eztinguiahed ;  «id 
subject  to  the  provisions  herein  contained  lUl  ratss  aad 
other  moneys  wzdoh  shall  be  collected,  levied,  borrowed, 
and  raised  or  .recovered  under  or  by  virtue  of  tiie  ssid 
recited  Acts,  or  either  of  them,  or  of  this  Aol,  the 
application  of  which  may  not  be  otherwias  nniiesilT 
directed,  shall  and  may  be  applied  by  the  boaie 
according  to  the  provisions  for  that  purpose  oontsiaid 
in  sect.  281  of  the  Mersey  Dock  Acts  Oonsdidation  A«i 
1858. 

17.  There  has  usually  been  an  fm^i^tf  snrpfaM 
«kV«A\«&A«  ^Qt  VNi^  «a\d.  %vivkm^  fund,  which  has  nsfsr 
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18.  The  Corporation  of  Lirerpool  before  the 
pABsing  of  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Act 
1857  (20  &  21  Yict.  c.  clxii.),  levied,  under  a  fran- 
ohiBe  purchased  by  them  many  years  ago,  on 
goods  miported  into,  and  exported  from,  we  port 
of  Liverpool  (with  certain  exceptions),  certain 
daes  called  "  town  dues,"  and  certain  dues  called 
"  anchorage  dues,'*  on  ships  entering  the  port, 
and  these  dues  were  by  sect.  52  of  the  last-men 
tioned  Act  transferred  to  the  appellants  for  a 
consideration  affixed  by  sect.  40  at  1,500,0002.,  and 
the  ^pellants  now  derive  an  income  from  such 
dues,  the  surplus  of  which  (after  providing  for 
interest  on  the  said  sum  of  l,500,000t.,  and  certain 
conservancy  charges)  goes  into  the  general  re- 
venue account  of  the  appellants. 

19.  To  the  annual  surplus  mentioned  in  the 
17th  paragraph,  the  part  of  the  dock  estate  within 
the  parish  ot  Liverpool,  and  which  is  the  subject 
of  tnis  rate  now  appealed  against,  may  be  taken 
to  contribute  I. ;  and  the  said  I. 
may  be  taken  to  be  the  net  annual  income  derived 
from  the  property  in  question. 

The  app>ellants  contend  that  they  are  entitled 
to  deduct  interest  on  their  debt,  as  they  are  only 
allowed  to  receive  the  increased  rates  in  order  to 
pay  off  the  interest;  and  the  rates  would  have 
immediately  to  be  reduced  if  there  were  no  interest 
to  pay. 

That  they  are  entitled  to  deduct  tenant's  profits, 
as  would  be  done  in  any  case  of  a  tradinsf  Dod^. 

That  they  are  entitled  not  only  to  a  deduction 
for  ordinary  repairs,  but  also  a  deduction  for  dete- 
rioration of  works.  They  calculate  the  time  when 
the  different  works  will  require  renewal,  and  their 
claim  to  deduct  every  year  a  sum  of  money  which 
put  out  to  interest  would  in  the  same  time  be 
BuflBcient  to  renew  such  works. 

The  respondents  dispute  the  several  contentions 
of  the  appellants  above  specified,  and  they  further 
contend: 

That  the  income  from  the  town  dues  after 
payment  of  interest  on  the  sum  of  1,500,0002.,  the 
purchase  money  of  the  dues,  ought  also  to  be  taken 
into  account  in  the  rate. 

20.  The  respondents  thinking  that  the  pro- 
perty was  so  exceptional  in  its  nature  that  it  is 
impossible  to  fina  a  tenant,  and  to  estimate  its 
rateable  value  in  his  hands  in  the  usual  way,  have, 
for  the  purpose  of  estimating  the  rateable  value 
of  the  dock  estate  in  the  parish  of  Liverpool,  taken 
the  revenue  of  the  board  from  dock  rates  and 
dock  rents  in  the  parish,  not  including  town  dues, 
as  shown  b^  their  accounts,  and  have  deducted 
the  proportional  expense  of  working  and  mana^- 
raent  of  ordinary  repairs  and  rates.  In  calculatmg 
the  expenses  of  worKing  and  management  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  aforesaid  deduction,  a  pro- 
portion of  the  expenses  equal  to  the  proportion 
which  the  revenue  from  the  town  dues  bears  to 
the  general  revenue  of  the  board,  has  been  set 
aside  as  chargeable  to  such  dues ;  the  balance  has 
been  deductMl  from  the  rateable  income  of  the 
board.  No  allowance  has  been  made  for  deteriora- 
tion of  works  beyond  the  ordinary  repairs,  nor  for 
tenant's  profits,  such  as  are  allowed  m  the  case  of 
aa  ordinary  trading  company,  nor  for  interest  on 
Uie  bond  debt. 

The  qneetions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  are: 
Unty  whether,  under  such  a  state  of  facts,  the 
Menej  Dock  Boaid  are  entitled  to  a  deduction 
for  uiam!k*B  pto&tB ;  eeoondlj,  whether  the  amount 


of  such  tenant's  profits  ought  to  be  estimated  at 
a  fixed  per  centage,  or  ought  to  be  left  to 
the  decision  of  the  sessions;  thirdlv,  whether 
they  are  entitled  to  any  and  what  allowance  in 
respect  of  interest  on  their  said  debt ;  fourthly, 
whether  the  respondents  are  entitled  to  take 
into  account  the  town  dues;  fifthly,  whether 
the  appellants  are  entitled  to  a  deduction  for 
deterioration  of  works  on  the  principle  mentioned 
in  the  9  th  pan^^ph,  or  on  any  other  and  what 
principle ;  sixthly,  whether  the  principle  adopted 
oy  the  respondents  and  set  out  m  the  20th  para- 
^p*aph  is  correct,  and  if  not,  in  what  respect  is  it 
mcorrect  ? 

The  amount  of  the  rateable  value  is  to  be  ascer- 
tained on  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  court, 
and  a  judgment  in  conformity  therewith  is  to  be 
entered  at  the  quarter  sessions  next  or  next  but 
one  after  the  amount  has  been  ascertained  as 
agreed,  with  such  costs  as  the  court  shall  adjudge. 

Maniaty  Q.  C.  (with  him  Crom'pton)  argued  for 
the  appellants. — The  appellants'  income  from  the 
town  oues  cannot  be  said  to  arise  from  their  occu- 
pation of  the  docks.  [Blackburn,  J. — That  point 
you  can  leave  to  your  reply.]  Taking,  then,  the 
actual  income  from  the  docks,  without  including 
the  town  dues,  as  the  proper  basis  for  calculating 
the  appellant's  rateability,  the  question  to  be  con- 
siderea  is,  what  should  be  the  deductions  allowed  P 
The  20th  paragraph  says,  that  no  allowance  has 
been  made  for  deterioration  of  works  beyond  the 
ordinary  repairs.  [Blackburn,  J. — There  is  no 
statement  that  ordinary  repairs  do  not  cover 
all  expenses  reouisite  to  remedy  all  deteriora- 
tion.] Apparently  no  allowance  has  been  made  for 
depreciation  of  the  works,  and  that  comes  clearly 
within  the  words  of  the  Parochial  Assessment 
Act,  viz.,  the  probable  average  annual  cost  of  the 
repairs  and  other  expenses,  if  any,  necessary  to 
maintain  the  premises  in  a  state  to  command  such 
rent.  That  was  distinctly  held,  in  the  considered 
judgment  of  the  court  delivered  by  Coleridge,  J., 
m  the  case  of  the  three  railway  Companies,  the 
London,  Brighten,  and  South  Coast,  the  8outh- 
Eastern,  and  the  Midland  (15  Q.  B.  313,  at  p.  364). 
[Blackburn,  J. — No  doubt  a  deduction  for  average 
annual  depreciation  should  be  allowed,  if  it  has 
not  been  already  made;  on  this  point  the  state- 
ments in  the  case  are  not  clear.]  A  ver3r  large 
amount  depends  upon  the  first  two  questions  as 
to  tenants'  profits ;  something  certainly  ought  to 
be  aJlowed  lor  the  attention  wnich  a  tenant  would 
give  to  the  property  he  rented,  and  for  the  risk 
which  he  would  incur.  In  Beg,  v.  The  Southamp' 
ton  Dock  Company  (14  Q.  B.  587),  which  decided 
the  mode  of  rating  the  Southampton  Docks,  20  per 
cent,  was  allowea  for  tenant's  profit.  [Black- 
BURir,  J. — That  was  a  trading  concern,  the  hypo- 
cheticaJ  tenant  of  which  was  a  probable  person, 
and  he  would  certainly  consider  the  value  of  his 
own  labour  in  fixing  a  reasonable  rent.  Here  the 
income  is  not  like  trade  profits,  but  is  more  similar 
to  the  rent  of  tolls  or  tithes.]  There  can  be  no 
reason  at  all  events,  why  something  for  tenant's 
profits  should  not  be  deducted  from  the  assess- 
ment of  tolls  or  tithes.  This  point  was  argued 
twice  in  The  Hackney  and  Lamberhwret  TUhe  Uom* 
mutaiion  Bent  CJuirgee  (E.  B.  &  E.  1),  and  in  the 
judgment  of  Crompton,  J.,  p.  60,  after  stating  th&^ 
was  the  case  of  a  cXetg^mAsi  ^tlVa^q^  \f^  ^  t«qX«- 
charge  inlieu  ci  \ft!t\vft%»  Yift  ^tw««^\  ^^^^  ^^st^ 
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which  he  had  been  held  entitled  on  a  former  occa- 
sion, he  was  entitled  to  a  further  redaction  in 
respect  of  the  profit  which  a  tenant  farming  or 
renbing  the  said  rentcharge  from  year  to  year 
would  reasonably  consider  to  be  an  adequate  in- 
ducement to  him  to  take  a  demise  of  such  rent- 
charge  from  year  to  year,  he  having  to  pay  such 
rent  in  full,  and  having  to  calculate  the  rent- 
charges  according  to  the  com  averages  in  each 
year,  and  collect  the  same  by  two  collections  in  the 
year."  Further  on,  although  the  courc  found  it 
impossible  to  say  that  the  tithe  owner  was  neces- 
sarily entitled  to  any  such  deduction,  yet  they 
thought  ''that  this  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be 
determined  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each 
particular  case,  the  rule  in  every  case  being  that 
the  amount  must  be  ascertained  as  that  at  which 
a  tenant  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  take 
from  year  to  year."  [Blackbtjen,  J. — In  this  case 
there  could  not  possibly  be  a  tenant  of  the  dock's 
income,  so  we  must  deduct  all  items  which  would 
be  allowed  in  analogous  cases  where  there  might 
be  a  tenant.  Surely  that  .^;ase  bears  a  close 
analogy  to  this,  and  I  find  at  p.  61  of  the  judg- 
ment, Grompton,  J.,  said:  "By  the  statute  the 
assessment  ought  to  be  at  what  the  tenant  might 
reasonably  be  expected  to  take  for.  And  if  the 
allowance  for  collection  would  not  be  enough  in 
addition  to  the  allowance  against  bad  debts  and 
law  expenses,  the  tithe  owner  would  be  entitled  to 
the  further  deduction ;  but  in  a  case  like  the  pre- 
sent, we  should  think  that  the  sum  necessary  to 
induce  a  tenant  to  take  in  addition  to  the  allow- 
ance for  expenses  of  collecting,  for  bad  debts  and 
for  law  expenses,  would  be  if  not  altogether  an 
evanescent  quantity,  at  most  a  very  small  sum  "] 
I  know  of  no  case  in  which  something  for  tenant's 
profits  has  not  been  allowed.  The  only  other 
question  is  as  to  the  interest  on  the  bond  debt, 
and  I  can  only  claim  this  deduction  if  the  other 
side  is  allowea  to  add  the  amount  of  the  town 
dues. 

Sir  /.  B.  Karslake,  Q.B.  (with  him  Littler,  Q.O. 
and  Batten),  argued  for  the  respondents. — As  to  the 
tenant's  profits,  it  is  sufficient  for  me  to  contend 
that  the  other  side  has  not  made  out  a  case  for 
any  allowance  on  that  ground.  The  i'**/  a  ynt  re- 
ferred to  decided  that  no  tenspt  irj..d  ns^essarily 
require  an  allowance  for  such  prodts,  and  it  de- 
volves upon  the  party  claiming  it  to  show  some 
peculiar  reason  for  it.  There  is  no  case  liko  this 
m  which  tenant's  profits  have  been  deducted, 
although  no  doubt  it  would  be  proper  to  do  so  if 
capital  or  skill  were  required  to  produce  the 
income.  The  appellants  ought  to  prove  the  exact 
sum  which  a  tenant  would  require  in  order  to 
take  from  year  to  year  before  the  respondents  can 
be  compelled  to  allow  it.  They  have  not  yet 
shown  any  reason  or  law  for  any  such  deduction 
in  this  case  at  all.  The  next  question  as  to  de- 
terioration of  the  works  must  depend  upon  the 
estimate  for  repairs.  No  doubt  if  not  included  in 
that  estimate,  it  must  be  computed.  As  to  the 
apportionment  of  the  expenses  of  collecting  the 
town  dues,  I  do  not  exactly  comprehend  the  wording 
of  the  clause;  but  if  the  collection  be  separate 
from  that  of  the  dock  rates,  then  it  should  be  de- 
ducted. I  do  not,  however,  think  that  is  so. 
Lastly,  as  to  the  addition  to  the  valuation  on 
account  of  the  town  dues.  In  consequence  of  the 
purchase  of  these  dues  by  the  board,  less  tolls  are 
charged  for  the  nse  of  the  docks.    But  the  hypo- 


thetical tenant  would  take  the  tolls  without  the 
dues,  as  he  would  receive  a  laiver  amount  from 
the  tolls  than  the  board  do,  ana  he  should  esti- 
mate the  profits  he  would  make  in  that  case. 
[Blackbubn,  J. — But  the  hypothetical  tenant 
would  be  subject  to  the  statutory  limitation  that 
no  profits  should  be  made  beyond  the  amount 
fixea.] 

Manisfy,  Q.C.  in  reply. — As  to  deterioration  of 
works,  a  considered  judgment  of  this  court  in  Reg, 
V.  WeUs  (L.  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  642;  16  L.  T.  Sot. 
N.  S.  790),  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  appel- 
lants' contention.  At  p.  548  (L.  Bep.),  "The 
second  question  submitted  to  us  is  whether  any 
allowance  should  be  made  in  respect  of  buildings 
or  machinery.  We  are  of  opinion  that  saoh  allow> 
ance  ought  to  be  made.  Farm  buildings  and 
machinery  are,  by-  the  efiects  of  weather,  and  of 
wear  and  tear,  reducible  to  a  state  which  will 
render  them  unworthy  of  repair,  and  necessitates 
their  reconstruction.  They  cannot  at  length  be 
kept  up,  but  at  an  expense  which  renders  it  prao- 
ticallv  imoossible,  because  not  reasonablyprudent 
to  keep  them  up."  [Blackburn,  J. — -We  aeree 
that  the  costs  of  repair  or  renewal  must  be  tSkea 
over  several  years,  and  the  average  be  deducted.] 
As  to  tenant's  profits,  I  challenge  the  other  side 
to  point  to  a  single  case  where  no  allowance  has 
been  made  for  tenant's  profits.  [Quadt,  J. — Bat 
in  a  case  like  this  where  deductions  are  made  for 
collection  and  interest,  you  would  by  an  allow- 
ance of  tenant's  profits  obtain  those  deductions 
twice.] 

Blackbubn,  J. — We  will  take  time  to  consider 
the  first  two  questions,  which  relate  to  tenant's 
profits.  As  to  the  other  four,  we  have  no  difficulty 
m  expressing  our  opinion  now ;  indeed,  we  may 
say  tne  parties  have  almost  agreed  upon  them 
during  the  arguments.  Question  3  is  whether  the 
appellants  are  entitled  to  an  allowance  for  interest 
upon  their  debt  for  the  money  borrowed  in  order 
to  erect  and  purchase  the  docks  and  dock  property. 
Mr.  Manisty  has  properly  given  up  the  appellants' 
claim  for  this  allowance ;  and  to  that  question  we 
therefore  answer,  Ko.  Question  4  is  whether  the 
respondents  can  take  into  account  the  amount 
which  the  board  receive  as  town  duos.  Sir  John 
Karslake  has  tried  to  support  this  contention  on 
the  respondents'  behalf,  but  without  success,  and 
to  that  question  we  also  answer.  No.  Question  5 
raises  the  consideration  of  the  mode  in  which  a 
deduction  ought  to  be  made  for  deterioration  of 
the  appellants'  works.  They  say,  in  paragraph  19, 
that  they  are  entitled  not  only  to  a  deduction  for 
ordinary  repairs,  but  also  a  deduction  for  dete- 
rioration of  works.  They  calculate  the  time  when 
the  different  works  will  require  renewal,  and  ther 
claim  to  deduct  every  year  a  sum  of  money  whira 
put  out  to  interest  would  in  the  same  time  be 
sufficient  to  renew  such  works.  There  is  some 
difficulty  in  comprehending  the  exact  nature  of 
this  calculation ;  and  it  is  not  rendered  more 
simple  by  the  statement,  in  paragraph  20,  that  no 
allowance  has  been  made  for  deterioration  of  works 
beyond  the  ordinary  repairs.  Our  answer  must  be 
in  the  words  of  the  rarochial  Assessment  Act, 
that  there  must  be  deducted  from  the  estimated 
rent  "the  probable  average  annual  ooBt  of  the 
repairs,  insuranoe,  and  other  expenses,  if  anyi 
necessary  to  maintain  them  (the  premiaas)  in  a 
state  to  command  such  rent."  All  repaim  miAotBj 
required  for  the  year  should  be  aUowed^  mod  tin 
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the  average  of  that  and  other  years,  heyond  those 
repairs  required  for  that  year  od1v»  should  be 
applied  to  each  year.  The  probable  annual 
average  of  extra  repairs,  and  the  ac^iUal  cost  of 
ordinary  repairs,  should  both  be  taken  as  neces- 
sary to  command  the  rent.  What  is  actually 
spent  in  the  present  year  for  repairs  which  must  be 
repeated  in  the  next  should  be  all  deducted ;  and 
the  appellants  should  not  be,  therefore,  debarred 
firom  tne  allowance  of  the  average  of  such  further 
cost  as  may  be  required  in  an  occupation  over 
several  years.  If  such  deductions  have  not  been 
allowed,  the  rate  should  be  altered  to  that  extent. 
The  last  question  relates  to  paragraph  20,  which 
states  the  basis  upon  which  the  respondents  have 
fixed  this  rate  to  be  the  revenue  of  the  board  from 
the  docks  onljr,  and  nt  t  including  the  town  dues. 
It  is  quite  right  and  proper  that  the  town  dues 
being  unrateable  should  not  be  estimated  in  the 
hypothetical  rent,  and  at  the  same  time  no  deduc- 
tion should  be  made  from  the  dock  revenue  for  the 
expenses  of  collecting  those  town  dues,  if  not  in- 
cluded in  the  general  expenses  of  collecting.  I 
suppose  it  would  not  be  possible  to  separate  pre- 
cisely the  expenses  of  collecting  one  from  those 
incurred  by  the  other ;  the  collectors  of  both  are 
most  likely  the  same  persons.  But  probably  it 
would  be  with  sufficient  accuracy  for  practical 
purposes,  and  it  would  apparently  be  a  fair 
approximation  to  the  exact  amount  to  divide  the 
expenses  of  collecting  the  whole  rateably  accord- 
ing to  the  amounts  cmlecled  from  both  sources  of 
income.  There  may  be  some  doubt  as  to  whether 
that  is  what  is  here  meant ;  if  it  be  so  the  mode  of 
computation  is  right ;  if  not,  it  should  be  altered. 

QxjAiN  and  Archibald,  JJ.  concurred. 

Cur  adv.  vuU. 

Nov,  19. — Blackburn,  J.  delivered  the  further 
judgment  of  the  court  (Blackburn,  Quain,  and 
Archibald,  J  J.).— On  the  argument  of  this  case  on 
8th  Nov.  in  this  term  the  court  disposed  of  most 
of  the  questions  submitted  for  judgment;  but  we 
took  time  to  consider  whether  under  such  a  state 
of  facts  as  is  stated  in  the  case  the  Mersey  Dock 
Board  are  entitled  to  a  deduction  for  tenants* 
profits,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  they  are  not. 
The  Parochial  Assessment  Act  (6  &  7  Will  4, 
c.  96),  s.  1,  enacts  that  all  rates  shall  be  made  on  an 
estimate  of  the  net  annual  value  of  the  several 
hereditaments  rated  thereunto,  and  that  net 
annual  value  is  thus  defined,  "  that  is  to  say,  of 
the  rent  at  which  the  same  might  reasonably  be 
expected  to  let  from  year  to  year,  free  of  all  usual 
tenants'  rates  and  taxes,  and  tiche  commutation 
rentcharge,  if  any,  and  deducting  the  probable 
av(Brage  annual  cost  of  the  repairs,  insurance,  and 
other  expensed,  if  any,  necessary  to  maintain  them 
in  a  state  to  command  such  rent."  Where  the 
heieditaments,  or  hereditaments  of  a  similar  kind, 
are  in  practice  actually  let  at  a  rent,  the  amount 
of  wlucn  is  ascertainea  by  what  has  been  called 
*'  the  higgling  of  the  market,"  the  application  of 
this  definition  is  easy  and  simple.  Where  the 
hereditaments  are  not  in  practice  let,  the  problem 
becomes  more  difficult.  The  &cts  and  circum- 
stances which  would  be  taken  into  consideration 
bv  those  who  in  the  case  of  a  real  tenancy  do  in 
tne  h^gjgfling  of  the  market  fix  the  rent,  are  to  be 
taken  mto  consideration;  and  on  a  view  of  all 
those  the  net  annual  value  of  the  occupation  is  to 
be  detennined,  and  in  many  cases  the  amount  that 
is  imde  by  the  trade  earned  on  by  the  occnpier^s 
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occupation,  less  an  allowance  for  the  profits  which 
the  tenant  might  elsewiiere  make  by  his  trade,  is 
an  important  element  in  the  eviaence  of  the 
annual  value.  In  such  a  case  as  B,  v.  Southampton 
Docks  (14  Q.  B.  587)  they  were  properly  allowed ; 
but  it  is  not  always  so.  If  the  hereditaments  are 
such  as  to  afford  peculiar  facilities  for  carrying  on 
any  kind  of  business,  that  facility  does  beyond  all 
question  enhance  the  value  of  the  occupation ;  but 
though  the  profits  which  may  be  reasonablv  ex- 
pected to  arise  from  such  a  business  no  aoubt 
form  an  element  in  estimating  the  enhanced  value 
of  the  occupation  of  the  premises,  the  actual  profits 
made  do  not  form  any  element,  except  in 
so  far  as  they  afibrd  evidence  of  what  might 
be  reasonably  expected  to  be  made  from 
the  occupation  of  premises  afibrding  facility 
for  carrying  on  such  a  business.  For  instance,  to 
explain  our  meaning,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  annual  rent  of  a  shop  in  Cheapside  is  higher 
than  the  annual  rent  of  a  similar  snop  in  a  back 
street,  and  that  the  reason  why  tenants  ^ve  a 
higher  rent  is  because  of  the  superior  facihtv  for 
carrying  on  business  there.  But  the  rent  and  the 
rateable  value  of  the  shop  are  quite  indepen- 
dent of  the  amount  of  the  shopkeeper's  actual 
gains.  The  rateable  value  is  the  same  whether  the 
tenant  is  a  flourishing  trader,  or  is  carrying  on 
business  at  a  loss.  So  no  doubt  in  fixing  the  rent 
of  chambers  in  one  of  the  inns  of  court,  the 
facility  for  carrying  on  the  legal  profession  in  them 
is  an  element,  and  an  important  one,  but  the  actual 
income  of  the  tenant  is  not.  The  chambers  com- 
mand no  more  rent  when  let  to  the  Attorney- 
General  than  they  would  do  if  let  to  a  young 
barrister  just  called,  who  does  not  as  yet  pav  his 
expenses.  In  the  present  case  the  value  of  the 
occupation  depends  entirely  upon  the  collection  of 
the  rates;  sect.  284<  of  tne  Merney  Docks  Act, 
1858,  requires  that  all  the  rates  shall  be  appro- 
priated in  payment  of  all  expenses  and  charges  in 
collecting  the  rates,  and  several  other  purposes 
therein  specified.  If  the  premises  were  let  to  a 
tenant,  it  must  be  to  a  tenant  subject  to  this  Act, 
bound  to  hand  over  the  rates  received  after  deduct- 
ing the  expenses  and  charges  of  collecting  the 
rates  to  those  purposes ;  ar.d  the  persons  paying 
the  dock  rates  would  have  a  right  to  object  to  any 
part  of  them  being  applied  to  pay  tenant's  profits, 
except  in  so  far  as  an  allowance  for  that  might  be 
included  in  the  expenses  and  cliarges  of  collecting 
the  rates.  But  all  the  expenses  and  charges  of 
collecting  the  rates  actually  incurred  by  the 
Mersey  Dock  Board,  who  are  occupieis,  are 
allowed  for  and  deducted,  and  the  contention  for 
the  board  is  that  we  are  bound,  contrary  to  the 
fact,  to  suppose  that  the  premises  are  let  to  an 
actual  tenant,  who  would,  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Mersey  Docks  Act,  levy  in  dock 
rates  a  sum  in  addition  to  all  the  actual  expenses 
of  collection,  for  his  own  benefit.  In  dealing  with 
a  somewhat  analogous  argument  in  the  case  of  a 
tithe  rentcharge,  Crompton,  J.,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  court  observes  {Hackney  and 
Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Rentcharge,  B.  B. 
&  E.  61) :  "  It  is  difficult  to  see  in  such  a  case  why 
a  man  might  not  take  the  tenancy  on  the  same 
terms,  or  nearly  so,  as  the  collection."  In  such  a 
case  as  the  present,  where  an  actual  demise  on  any 
terms  would  be  impracticable,  and  where  a  demise 
on  the  terms  that  the  tenant  should  receive  a 
profit  beyond  the  expeii&«&  ol  Cj(jCifiR.^\^^^'«^^^S^  >^ 
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practicable    be  illegal,   we    tbink    no  deduction 
should  be  made  on  account  of  tenant's  profits. 

Attorneys  for  appellants,    Venn  and  Son,  for 
A,  T.  Squarey,  Liverpool. 

Attorney  for  respondent,  /.  B.  Batten, 


Wednesday,  Nov,  12, 1873. 

Hesretu  (app.)  V.  The  Local  Boa&d  op  Athbbton 

(resps.). 

Public  HeaUh  Ad  (11  ^  12  Vict  c,  ()3), «.  69— Local 

GovemmeiU  Act  1858  (21  ^  22  Vict  c.  98),  s.  63 

— Apportionment,  how  far  conclusive — Failure  to 

give  requisite   notice  of  intention  to  disptUe — 

Highway  or  no  highway. 

Where  the  expenses  incurred  by  a  local  board  in 

sewering,  levelling,  ^'c,  a  street  have  been  appor' 

tioned  under  sect,  t>9  of  the  11  ^  12  Vict,  c  63, 

amongst  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the  premises 

fronting,  adjoining,  <^c.,  an  owner  who  has  not 

given  a  written  notice  of  his  intention  to  dispute 

the  sayne  within  three  months,  as  required  by  sect, 

63  of  21  $'  22  Vict,  c,  98,  may,  notwUhstandina 

this,  dispute  his  liability  to  pay,  on  the  growM 

that  the  street  is  a  highway* 

Sect,  63  of  21  ^  22  Vict,  c,  vS  makes  the  apportion* 

ment  after  three  months  binding  atid  conclusive 

only  as  to  the  various  ainounts  settled  by  it,  but 

not  on  the  question  of  highway  or  no  highway. 

Case  stated  by  justices  under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 

At  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  Atherton  in  and  for 
the  division  of  Warrington,  in  the  county  of  Lan- 
caster, on  the  23rd  Sept.  1872,  an  information  and 
complaint  preferred  by  the  said  local  board  of 
Atherton  against  the  said  Jonathan  Hesketh  under 
sect.  6i^  of  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63.,  charging  him  with 
unlawfully  neglecting  to  pay  the  sum  of  85Z.  16«.  7d,, 
expenses  of  sewering,  levelling,  paving,  and  chan- 
nelling part  of  a  certain  street,  called  Park-8treet» 
situate  at  Atherton  aforesaid,  was  heard  and  deter- 
mined by  us,  the  undersigned,  three  of  Her 
Miycsty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
county,  and  the  appellant  was  ordered  to  pay  such 
expenses  and  1{.  I7s.  6d,  costs  thereupon.  The 
appellant  being  dissatisfied  with  our  decision  as 
beinff  erroneous  in  point  of  law  demanded  a  case. 
At  the  hearing  of  the  said  information  the  follow- 
ing &cts  were  admitted : 

iu  the  year  1864  the  provisions  of  the  Local 
GU>vernment  Acts  were  dulv  adopted  and  put  in 
force  within  the  district  of  the  said  respondents. 

The  appellant  is  the  owner  of  certain  leasehold 
property  fronting,  adjoining,  or  abutting  upon  a 
certain  street  called  Park-street,  within  the  dis- 
trict of  the  respondents,  and  was  called  on  to  pave, 
&c,,  part  of  the  street  abutting  on  his  property, 
which  he  failed  to  do,  and  the  board  did  the  work, 
and  delivered  an  account  for  the  same,  amounting 
to  Sbl,  168,  Id, 

The  only  evidence  called  by  the  respondents 
was  that  of  the  surveyor  to  the  board,  who  proved 
that  he  was  survevor  to  the  board,  that  he  served 
a  notice  dated  13th  Alay  1871  personally  on  the 
appellant  on  the  16th  Mav  1871,  that  the  signature 
to  it  was  that  of  George  Dickinson,  the  then  clerk 
to  the  local  board;  that  the  appellant  did  not 
comply  with  the  notice ;  that  the  paving,  sewering, 
levelling,  and  channelling  of  Park-street  was  duly 
performed  by  the  respondents ;  that  he  (witness) 
had  apportioned  the  cost  payable  by  the  appelluit 


for  and  in  respect  of  the  execution  of  the  works 
aforesaid ;  that  the  account  which  was  set  o«it  in 
the  case  was  served  upon  the  appellant  personally 
on  the  7th  March  1872 ;  that  he  then,  and  on  one 
other  occasion  afterwards,  personally  demanded 

Sayment ;  that  the  apportionment  had  never  been 
isputed ;  that  the  amount  of  the  action  was  still 
unpaid;  and  that  plans,  sections,  and  specifica- 
tions of  the  work  required  by  the  notice  dated  13th 
May  1871  were  lymg  for  inspection  at  his  office  as 
stated  in  that  notice.  A  witness,  Geoive  Dickin- 
son, was  called  into  the  witness  box  by  t£e  respon- 
dents, but  he  was  not  examined  by  either  side»aDd 
gave  no  evidence,  and  no  further  evidence  was 
tendered  by  the  respondents. 
For  the  appellant  it  was  contended : 
That  the  proof  of  the  notice  to  pave,  sewer,  and 
channel  the  said  street  served  upon  appellant  was 
insufficient,  inasmuch  as  no  sufficient  proof  had 
been  g^iven  before  the  court  that  Qeorge  Dickin- 
son, whose  signature  is  subscribed  thereUH  was 
the  clerk  to  the  respondents  at  that  time,  or  that 
he  signed  the  same  notice,  and  that  the  notice  was 
insufficiently  authenticated. 

That  sufficient  proof  had  not  been  given  that  the 
16th  section  of  the  Local  Government  Act  (1858) 
Amendment  Act  1861,  which  required  plans  and 
sections  of  the  paying,  sewering,  leyelling,  and 
chimnellinff  to  he  made  and  to  be  deposited 
at  the  office  of  the  respondents,  of  the  works 
intended  to  be  executed  under  that  aectioD, 
and  sect.  69  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848 
had  been  complied  with,  and  that  unless  the 
plans  and  sections  referred  to  in  the  said  notice 
served  upon  the  appellant  were  proved  to  have 
been  duly  made  in  accordance  with  the  said  16th 
section  and  deposited  at  the  surveyor's  office^  the 

Ctices  could  not  make  any  order  upon  the  appel- 
t. 

That  the  notice  requiring  the  appellant  to  pave, 
sewer,  level,  and  channel  the  said  street,  was  cot 
a  proper  or  sufficient  notice  such  as  by  sect.  17 
of  the  Local  Government  Act  (1858)  Amendment 
Act  1861,  and  schedule  A  to  that  Act  was  required 
to  be  given,  inasmuch  as  the  notice  did  not  contain 
those  details,  information,  and  particulars  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  works  to  be  executed  by  sect,  17 
and  iu  schedule  A  should  be  and  are  set  out. 

That  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  respondents 
and  neccessary  for  the  support  of  their  case  that  it 
should  be  shown  that  Park-street  was  not  a  high- 
way repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large,  uid 
that  in  default  of  such  proof  no  order  ooold  be 
made  on  the  appellant. 

That  some  formal  notice  of  the  apportionment 
made  by  the  surveyor  ought  to  have  oeen  served 
upon  tne  appellant  after  the  apportionment  had 
been  made,  that  such  notice  should  have  disdnctl? 
set  forth  its  nature  so  as  to  indicate  to  the  i^pel- 
lant  that  he  had  a  right  to  dispute  the  justice  of 
the  apportionment,  and  further  that  such  notice 
should  have  been  signed  by  the  surveyor,  or  the 
clerk  to  the  respondents,  and  that  the  aocount 
served  on  the  appellant  on  the  7th  March  18?i 
not  purporting  to  be  a  notice  of  apportionment, 
and  not  contaming  any  such  indication,  and  not 
being  authenticate  by  any  such  signatarsb  was 
insufficient  and  bad. 

The  appellant  then  tendered  evidenoe  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  that  this  was  a  hi^waj  re- 
pairable by  the  inhabitants  at  large. 

The  respondents  objected  that  three  monlhi 
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having  elapsed  since  the  making  of  the  apportion- 
ment and  service  of  notice  thereof,  the  appellant 
not  having  given  written  notice  to  dispate  the 
same,  was  precluded  under  sect.  63  of  the  Local 
Government  Act  1858,  from  giving  this  or  any 
evidence  going  to  show  his  non-liability. 

The  appellant  contended  that  the  effect  of  the 
63rd  section  was  simply  to  preclude  him  from  con- 
testing the  justice  or  fairness  of  the  apportionment 
as  a  matter  of  calculation  (supposing  the  notice  of 
apportionment  to  be  good)  ana  did  not  debar  him 
from  giving  evidepce  ^oing  to  the  root  of  his 
liability ;  that  he  was  still  at  liberty  to  show  that 
nothinjDf  at  all  was  due,  inasmuch  as  ho  never  had 
been  liable  to  repair  the  street,  and  that  under 
the  Local  Government  Act  1858,  and  the  Public 
Health  Act  1848,  he  was  entitled  to  give  the 
evidence  tendered. 

We  being  of  opinion:  First,  that  the  notice 
served  upon  the  appellant  to  pave,  sewer,  level, 
and  channel  was  sufficiently  proved;  secondly, 
that  the  making  and  depositing  plans  and  sections 
for  the  paving,  sewering,  levelhng,  and  channelling 
of  the  said  street,  was  also  sufficiently  proved; 
thirdly,  that  the  notice  served  upon  the  appellant 
to  pave,  sewer,  level,  and  channel,  was  a  proper 
and  sufficient  notice,  and  sufficiently  showed  the 
nature  of  the  works  to  be  executed ;  fourthly,  that 
it  was  not  necessary  that  the  respondents  should 
show  that  Park-street  was  not  a  highway  rex)air- 
able  by  the  inhabitants  at  large ;  fifthly,  that  the 
account  served  on  the  6th  March  1872,  upon  the 
appellant,  coupled  with  the  surveyor's  verbal  de- 
mand, was  a  proper  and  sufficient  notice  of  appor- 
tionment, and  was  sufficiently  authenticated ; 
sixthly,  that  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  appellant 
was  not  admissible  to  show  that  Park-street  was  a 
highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large,  as 
he  had  not  by  written  notice  disputed  the  appor- 
tionment within  three  months  from  the  time  when 
notice  thereof  was  given  to  him  by  the  respon- 
dents, gave  our  determination  against  the  appel- 
lant in  the  manner  above  stated. 

The  questions  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  the  court 
on  the  aoove  statement  are :  First,  whether  there 
was  sufficient  proof  (if  any  such  were  necessary), 
that  the  said  George  Dickinson  was  clerk  to  the 
respondents  at  the  time  of  his  signing  the  notice 
(13th  May  1871),  and  of  bis  signature  to  such 
notice,  and  whether  the  notice  was  sufficiently 
authenticated ;  secondly,  whether  the  making  ana 
depositing  of  the  plans  and  sections  was  suffi- 
ciently proved  by  the  respondents;  thirdly, 
whether  the  notice  served  upon  tbe  appellants  to 
pave,  sewer,  level,  and  channel  was  a  sufficient 
notice ;  fourthly,  lehether  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  it  was  necessary  for  the  respondents 
to  show  that  Park-street  was  not  a  highway  re- 
pairable by  the  inhabitants  at  large;  fifthly, 
whether  the  account  served  upon  appellant  on  the 
7th  March  1872,  coupled  with  the  surveyor's  per- 
sonal verbal  demand,  was  a  sufficient  notice  of 
apportionment,  and  was  sufficiently  authenticated ; 
aixthly,  whether  the  evidence  tendered  by  the  ap- 
pellant was  properly  rejected. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said 
order  was  legally  and  properly  made,  and  that 
the  appellant  was  liable  as  aforesaid,  then  the  said 
order  was  to  stand,  but  if  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  otherwise,  then  the  said  information  was 
to  be  diamissed. 

B.  J.  WiUiams,  for  the  appellant,  contended 


that  the  appellant,  notwithstanding  his  failure  to 
give  notice  of  his  intention  to  dispute  the  appor- 
tionment within  the  time  limited  by  sect.  63  of  the 
Local  Government  Act  1858  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98), 
was  still  entitled  to  show  that  he  was  not  liable  to 
pay  anything  on  the  ground  that  the  street 
repaired  was  a  highway.  Sect.  63  makes  only  the 
apportionment  binding;  it  does  not  render  the 
award  conclusive  on  all  other  grounds.  It  pro- 
vides that  where  the  local  board  shall  have  incurred 
expenses  "  for  the  repayment  whereof  the  owner 
of  the  premises  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the 
same  were  incurred  is  made  liable  by  the  Public 
Health  Act  1848,  or  any  Act  incorporated  there- 
with, or  by  this  Act,  and  such  expenses,"  i.e.,  those 
only  for  which  the  owner  is  liable  under  the  Acts 
mentioned,  "  have  been  settled  and  apportioned  bv 
the  surveyors  as  payable  by  such  owner,  such 
apportionment  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive 
upon  such  owner,  unless  within  the  expiration  of 
three  months  from  the  time  of  the  notice  being 
given  by  the  local  board  or  their  surveyor  of  the 
amount  of  the  proportion  so  settled  bv  the  said 
surveyors  to  be  due  from  such  ovmer,  he  shall  by 
written  notice  dispute  the  same."  Though  the 
appellant  cannot  dispute  the  accuracy  of  the  appor- 
tionment, there  is  nothing  in  this  section  to 
prevent  him  from  showing  that  the  expenses  are 
such  as  he  was  not  in  any  way  liable  to,  on  the 
ground  that  the  alleged  highway  was  not  a  high- 
way. The  award  can  only  bind  the  appellant  as 
to  those  matters  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
arbitrator,  and  it  was  not  within  his  jurisdiction 
to  determine  the  (question,  highway  or  no  high- 
way. The  proportion  to  be  paid  by  those  owners 
4iable  to  pay  is  all  that  he  had  power  to  decide. 
In  Bayley  v,  Wilkinson  (16  C.  B.,  !N.  S.,  161)  it  *as 
held  that  the  power  of  the  arbitrator  under  sect. 
123  of  the  PubUc  Health  Act  1848  (11  &  12  Vict, 
c.  63),  was  limited  to  an  inquiry  into  the  appor- 
tionment of  the  expenses  amongst  the  several 
owners  of  property  liable  to  contribute ;  and  that 
he  was  not  entitled  to  inquire  whether  the  gross 
amount  of  the  expenditure  was  reasonable  or 
necessary.  Erie,  C.J.  said  (p.  189),  **  I  take  the 
word  apportionment  to  be  a  word  of  a  recognised 
meaning  in  the  law,  as  under  the  Tithe  Commuta- 
tion Act  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  71).  I  also  look  to  the 
provisions  in  the  Local  Government  Act  1858 
(21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98,  s.  64),  which  speaks  of  pro- 
ceedings before  justices  where  the  amount  in 
dispute  is  less  than  201.,  whereby  the  justices  are 
at  liberty  to  require  a  report  of  a  competent  sur- 
veyor. At  the  first  reading  that  appeared  to  me 
to  authorise  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  the  expenses 
had  been  properly  incurred  by  the  local  board ;  but 
upon  further  looking  at  it  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
only  applies  to  the  arbitration  given  by  the  former 
statute,  and  is  to  be  confined  within  the  same 
limits.  .  .  .  Upon  the  whole  the  best  opinion  I  can 
form  is  that  the  outlay  actually  made  is  to  be 
settled  finally  by  the  local  board,  and  to  be  appor- 
tioned amongst  the  several  owners  or  occupiers  by 
the  surveyor,  or,  in  case  of  dispute,  by  an  arbitra- 
tor whose  jurisdiction  is  confined  to  tbe  question 
of  apportionment,  and  who  has  no  authority  to 
inquire  into  the  reasonableness  of  the  amount 
which  has  been  expended  upon  the  works."  So 
Byles,  J.  (p.  196),  "The  arbitrator  clearly  had  no 
jurisdiction  except  as  to  the  proportions.  In  going 
mto  the  question  of  the  general  amount,  he  waa 
acting  without  jorisdictLoa  \  «aA  \^^  ^sisiK»Si  ^ 
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iorisdiction  appears  apon  tbe  face  of  his  award." 
And  Keating,  J.  (p.  197),  "  The  reasonableness  of 
the  expenditure  must  be  decided  by  somebody; 
and  it  is  certainly  mach  more  reasonable  that  it 
should  be  determined  by  the  board  than  by  the 
arbitrator.  That  being  so,  it  follows  that  the 
only  matter  over  which  the  arbitration  could  have 
any  jurisdiction  is  the  proportion  to  be  paid  by 
each  owner  That  is  the  limit  of  his  jurisdiction. 
In  Cook  V.  The  Ipswich  Local  Board  of  Health  (24 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  579 ;  L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  451).  speaking 
of  the  power  of  justices  acting  as  arbitrators  under 
sect.  64  of  the  liocal  Grovemment  Act  1858,  to  go 
into  the  question,  whether  the  amount  charged  by 
the  local  board  as  having  been  expended  generally 
was,  in  point  of  foct,  expended,  Cockbum,  0.  X, 
said,  "  In  my  opinion  to  have  gone  into  that  ques- 
tion would  have  been  to  have  gone  beyond  the 
limits  of  their  jurisdiction.  By  the  second  Act, 
21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98,  the  two  justices  are  placed  in 
the  position  of  arbitrators.  It  is  quite  clear  that 
qud  arbitrators  they  could  not  have  gone  into  any 
such  question ;  their  jurisdiction  is  limited  to 
inquiring  whether,  the  expenses  amounting  to  a 
given  sum,  the  amount  charged  to  a  particular 
owner  is  his  fair  and  just  proportion."  The  arbi- 
trators are  equally  without  jurisdiction  to  deter- 
mine the  question — highway  or  no  highway ;  such 
(question  could  not  be  raised  before  them,  nor 
indeed  until  payment  was  sought  to  be  enforced. 
It  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  existence  of 
jurisdiction  on  the  part  of  the  arbitrators  that 
the  road  should  not  be  a  highway.  In  Jarroio 
Local  Board  of  Health  v.  Kennedy  (L.  Ren.  6  Q.  B. 
128)  where  it  was  proved  that  the  work  nad  been 
done  and  an  apportionment  of  the  expenses  made, 
and  notice  of  it  served  upon  the  respondent  who 
had  not  given  notice  within  three  months  that  he 
disputed  it,  but  no  evidence  was  given  of  any 
notice  having  been  served  under  11  &  12  Vict. 
c.  63,  s.  69,  previous  to  the  appellant  doing  the 
work,  it  was  held  by  this  court  that  the  justices 
could  not  make  an  order  unless  the  preliminary 
notice  was  proved  to  have  been  given. 

Herechdl,  Q.C.,  for  the  respondent,  contended 
that  the  failure  by  the  appellant  to  give  the  re- 
quisite notice  within  the  prescribed  time  pre- 
cluded him  from  now  denying  that  the  road 
was  not  a  highway.  He  relied  on  a  dictum  of 
Mellor,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Jarrow  Local  Board 
of  Ht^altk  V.  Kennedy,  as  reported  in  19  W.  R. 
276  :  **  I  think  that  the  preliminary  notice  is 
a  condition  precedent,  and  without  it  the  board 
had  no  authority  to  do  these  works  at  all.  Had 
he,  however,  received  this  notice,  and  had  he  not 
(as  in  this  case  he  had  not)  disputed  the  demand 
within  the  three  months  allowed,  he  would  not 
have  been  able  to  set  up  the  question  of  highway 
or  no  highway." 

Blackburn,  J. — When  we  look  at  the  statute 
this  case  becomes  very  clear.  The  original  Act  of 
1848  (11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63)  provides,  in  sect.  69, 
"  that  in  case  any  present  or  future  street,  or  any 
part  thereof  (not  being  a  highway)  " — the  word 
nighwav  being  defined  by  a  subsequent  statute  to 
mean  a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at 
large — "  be  not  sewered,  levelled,  paved,  flagged, 
and  channelled,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  local 
board  of  health,  such  board  may  by  notice  in 
writing  to  the  respective  owners  or  occupiers  of 
the  premises  fronting,  adjoining,  or  abutting  upon 
Fach  parte  thereof  as  may  require  to  be  sewered, 


levelled,  &c.,  require  them  to  sewer,  level,  Ac.,  the 
same  within  a  time  to  be  specified  in  such  notioe; 
and  if  such  notice  be  not  complied  with,  the  said 
local  board  may,  if  they  shall  think  fit,  execute 
the  works  mentioned  or  referred  to  therein,  and 
the  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing  shall 
be  paid  by  the  owners  in  default,  aocordinij^  to  the 
frontage  of  their  respective  premises,  and  in  such 
proportion  as  shall  be  settled  by  the  survejor,  or, 
in  case  of  dispute,  as  shall  be  settled  by  arbitn^on 
(having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case), 
in  the  manner  provided  by  this  Act ;  and  such  ex* 
penses  may  be  recovered  from  the  last-mentioned 
owners  in  a  summary  manner,  &c."  Under  thi« 
section  there  are  two  things  to  be  done:  f^rst, 
proper  notice  in  writing  must  be  given  to  the 
owners  of  premises,  who  are  to  bear  the  bnriheB, 
requiring  them  to  do  the  work ;  secondly,  on  tli^ 
failing  to  do  so,  the  board  may  execute  the  work, 
and  the  expenses  "  in  such  proportion  as  shall  be 
settled  by  the  surveyor,  or,  m  case  of  dispute,  as 
shall  be  settled  by  arbitration,"  are  to  be  reooveimble 
from  the  owners.  Then  a  subsequent  Act  of  21 
&  22  Vict.  c.  98,  sect.  63,  enacts  that  *'  notwith- 
standing anvthing  in  the  Public  Health  Act  con* 
tained,  in  all  cases  where  by  such  Act  the  local 
board  shall  have  incurred  expenses,  for  the  repay* 
ment  whereof  the  owner  of  the  premises  fbr  or  ra 
respect  of  which  the  same  was  incurred  is  made 
liable  by  the  Public  Health  Act  1848,  or  any  Act 
incorporated  therewith,  or  by  this  Act,  and  such 
expenses  have  been  settled  and  apportioned  by  the 
surveyors  as  pavable  by  such  owner,  such  appor- 
tionment shall  bo  binding  and  condusive  upon 
such  owner  unless,  within  the  expiration  of  three 
months  from  the  time  of  notice  being  given  by  the 
local  board  or  their  surveyor  of  the  amoant  oi  the 
proportion  so  settled  by  the  said  surveyor  to  be 
due  from  such  owner,  he  shall  by  written  notice 
dispute  the  same."  This  enactment  provides  that 
the  apportionment  shall  not  be  disputed  after  the 
lapse  of  three  months,  and  there  is  an  obvioofl 
reason  for  this.  The  total  amount  of  money 
required  is  by  the  apportionment  settled  propor- 
tionately amongst  tne  various  owners;  and  if, 
after  three  months,  anyone  was  allowed  to 
dispute  the  correctness  of  his  proportion,  the 
whole  settlement  would  thereby  be  disturbed. 
It  is,  therefore,  highly  expedient  that  the  matter 
should  be  finally  settled  within  the  short  time 
limited,  and  disputed  within  that  time  if  at  all 
But  this  does  not  apply  to  the  question  whether 
the  expenses  ought  to  be  charged  at  all  on  the 
owners  of  the  acyoining  premises,  that  depending 
upon  the  question  whether  the  street  repaired  is 
a  highway  or  not.  The  owners  cannot  raise  that 
question  before  the  surveyor  or  arbitrator  who 
makes  the  apportionment,  but  must  wait  nntfl 
they  are  called  upon  to  pay.  When  that  time 
comes,  if  they  can  prove  tnat  the  street  is  an 
ancient  highway  repairable  by  the  parish,  in  which 
case,  the  owners  of  private  property  adjoining,  are 
not  liable  to  pay  for  sewering,  paving,  Ac,  it 
would  be  most  unjust  that  they  should  be  pre- 
cluded from  doing  so  because  three  months 
had  been  allowed  to  elapse  without  givingr  notioe 
of  objection  to  the  apportionment  of  the  ex- 
penses as  being  ill  proportioned.  The  Legis- 
lature has  provided  only  that  "  such  appor- 
tionment shall  be  binding  and  conclusiye"  upon 
the  owners  where  they  do  not  give  tlie  notice, 
words    strictly  confined  to   the   apportioniiieot» 
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OQcL  not  in  any  way  applicable  to  the  original 
liability.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  justioes 
have  made  a  mistake  in  holding  that  it  was 
not  open  to  the  parties  to  show  that  this  street 
was  an  ancient  highway,  and,  therefore,  that  they 
were  not  liable  to  pay.  Onr  judgment  must  be  for 
the  appellant. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
is  clear  from  sect.  .63  of  the  Act  of  1858  that  all 
that  is  made  binding  and  conclusive  upon  the 
owners  liable  is  the  ap|>ortionment  made  by  the 
snrTevor  or  arbitrator.  If  notice  had  been  given, 
and  tne  parties  had  ^one  before  the  arbitrator,  it 
is  cmite  dear  that  this  question  of  highway  or  no 
hignwa^  could  not  have  been  raised  before  him. 
That  beinff  so,  at  what  time  is  the  question  to  be 
raised  ?  If  the  street  is  a  highway,  the  local 
authorities  have  no  jurisdiction.  "5  must  be  proved 
that  it  is  a  hifl^hway,  and  I  do  not  see  how  that 
question  could  be  raised  at  an  earlier  stage.  So 
far  back  as  1856,  in  the  case  of  the  Local  Boa/rd  of 
KingsUm^pon-HuU  v.  Jones  (1  H.  &  N.  483),  the 
question  of  highway  or  no  highway  was  raised  in 
an  action  of  debt  to  recover  a  sum  of  118Z.  4s.  lOd., 
being  the  amount  of  an  improvement  rate  assessed 
on  the  defendants,  as  owner  and  occupier  of  certain 
land  a^joiningand  abutting  on  a  street  paved,  &c., 
by  the  Local  ^Board  of  Hwdth  of  Kingston-upon- 
Hull.  Notwithstanding  the  assessment,  it  was 
decided  that  the  rate  could  not  be  enforced  against 
the  defendant,  because  the  street  did  not  come 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament.  If 
the  question  could  be  raised  by  action  of  debt  I 
do  not  see  why  it  cannot  be  raised  in  the  manner 
in  which  it  comes  in  the  case  before  us.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain the  question  of  highway  or  no  highway,  and 
that  they  should  have  entertained  it  and  gone  into 
evidence  upon  it. 

Abchibald,  J.-^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  con- 
struction contended  for  on  behalf  of  the  respondents 
itould  be  manifestly  hard  and  unfair  to  persons  in 
the  position  of  the  appellant,  and  therefore  clear 
words  are  required  in  the  statute  to  warrant  such 
a  conbtruction.  There  is  no  opportunity  whatever 
of  effectively  raising  the  question  of  liability  until 
some  claim  is  made  to  enforce  the  rate,  and  I  think 
it  would  be  very  hard  to  construe  the  Act  so  as  to 
prevent  its  being  then  raised.  When  wo  look  at 
the  languaf^  of  the  enactment,  I  think  we  must 
see  that  it  is  only  the  apportionment  that  is  made 
conclusive,  and  I  think  it  quite  fair  that  tlie  award 
should  be  conclusive  to  that  extent ;  but  it  would 
be  y^y  unfair  to  hold  it  to  be  conclusive  on  the 
question  of  liability.  I  think  that  is  a  conclusion 
to  which  we  cannot  come,  when  we  look  at  the 
words  of  the  Act,  that  where  the  "  expenses  have 
been  settled  and  apportioned  by  the  surveyors  as 
payable  by  the  owner  "  such  apportionment  shall 
oe  binding  and  conclusive  upon  such  owner,  unless, 
within  the  expiration  of  tnree  months  from  the 
time  of  the  notice  being  given  by  the  local  board, 
or  their  surveyor,  of  the  amount  of  the  proportion 
ao  settled  by  the  said  surveyor  to  be  due  from  such 
owner,  be  shall,  by  written  notice,  dispute  the 
same."  I  think  the  award  is  binding  only  to  the 
extent  oi  the  proportion  settled  for  each  owner, 
and  that  the  question  of  liability  is  still  open.    The 

E'  istioes  should  have  entertained  that  question,  and 
eard  evidenoe  upon  the  subject. 

Judgment  for  the  appeUani. 
AttomejB:  Qolding ;  Oheeter  and  Co, 
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Dickinson  v.  Fletcher. 

Begidations  in  mines — Owner  of  mine  not  respon- 
sible for  negligence  of  servants — Penal  enact' 
nhents. 

The  23  ^  24>  Vict  c.  151,  s.  10,  and  rule  3, 
provides  that  whenever  safety  lamps  are  required 
to  be  used  in  collieries  or  coal  mines  they  shall  be 
first  examined  and  securely  locked  by  a  person  or 
persons  duly  autharised  for  that  purpose.  The 
^nd  section  provides  tJiat  for  neglect  of  the  rules 
and  general  regulations  tJie  owner  or  agent  shaU 
he  liable  to  a  penalty  of  20Z. 

Held,  that  the  ovmer  of  a  coal  mine  is  not  liable  to 
a  penalty  for  tlie  negligence  of  his  servant  in 
omitting  to  lock  the  lamps  under  the  above  sections. 

When  the  words  of  a  statute  are  equally 
applicable  to  penal  or  to  civil  consequences,  the 
court  mill  constinie  the  stalute  in  favour  of  the 
latter. 

Case  stated  by  justices  under  21  &  22  Yict.  c.  43. 

The  case  stated  that  the  respondent,  who  was 
the  owner  of  a  colliery  in  Staffordshire,  had  been 
summoned  before  the  justices  for  neglecting  tne 
provisions  of  the  23  &  24  Yict.  c,  151,  s.  10,  sub- 
sect.  3,  by  the  inspector  appointed  to  view  and 
examine  the  respondent's  colliery.  The  10th 
section  provides  that  certain  rules  are  to  be 
observed  in  every  colliery  by  the  owner  and  agent 
thereof,  and  the  3rd  sub  section  directs  that  when- 
ever safety  lamps  are  required  to  be  used  they 
shall  be  first  examined  and  securely  locked  by  a 
person  or  persons  duly  authorised  for  that  purpose. 

The  owner  had,  in  acoordance  with  the  rules, 
appointed  a  person  to  attend  to  the  lamps,  but  he 
neglected  to  do  so,  and  a  lamp  was  found  by  the 
inspector  unlocked. 

Upon  the  hearing  the  magistrates  dismissed  the 
summons,  but  g^nted  a  case  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  as  to  whether  the 
owner  was  personally  liable  for  the  neglect  of  his 
servant. 

The  Soli^itor-Oeneral  (H.  James,  Q.C.)  and 
Charles  Boweyi  for  the  appellant. — The  question  de- 
pends upon  the  wording  of  the  10th  section,  and 
upon  the  construction  the  court  may  put  on  the 
22nd  section.  By  sect.  22  if  any  coal  mine  be 
worked,  and  through  the  default  of  the  owner 
or  agent  thereof,  special  rules  have  not  been 
established  for  the  same,  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act,  or  the  general  rules ;  or  the  special 
rules  have  not  been  hung  up  or  affixed  or  have 
not  after  obliteration  or  destruction  been  renewed, 
as  required  by  this  Act,  or  any  of  such  general 
rules  or  special  rules,  the  provisions  of  which 
ought  to  be  observed  by  the  owner  and  principal 
a^ut  or  viewer  of  such  coal  mine,  be  neglected  or 
wilfully  violated  by  such  owner,  principal  agent  or 
viewer,  such  person  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty 
not  exceeding  201.  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute 
by  which  the  person  whose  duty  it  is  to  examine 
the  lamps  can  be  punished  for  neglect  of  duty, 
and  although  I  do  not  contend  that  it  is 'a  personal 
duty  of  the  owner  to  see  that  the  lamps  are  lit, 
yet  if  the  person  employed  to  attend  to  it  neglects 
his  duty,  the  owner  or  agent  is  liable.  In  the  case 
Beg.  y.  Stephens  (L.Ba^.  \  ^^,l^\\*>k  V."^ 
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Bep.  N.S.  593)  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  works 
carried  on  for  his  profit  by  his  agents  was  liable 
to  be  indicted  for  a  public  nuisance  caused  by 
the  acts  of  his  workmen  in  carrying  on  the  works, 
though  done  by  them  without  his  knowledge  and 
contrary  to  his  consent. 

Manisty,  Q.O.,  for  the  respondent. — This  is  a 
penal  statute,  and  must  be  consLrued  strictly,  and 
the  words  "  through  the  default  of  the  owner,"  in 
the  22nd  section,  must  be  read  as  having  effect 
through  the  whole  section.  I  submit  there  must  be 
some  personal  and  wilful  neglect  on  the  part  of  the 
owner  or  his  agent,  to  make  him  liable.  He  re- 
ferred to 

Reg,  T  Handley,  9  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  827. 

Keating.  J. — This  is  a  very  important  question 
raised  under  the  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  151,  an  Act 
passed  to  secure  the  safety  of  the  mining  popula- 
tion.   The  10th  section  provides  that  the  following 
rules  shall  be  observed  by  the  owner  and  agent  of 
every  colliery  or  coal  and  ironstone  mine ;  and 
rule  3,  of  the  general    rules,  says :   "  Whenever 
safety  lamps  are  required  to  be  used  they  shall  be 
first  exammed  and  securely  locked  by  a  person  or 
persons  to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose.     This 
section  provides  that  the  rules  shall  oe  observed 
by  the  owner  or  agent  of  the  colliery,  and  the 
present  respondent   is  in    that    position."    The 
22nd  section  provides  that,  if  any  coal  mine  or 
ironstone    mine    be   worked,    and    through    the 
default  of  the  owner  or   agent    thereof,  special 
rules    have  not  been  established    for  the  same, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  have 
not  been  hung  up  or  affixed,  or  have  not,  after 
obliteration  or  destruction,  been  renewed  or  re- 
stored as  required  by  this  Act,  or  any  of  such 
general  rules  or  special  rules,  the  provisions  of 
which  ought  to  be  observed  by  the  owner  or  prin- 
cipal agent,  or  viewer  of  such  coal  or  ironstone 
mme,  bo  neglected  or  wilfully  violated  by  any  such 
owner,  agent,  or  viewer,  such  person    shall   be 
subject  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  201.    It  was 
contended  by  the  Solicitor-Greneral    that    if  the 
lamp  was  not  locked  in  pursuance  of  the  general 
rules,  the  owner  was  liable    on    the  mere  fact 
being  proved — that  the  Legislature,    by  way  of 
securing  the  safety  of  persons  who  work  in  mines, 
have  gone  the  length  of  saying  that  the  owner 
.  should  be  liable.     1^  my  opinion  the  statute  can- 
not be  pushed  so  far.    Although  the  10th  section 
has  provided  that  the  rules  are  to  be  observed, 
yet  the  penalty  is  to  be  found  in  the  22nd  section, 
and  that  penalty  is  to  be  paid  by  the  owner  or 
agent.    If  this  be  so  in  this  case,  the  magistrates 
were  right  in  not  convicting.    The  construction 
the  Solicitor-Greneral  contends  for  would  be  right 
if  the  Legislature  had  thought  fit  to  enact  it ;  but 
it  would  be  in  contravention  of  the  rule,  that  no 
penal  consequences  should  arise  without  the  neg- 
lect of  the  party  occasioning  them.  The  courts  have 
held  that  penalties  may  be  incurred  without  the 
mens  rea ;  and  in  Morden  v.  Porter  (I  L.T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
43 ;  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  641),  where  Porter  committed  a 
trespass  by  going  on  certain  land  in  pursuit  of 
game,  under  the  mistaken  impression  that  he  was 
there  by  the  leave  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  it  was 
held  that  the  party  trespassing  is  not  the  less 
guilty   because    he    bond   fide  believed    he    had 
the  license   of    the     occupier     to    shoot     over 
the    land,  and    that    the    trespass    in     pursuit 
of  game  is  in  the  nature  of  a  civil   act.      But 
inNidwUs  v.  iZo/Z  (28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  173),  which 


was  a  case  under  the  GontagiouB  Diseftsea  (Ani- 
mals) Act  1869  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  70),  this  court 
decided  that  before  a  person  can  be  ocmvicted 
before  a  ma^trate  for  a  breach  of  the  above 
enactment,  it  is  necessaiy  to  prove  that  the  aocoaed 
was  aware  that  the  animal  was  soffering  from  a 
contagious  disorder.  The  words  of  the  statute  ai 
commented  on  by  Mr.  Manisty,  are  what  I  foand 
my  judgment  on ;  and  subsequent  legislation 
fortifies  the  view  I  take,  for  in  the  Mines  BegolS' 
tion  Act  1872  (35  &  36  Yict  c.  76)  it  is  provided 
that  in  every  working  approaching  any  place 
where  there  is  likely  to  be  an  accamuladon  of 
explosive  gas,  no  lamp  or  light  other  than  a  lodced 
safety  lamp  shall  be  allowed  to  be  used,  and  when- 
ever safety  lamps  are  required  by  the  Act  to  be 
used,  a  competent  person,  who  is  appointed  &r 
the  purpose,  shall  examine  every  safety  lamp 
immediately  before  it  is  taken  into  the  workins 
for  use  and  ascertain  it  to  be  secore  and 
securely  locked,  and  in  any  part  of  a  mine 
in  which  safety  lamps  are  so  required  to  be 
used,  the^  shall  not  be  used  until  they  have  been 
so  exammed  and  found  secured,  and  secnrefy 
locked.  This  enactment  strengthens  me  in  the 
view  I  take ;  and  I  think  these  parties  cannot  be 
convicted,  and  that  the  magistrates  were  right. 

Brett,  J. — I  must  confess  I  was  not  free  fixxn 
doubt  during  the  argument  of  this  case.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  magistrates  were  bound 
to  impose  on  the  owner  or  agent  of  the  mine,  or 
on  both,  a  penalty.  To  impose  a  penalty  is  to  say 
at  once  that  we  are  to  put  in  force  a  p^ial  enact- 
ment. The  facts  to  be  taken  notice  of  are  these: 
A  lamp  was  delivered  out  without  being  locked, 
and  there  was,  therefore,  wilful  neglect  on  the  part 
of  the  person  whose  duty  it  was  to  give  the  liunps 
out.  r^either  the  owner  nor  the  aeent  being 
present,  it  is  said  they  are  not  guilty  of  any  negli- 
gence. Tbe  question  is,  are  they  liable  for  the 
neglect  of  those  persons  who  are  supposed  to  be 
competent  P  Does  the  case  come  wit  tun  the  10th 
section  or  the  22nd  ?  The  IQth  section  lays  down 
what  are  the  rules  to  be  observed  in  every 
colliery  or  coal  mine  and  ironstone  mine  by  the 
owner ;  then  follow  the  rules,  and  role  three  ii 
thus  stated:  '* Whenever  safety  lamps  are  re- 
quired to  be  used  they  shall  be  nrst  examined  and 
securely  locked  by  a  person  or  persons  anthorieed 
for  this  purpose.*'  My  present  impression*  if  the 
case  rested  there,  would  be  that  non-observanoe 
makes  a  default,  and  if  lamps  are  deli- 
livered  up  unlocked  and  unexamined,  the  owner 
would  be  liable  for  a  breach,  although  ab- 
sent, that  is,  he  would  be  liable  for  a  drfl 
remedy  for  a  breach  of  the  rules.  We  are,  how* 
ever,  called  upon  to  construe  the  penal  enactment, 
and  if  the  words  are  equaUy  applicable  to  penal 
as  to  civil  consequences,  the  appellant  must  shoir 
a  preponderance  to  the  penal,  which  he  has 
failed  to  do.  Then,  if  we  turn  to  the  22nd  section, 
it  does  not  say  if  the  rules  be  not  observed  the 
penalty  shall  attach ;  it  says,  *'  if  any  roles  whidi 
ought  to  be  observed  by  the  owner  or  agent  be 
neglected,  or  wilfully  violated  by  any  such  owner 
or  agent,  he  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  ex- 
caedin^  20Z."  If,  now,  we  introduce  tne  words 
in  the  introductory  part  of  the  section,  **  throng 
the  default  of,"  we  obtain  the  following.  If  throogh 
the  default  of  the  owner  or  agent*  any  rales  whiw 
ought  to  be  observed  by  the  owner  or  agent  be 
neglected  or  wilfully  violated,  he  shall  be  laUe 
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to  a  penalty.  The  oonBtraotion  seems  more  against 
the  imposition  of  a  penalty  than  in  its  favoar,  and 
whatever  may  be  my  impression  on  reading  that 
section  alone,  I  think  we  are  bound  to  look  at  the 
subsequent  statute  (35  &  36  Yict.  c.  76),  and  where 
in  a  subsequent  statute  we  find  a  clearer  interpre- 
tation without  the  imposition  of  a  penalty,  I 
think  we  are  bound  to  say  that  the  Legisla- 
ture did  not  intend  to  impose  a  penalty.  I 
think,  therefore,  the  magistrates  were  right, 
although  I  regret  that  in  our  so  holding  such  full 
protection  is  not  given  to  the  miner  as  otherwise 
would  be. 

DiKi£AK,  J. — I  think  we  ought  to  decide  this  case 
on  general  principles,  that  unless  it  is  distinctly 
stated  a  party  is  to  be  liable,  he  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered liable ;  and  although  the  word  "  wilful*'  is 
not  used  in  the  IQth  section,  it  must  be  imported 
into  every  section  where  the  neglect  is  mentioned. 
I  oannot  help  thinking  that  the  answer  to  the  argu* 
ment  is  that  an  action  will  lie  against  the  owner, 
and  that  is  not  at  all  inconsistent.  The  owner 
cannot  be  aware  of  all  that  is  being  done  in  the 
mine,  and  it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to  be 
present  when  all  the  lamps  are  examined,  and  to 
say  that  under  the  word  **  neglect "  he  is  to  be  made 
liable  to  a  penalty  because  some  one  in  his  employ 
commits  an  act  of  negligence,  would  be  going  a 
great  length.  Jvdgmentfor  the  reB^orhdent 

Attorney  for  the  appellant  :  Solicitor  to  the 
Treasury. 

Attorneys  for  the  respondent :  Thorpe  and  Co. 
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(Present:  TheLo&D  Chakcellob  (Lord  Selbome), 
LoBD  Chelmsford,  and  Lord  Colonsat.) 

DUDMAN    V.    ViGAR. 

Tithes — Modus — Oanversion  into  tillage — Orchard. 

Before  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act  1836,  an  award 
was  made  under  certain  Inclosure  Acts,  by  which 
the  tithes  of  the  land,  in  which  the  responaent  was 
a  landowner  and  the  a/ppeUant  the  rector,  were 
commuted.  By  this  award  a  yearly  modus  pay- 
able  for  hay  and  agistment  tithe  payments,  a/nd 
also  larger  sv^ns  to  be  paid  yearly  for  the  same 
lands,  when  occupied  by  non-residents  or  converted 
into  tillage,  were  fixed  by  the  commissioner. 

A  house  had  since  been  buHt  upon  a  portion  of  a 
field  of  the  respondent  mentioned  in  the  award, 
and  a  further  portion  to  the  extent  of  twenty-two 
perches  was  converted  into  garden  ground,  and 
the  remainder  of  the  field  irunde  into  an  orchard. 

The  avpeUant  put  in  a  distress  for  the  larger  stim 
fijxeaby  the  award  to  be  paid  tor  this  field,  on  tlie 
ground  thai  part  of  U  had  been  converted  into 
*'taiage." 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber)  thai,  as  to  tlie  orchard,  there 
had  been  no  conversion  into  tillage. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court 

of  Exchequer  Chamber,  amrming  a  judgment  of 

the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

The  facts  are  stated  shortly  in  the  head-note  and 

fnUy  in  the  reports  in  the  court  below  (24  L.  T. 

Bep.N.S.734;  26  Id.  76;  L.  Bep.  6C.P.470; 

7  Id.  n.) 

FhUMek  and  Edwyn  Jones  for  the  appellant. 


Manisty,  Q.C.  and  Charles,  for  the  respondent, 
were  not  called  on. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Selbome). — My 
Lords,  the  first  observation  which  I  will  inake  in 
addressing  your  lordships  is  that,  so  far  as  relates 
to  the  garden  land,  as  distinct  from  the  orchard 
land,  the  parties  appear  to  me  to  have  so  pre- 
sented their  case  as  not  to  call  for  any  expression 
of  opinion  from  your  lordships  upon  that  subject, 
because  the  matter  stands  thus  :  whether  for  the 
sake  of  peace  and  to  avoid  question,  or  as  conced- 
ing the  point  of  principle,  the  defendant  in  error, 
before  any  distramt  was  made,  actually  tendered 
what  is  admitted  to  have  been  the  full  amount 
which  would  have  been  payable  by  him,  sup- 
posing that  the  garden  ground  should  be  held 
to  have  been  converted  into  tillage,  and  supposing 
that  the  conversion  of  the  garden  ground  into 
tillage  would  not  extend  to  the  whole  of  the  rest 
of  the  land  which  was  not  used  as  garden  ground. 
And  in  his  pleadings  I  think,  in  both  the  courts 
below,  at  all  events  in  the  points  for  the  defendant 
in  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  he  appears 
to  me  to  have  adhered  to  the  position  which  he 
had  taken  up  by  that  tender,  ana  not  to  have  pro- 
posed to  argue  any  question  with  respect  to  the 
garden  ground,  excepting  this,  that  the  conversion 
of  22  perches  of  land  out  of  the  allotment  into 
garden  ground  does  not  render  him  liable  to  the 
increased  rent  upon  the  whole  allotment,  as  if  the 
whole  allotment  had  been  converted  into  tillage. 
My  Lords,  it  might  have  been  open  to  argument, 
though  no  such  argument  was  presented  to  your 
Lordships,  that  by  tne  terms  of  the  award  the  con- 
version of  any  part  into  tillage  would  make  the 
whole  liable.  The  Commissioner  says :  "  I  have 
inserted  in  the  schedule,  opposite  to  such  lands, 
the  tithe-money  payment  to  be  hereinafter  payable 
thereout  respectively,  in  the  event  of  and  during 
the  time  when  the  same  lands,  or  any  part  thereof, 
may  be  occupied  by  any  person  or  persons  not  re- 
siding within  the  parish  of  Pitney  Lortie,  or  shall 
be  converted  into  tillage."  The  counsel,  I  think, 
have  exercised  a  very  proper  discretion  in  not 
arguing  it,  for  I  have  a  very  dear  opinion  that  the 
meaning  of  these  words  is  not  that  the  conversion 
of  any  part  of  these  lands  into  tillage  shall  make 
the  whole  liable,  but  only  that  it  shaU  make  liable 
the  part  so  converted.  But  it  was  apprehended 
that  these  words  might  be  the  subject  of  argu- 
ment, and  accordingly,  not  desiring  to  take  the 
judgment  of  the  court  upon  that  point,  the  de- 
fen£int  in  error  fortified  himself  by  a  tender 
before  distraint.  The  defendant  in  error  limited 
his  argument  to  this,  that  assuming  the  garden 
land  to  be  converted  into  tillage,  the  converson  of 
that  part  of  the  land  did  not  make  the  orchard 
land  liable.  The  only  question  for  the  opinion  of 
the  court  is,  "  whether  under  the  above-mentioned 
circumstances  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
against  the  defendant  damages  in  respect  of  the 
said  distraint,"  which  he  would  be  entitled  to 
if  the  distraint  was  unlawful.  The  distraint 
would  be  unlawful,  even  if  the  garden  land 
alone  was  converted  into  tillage,  because  he 
had  made  a  sufficient  tender  in  that  respect.  I 
have  said  so  much  that  it  may  be  full^  unaerstood 
that,  in  my  view  of  the  case,  no  opimon  whatever 
is  intended  to  be  pronounced  by  this  House  one 
way  or  the  other  as  to  the  garden  ground.  Then 
the  question  being  limited  to  the  orchard,  I  con- 
fess It  appears  to  me  not  to  be  r^aaoi^siSc^^s  vc^g;»S^^ 
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that    the  planting  of  orchard    trees    in  a    field 
previously  occupied  for  pasture  and  laid  down  as 
grass  land,  and  the  continuance  of  the  field  in  that 
state  with  fruit-producing  trees  so  planted  upon 
it,  is  a  conversion  of  that  land  into  tillage,  ana  in 
truth  it  has  been  only  faintly,  if  at  all,  argued  that 
it  is  so.     The  main  stress  of  the  argument  was 
really  laid  upon  an  attempt,  which  I  think  quite 
untenable,  to  read  this  award,  not  as  saying  that 
the  modus  is  to  be  paid  in  all  circumstances  unless 
the  land  be  occupied  by  a  non-resident  or  converted 
into  tillage,  but  to  read  it  as  saying  that  the 
modus  is  to  be  paid  only  as  long  as  the  land  is  in 
that  state  of  cultivation  in  which,  if  the  Act  had 
not  been  passed,  hav  and  agistment  tithe,  and  no 
other  tithe,  would  nave  been  payable,  and  when- 
ever the  state  of  cultivation  is  altered  to  that,  if 
the  Act  had  not  been  passed,  some  other  than  the 
hay  and  aeistment  tithe,  whether  great  or  small 
tithe,  would  have  been  payable ;  then  it  is  to  be 
treated  for  the  purpose  of  future  pajrments  as  if  it 
were  occupied  by  a  non-resident  or  converted  into 
tillage.      My  Lords,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
that  is   not   a  feasible  construction  of  the  Act. 
The  Act  settles,  or  at  least  was  meant  to  settle  by 
the  award,  the  future  payments  once  for  all  be- 
tween the  parties ;  and,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
illustration  in  argument,  we  have  really  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  the  law  as  it  would  have  stood 
if  the  tithe  had  not  been  commuted.      It  was 
meant  to  commute  the  whole  tithe  once  for  all. 
Then  what  does  the  award  say  P   The  award  recites 
the  Act,  which  was  very  properly  conceived  in 
such  terms  as  would  apply  either  to  a  general 
modus  in  lieu  of  all  tithe,  or  to  a  particular  and 
limited  modus  m  lieu  of  some  particular  descrip- 
tion of  tithe.    After  reciting  the  Act,  the  award 
proceeds  to  say  that  the  schedule  is  appended  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  in  future  "  what  estates, 
lands,  and  grounds  were  so  claimed  to  be  exempt 
from  the  payment  of  such  tithes."     Now,  no  par- 
ticular description  of  tithes  had  been  previously 
mentioned.      The  words,  "  such  tithes,    therefore 
are  unlimited  by  tlie  antecedent  context  as  to  the 
generality  of  their  meaning.     But  it  does  not  stop 
there.    The  award  savs  that  the  object  of  the  sche- 
dule is  to  show  what  the  lands  are,  and  to  show  "  the 
amount   of  the  moduses  or  customary  ]>ayments 
payable  thereout  in  lieu  of  such  tithes."    If  we 
had  had  nothing  more,  and  if  we  had  had  a  schedule 
headed  as  this  is,  there  might  have  been  more 
room  perhaps   than  there  is  at  present  for    the 
argument  which  has  been  advanced,  but  it  goes  on 
to  say  distinctly,  "  as  such  claims  respectively  ex- 
tended only  to  the  said  lands  when  occupied  by  the 
owners  thereof,  or  by  persons  residing  within  the 
said  parish  of  Pitney  Lortie  aforesaid,"  (a  very 
special  and  peculiar  kind  of  modus,    one  as  to 
which  it  is  just  possible  that  before  the  passing  of 
this  Act  some  doubt  may  have  existed  as  to  its 
lawfulness,  but  of  course  none  can  be  raised  now), 
and  then  it  proceeds, "  and  such  lands  were  subject 
to  the  payment  of  tithes  in  kind  to  the  rector  of 
the  parish  of  Pitney  Lortie  when  occupied  by  any 
person  or  persons   not  residing  within   the  said 
parish  of  Pitney  Lortie,  or  shall  be  converted  into 
tillage."    The  award  speaks  of  a  modus  in  terms 
which  do  not  show  any  limitation;  but  then  it 
goes  on  to  show  that  there  is  a  limitation  and  to 
say  what  that  limitation  is.     It  is  a  limitation  as 
to  the  residence  of  the  person  and  also  a  limitation 
to  this  effect,  that  when  the  lands  shall  be  con- 


verted into  tillage,  then  the  modus  is  to  appl^ ; 
and  accordingly  the  maker  of  the  award  inserts  it  in 
the  schedule  with  the  remark  I  havealready  quoted. 
In  the  heading  of  the  schedule  too  there  are  words 
which  seem  to  express  their  meaning  ''showing 
the  yearly  modus  payable  for  hay  and  assessment 
tithe  payments" ;  but  it  does  not  say  in  that  part 
of  it  anything  ^)out  residence  or  non-residenoe. 
It  is  clearly  not  full ;  it  is  a  short  form  of  descrip- 
tion ;  and  then  it  goes  on,  "  also  the  soms  to  be 
paid  yearly  for  the  same  lands  when  occopied  bj 
non-residents  or  converted  into  tillage."  The  argu- 
ment is  that  the  words  "  converted  into  tillage"  do 
not  mean  what  they  state,  but  that  they  mean  some- 
thing entirely  difierent,  viz.,  that  they  mean  oon- 
vertedinto  any  other  kind  of  use  in  respect  of  whidi 
other  tithes  would  be  payable.  Then  we  have  the 
columns  of  the  schedule,  which,  after  all,  are  the 
operative  parts  of  the  schedule.  They  mention 
the  particular  lands,  and  two  distinct  columns  are 
headed  **  Yearly  rents  to  be  paid  to  the  rector  of 
Pitn^  Lortie  when  the  modus-land  shall  be  ooca- 
pied  by  non-residents,"  and  ''Yearly  rent  tu  be 
paid  to  the  rector  of  Pitney  Lortie  when  the 
modus-land  shall  be  converted  into  tillage."  Now 
the  object  of  this  was  to  ascertain  what  was  to  be 
paid ;  and  it  is  ascertained,  as  clearly  and  plainly 
as  words  can  express  it,  what  payment  is  to  be 
made  in  either  of  these  two  cases,  "  when  the 
modus-land  shall  be  occupied  by  non-residents,** 
and  "when  the  modus-land  shall  be  converted 
into  tillage."  Under  these  circumstances,  my 
lords,  I  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  oouit 
below  was  plainly  right,  and  that  this  appeal  ought 
to  be  dismissed. 

Lord  Chelmsfobd  concurred. 

Lord  CoLONSAT. — ^My  Lords,  I  entirely  agree.  I 
think  that  what  we  have  to  do  is  just  to  oonstroe 
this  award,  and  there  are  no  statements  before  as 
to  show  that  what  is  used  as  an  orchard  is  used  in 
any  other  than  the  ordinary  way  in  which  orchards 
are  used.  Orchards  are  sometimes  used  bj 
stirring  all  the  soil  below  the  trees  for  tilla^  bat 
we  have  no  such  special  matter  alleged  m  this 
case.  We  must,  therefore,  take  the  use  of  the 
orchard  to  be  the  ordinary  one.  I  think  that  the 
maker  of  the  award  must  have  been  at  some  pains 
to  find  an  appropriate  expression  when  he  used 
the  word  "  tillage,"  if  it  is  to  have  the  meaning 
contended  for  by  the  appellant. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Attorneys  for  the  appellant,  LowleMs,  Nd$c^, 
and  Jones, 

Attorneys  for  the  respondent.  Vizard,  Crowder^ 
and  Anstie, 

BOLL8  COITBT. 

Beported  by  Q.  Wxlbt  Kisa  and  H.  Qodbfboi*  Baqn., 

Banrisien-at-Lftw. 


Friday,  Nov,  21, 1873. 

St.  John*s  College,  Camb&idgb  o.  Earl  or 

Effingham. 

Charity — Trttst  to  present  to  Umng — SpringtM 
use — Failure  to  present — Old  deorse — Commum 
recovery. 

In  1723  five  advowsons  were  setUed  hy  deed,  gifws 
them  to  certain  persons  successively  «»  iaU  wiak, 
upon  the  "  express  condiHon  or  UmiiaHim*'  (M 
wpon  a  vacancy  the  person  enHO/ed  U>  pnseei 
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ahotdd  nominate    and  present   a  Fellow  of  8t 
John* 8,  and  on  failure  eo  to  nominate  and  present, 
that  the   advoweons    and  right   of  presentation 
should  be  to  the  use,  benefit,  and  behoof  of  the 
Master  and  Senior  FeUows  of  the  College.    In 
1754  Lord  Hardwicke  made  a  decree  by  which, 
treating  the  settlement  as  a  **  trust  or  benefaction," 
he  held  thai  the  presentation  of  a  certain  class  of 
Fellows  called  Plait  FeUows,  instead  of  Incor- 
porated  FeUows,  or  Fellows  on  the  ancient  founda^ 
iion,  was  void.    In  1802  the  then  patron  sufei'ed 
a  recovery.    Fellows  of  8t.  John's  co7itinued  to  be 
presented  tiU  1871  to  one  of  the  livings,  but  then 
Jjord  E,,  the  then  patron,  faUed  to  present,  and 
the  bishop  presmited  by  reason  of  lapse ; 
Seld,  thai  tne  settlement  creaied  a  charitable  trust ; 
TJust  the  recovery  could  not  operate  so  as  to  destroy 
the  conditions  upon  which  presentations  were  to 
he  m^ide,  but  simply  as  a  change  of  trustees; 
That  Lord  Hardwicke* s  decree  was  binding  on  the 

couH; 
That  upon  faUwre  of  Lord  E,  to  present,  the  college 
could  say  thai  tliey  had  lost  the  right  to  present 
one  of  their  fellows,  and  that  the  gift  over  took 
effect  so  as  to  vest  the  limno  in  the  colleae, 
Bt  a  deed  of  settlement  dated  23rd  Nov.  1723,  the 
Hon.  and  Bev.  Richard  Hill  settled  and  conveyed 
five  advowsons  or  rights  of  presentation  in  ana  to 
the  churches  of  Ditchingham,  Lopham,  Forncett, 
Starston,  and  Aldhoroogh  to  Sir  Rowland  Hill, 
Samuel  Hill,  Thomas  Hill,  and  Rowland  Hill,  and 
their  respective  issue  male  in  manner  therein 
mentionea,  and  declared  that  the  same  were  so 
settled  and  conveyed  to  these  persons  and  their 
respective  issue  male  upon  this  express  condition 
and  limitation,  that  is  to  say :  That  the  said  Sir 
Rowland  Hill,  Samuel  Hill,  Thomas  Hill,  and 
Rowland  Hill,  and  such  other  person  or  persons 
that  should  or  miffht  at  any  time  thereafter  be 
seized  of  or  entitled  to  the  said  advowsons  or  right 
of  presentation  by  or  under  the  deed  now  in  state- 
ment, or  by  or  under  any  clause  or  limitation 
therein  contained  (other  than  and  except  the  said 
Richard  Hill,  the  settlor),  and  the  said  Richard 
Hill  did  thereby  signify  and  declare  that  it  was  his 
will  and  pleasure  that  the  said  Sir  Rowland  Hill, 
Samuel  Hill,  Thomas  ELill,  and  Rowland  Hill,  and 
such  other  person  or  persons  as  should  or  might 
be  entitled  as  aforesaid  (except  the  said  Richard 
Hill)  should  from  time  to  time  and  all  times,  as 
the  said  churches  or  any  of  them  should  become 
vacant,  nominate  and  present  such  person  or  per- 
sons only  who  should  at  the  time  of  such  presenta- 
tion and  nomination  actually  be  a  Fellow  or  Fellows 
of  St.  John's  College,  in  Cambridge,  and  that  no 
person  or  persons  whatsoever  should  at  any  time 
thereafter  be  nominated  or  presented  to  tne  said 
churches  or  any  or  either  of  them,  other  than  a 
Fellow  or  Fellows  of  the  said  college;  and  on 
fedlure  of  the  said  Sir  Rowland  Hill,  Samuel  Hill, 
Thomas  Hill,  and  Rowland  Hill,  and  such  other 
person  or  persons  who  should  be  so  entitled  to 
the  said  aavowsons,  to  present  and  nominate  as 
aforesaid  (other  than  the  said  Richard  Hill),  and 
from  and  after  such  failure  as  aforesaid  the  said 
advowsons  or  right  of  presentation  of  and  unto 
such  church  wherein  such  failure  should  happen 
to  be,  should  from  thenceforth  be  and  remain  to 
the  use,  benefit,  and  behoof  of  the  Master  and 
Senior  Fdlows  of  the  said  college  of  St.  John  in 
Cambridge,  and  their  successors  for  ever. 

The  settlor  died  some  time  afterwards,  having 
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by  his  will,  dated  1726,  devised  the  same  five  ad- 
vowsons to  Sir  Rowland  Hill,  in  trust  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  St.  John's  College,  as  was  by  the 
deed  of  1723  more  at  large  declared. 

One  Edmund  Bentham,  a  "  Piatt "  Fellow  (that 
is,  a  Fellow  of  the  foundation  under  the  will  of 
William  Piatt)  having  been  presented  to  the  living 
of  Aldborough  by  Sir  Rowland  Hill,  a  bill  was  filed 
by  the  Master  of  the  college  and  the  Incorporated 
Fellows  (that  is,  the  Fellows  of  the  old  foundation) 
against  Sir  Rowland  Hill,  Edmund  Bentham,  and 
certain  other  parties ;  and  in  June  1754,  Lord 
Hardwicke  pronounced  a  decree  declaring  that 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  deed  of 
settlement,  and  the  will  of  Bichard  Hill,  and  the 
rules  and  orders  upon  which  the  "  Piatt  **  Fellows 
had  been  admitted  into  Saint  John's  College,  the 
"  trust  or  benefaction  "  created  by  Bichard  Hill  in 
the  five  advowsons  in  question  ought  to  be  confined 
to  the  Incorporated  Fellows,  unless  they  all  refused 
nomination  ;  and  Sir  Bowland  Hill  was  ordered  to 
present  to  the  Hving  such  of  the  Incorporated 
Fellows  as  he  should  think  fit. 

Up  to  1839  presentations  to  the  five  livings  had 
been  duly  made  to  Fellows  of  St.  John's,  by  the 
patrons  claiming  under  the  deed  of  1723,  and  the 
will  of  Bichard  Hill.  In  that  year,  however,  the 
Bishop  presented,  by  reason  of  a  lapse  in  such  pre- 
sentation. In  1871  the  living  of  Aldborough  be- 
came vacant  in  consequence  of  the  failure  of  the 
defendant,  who  claimed  the  right  of  patronage,  to 
present.  The  Bishop  then  presented  a  person  who 
was  not  a  Fellow  of  St.  John's.  The  college,  how- 
ever, claimed  the  right  of  presentation  upon  such 
failure  by  the  defendant  under  the  remainder  over 
in  the  deed  of  1723. 

The  defendant  now  claimed  the  right  to  present 
under  a  bargain  and  sale,  and  a  recovery  by  Sir 
Bichard,  eldest  son  of  Sir  Bowland  Hill,  in  1 802, 
and  contended  that  their  effect  was  to  annul 
and  destroy  all  remainders,  after  the  estate  limited 
by  the  deed  of  1723  to  the  first  son  of  Sir  Bichard 
Hill,  and  to  give  the  fee,  including  the  advow- 
sons, free  from  any  restrictions  as  to  the  presenta- 
tions or  nominations  to  be  made  thereto. 

The  plaintiffs  contended  that  the  provisions  of 
the  deed  had  always  been  followed,  as  to  present- 
ing Fellows  of  St.  John's,  and  that  the  trusts  of 
the  deed  formed  a  permanent  charitable  trust, 
which  was  not  barred  by  the  recovery  as  an 
ordinary  estate  tail. 

The  defendant's  title  was  derived  through  the 
Duke  of  Norfolk,  who,  as  the  plaintiff  alle^d,  pur- 
chased the  advowsons  subject  to  the  restrictions  on 
the  right  of  presentation. 

The  bill  therefore  prayed  for  a  declaration  that 
the  Master  and  Fellows  were  entitled  to  the  riffht 
of  presentation  to  the  living  of  Aldborough,  under 
the  limitation  over  in  the  deed  of  1723. 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay,  Q.C.  and  A,  0.  Marten  for  the 
college. — We  contend  that  though  the  legal  estate 
in  remainder  may  have  been  barred  by  the  reco- 
very, the  trusts  as  to  the  advowsons  were  not 
barred.    This  is  a  charity  : 

Attomey'Oeneral  v.  Wax-chandlers*  Company,  L.  Bep. 

6  H.  of  L.  1  ;  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  681  ; 
AttomeV'Oeneral  v.  Sidney  Sussex  College,  L  .Bep.  4 

Ch.722. 

Lord  Hardwicke  treated  it  as  such  by  calling  it  a 
"  trust  or  benefaction."  Successive  Fellows  having 
been  presented  before  the  Earl's  title  accrued^  t\^& 
defendant  must  be  tAkeiiL\A\2kKq^\ia^\i^>Iv^  ^**^ 
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trust .  We  have  here  a  declaration  of  tmst,  and 
no  mere  springing  nse,  though  one  in  form,  which 
would  be  oarred  by  the  recovery,  which  had  the 
effect  of  changing  the  trustees.  The  restriction  is 
binding  on  the  remaindermen,  and  as  it  is  a  trust, 
and  not  a  beneficial  interest,  the  recovery  did  not 
affect  it.    They  cited : 

Attomey-Qeneral  v.  Trinity  College^  24  Beav.  388  ; 

Incorporated  Society  v.  Richards.  1  Dr.  &  War.  258  ; 

Christ* s  Hospital  v.  Orainger^  1  M*N.  &  G  ; 

Chamberlayne  v.  Brockett,  L.  Bep.  8  Gh.  206;  28 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  248 ; 

The  devise  over  to  St.  John's  College  means  a 
^ft  for  the  purposes  of  the  college,  who  would  take 
it  as  such.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  strict  condition 
at  law.  IHme  is  no  bar,  as  the  land  was  already  in 
mortmain  at  the  time  of  the  settlement. 

SoiUhgate,  Q.C.  and  Jones  Bateman  for  the  defen- 
dants.— At  the  time  of  Lord  Hardwicke's  decree  no 
bar  of  the  en  tail  had  occurred.  The  effect  of  the  reco- 
very was  to  bar  the  legal  use  in  remainder,  and  the 
rignt,  if  any,  of  the  plaintiffs  must  therefore  be  at 
law.  The  mterest  in  the  right  to  present  is  not  with- 
out a  benefit  (for  the  patron  might  present  his  son  if 
he  were  a  Fellow),  and  there  is  no  pretence  for 
saying  that  the  beneficial  interest  is  not  barred. 
We  say  that  Lord  Hardwicke  decided  only  a 
question  as  between  Piatt  and  the  Incorporated 
Fellows.  This  is  a  deed,  and  not  a  will,  so  the  uses 
must  be  taken  in  their  most  technical  sense. 

Sir  G.  Jessel. — ^If  there  was  a  good  declara- 
tion of  trust,  the  remainder  over  was  not  barred 
by  the  recovery.  I  am  assisted  in  arriving  at  a 
conclusion  by  an  opinion  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  by 
which  I  need  hardly  say  I  am  entirely  bound.  We 
have  here  an  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  deed 
setting  out  a  series  of  limitations.  [His  Honour 
stated  them].  The  gifts  here  made  do  not  in  form 
admit  of  a  trust,  but  partake  of  the  nature  of  a 
condition  and  a  springing  use  upon  non-fulfilment. 
The  decree  I  have  referred  to  throws  considerable 
light  upon  the  construction  of  these  limitations. 
I  think,  however,  that  independently  of  that 
decree,  I  am  entitled  to  regard  them  as  good  con- 
ditional limitations.  But  then  if  the  condition  is 
one  which  cannot  be  enforced  at  law,  I  see  no  reason 
why,  ut  res  magis  valeat,  I  should  not  hold  it  to  be 
a  trust.  Nor  is  there  any  reason  for  saying  that 
the  introduction  into  a  deed  of  the  words  **  will 
and  pleasure"  are  not  a  good  introduction  to  a 
declaration  of  trust.  But  the  decree  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke clearly  supports  that  view.  Now,  looking 
to  the  words  of  the  gift  over,  no  doubt  they  form 
nn  imperfect  declaration  of  trust,  but  it  would  be 
opposed  to  all  sound  rules  of  construction  to  say 
that  one  part  of  this  gift  is  a  declaration  of  trust, 
and  anotner  not.  At  first  sight,  I  confess,  the 
remainder  over  looks  like  a  springing  use,  but  the 
limitation  is  distinctly  to  the  Master  and  Senior 
Fellows  of  the  college,  i.e.,  the  governing  body  of 
the  college-  I  must  hold,  therefore,  that  thev  take 
the  right  without  the  restrictions,  but  as  a  charity 
for  the  purposes  of  the  college.  Lord  Hardwicke, 
when  he  decided  that  the  presentation  of  a  Piatt 
Fellow  was  unsustainable,  must  have  decided  that 
to  be  a  breach  of  trust ;  that  is,  he  held  that  there 
was  a  trust  involved  in  the  right  of  presentation ; 
for  otherwise  he  woidd  have  had  no  jurisdiction. 
The  college  now  say  that  on  the  failure  of  Lord 
Efiingham  to  present,  they  have  lost  the  right  to 
present  one  of  their  Fellows ;  that  such  a  milure 
has  occurred  "to  present  and  nominate"  as  is 


contemplated  by  the  deed  of  1728,  snd  that  the 
gift  over  takes  effect.  I  think  thev  are  right  in 
this  contention,  but  in  making  the  declaration 
prayed  by  the  bill,  I  am  not  prepared,  in  such  a 
case,  to  make  any  order  as  to  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  college.  Cole,  Ode,  and  Jatk- 
son,  for  Francis,  Webster  and  Etches,  Cambridge. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  BenneU,  Da/weon 
and  Bennett. 


Saturday,  Dec  6, 1873. 
Be  BuRNHAM  National  Schools  ;  Ex  parte  Bates. 

Charity—School  trustees— 6  A'  7  WiU.  ^  c-  70,  s.  3 
Elementary  Education  Act  1B70,  «.  23 — Ohariiahk 
Trusts  Acts  1853,  ss.  5,  28,  32,  46,  and  1860,  m. 
2,  7,  8,  9— Transfer  to  School  Board— Charity 
commissioners — Appointment  of  addHional  inu- 
tees—Trustee  Act  1850,  s,  S2—Aw[>eaL 

By  two  deeds,  made  in  1838  omd  lo49,  the  two  joint 
rectors  of  a  parish  were  appointed  truHeee  of  a 
Church  of  England  school.  In  1871,  it  hasfimy 
become  necessary  to  appoint  a  new  n%a8ter,tks 
then  rectors  could  not  concur  in  any  appoitUmemt, 
and  the  school  was  dosed.  A  school  board  hannmg 
been  elected  in  the  district,  it  was  then  pro- 
nosed  that  the  school  should  be  transferred  to  the 
hoard,  wnder  sect  23  of  the  EduccUion  Ad  of  1S70, 
which  requires  a  majority  of  two^thirde  of  the 
trustees  to  effect  such  a  tranrfer.  With  tkie  view  a 
memorial  was  presented  to  (he  Charity  Commis' 
sioners,  asking  them  to  appoint  three  cutditional 
trustees,  so  that  the  requisite  majoriiu  might  he 
obtained.  This  course  was  opposed  oy  one  and 
supported  by  tlie  other  of  the  two  joHu  rectors. 
The  commissioners,  however,  made  an  order  ap" 
pointing  three  additional  trustees,  aU  of  whom 
were  churchman,  one  of  them  being  chairman  qf 
the  school  board. 

On  a  petition  by  the  opposing  rector,  by  way  ofap' 
peat  from  the  order,  under  sect  8  of  the  Chari' 
table  Thrusts  Act  1853,  praying  for  the  discharge 
of  the  order : 

Held,  on  dismissing  the  petition  with  caste,  thai  it  is 
no  objection  to  sv^ch  an  order,  notwithsta$idvng 
sect.  5  of  the  Charitable  Trusts  Act  I860,  that  the 
commissioners  have  made  it  on  an  applieaiion  of 
a  contentious  character. 

Observations  on  Lord  BomiUu^s  judgment  in  Be 
Hackney  Charities  (36  L.J.,  N.  8.,  169,  Ch.;  4 
De.  0.  J.  ^  8.  588). 

The  2Sth  and  32n(2  sections  of  the  Charitable  Trusts 
Act  1853,  give  the  jurisdiction  to  appoint  tmstees  to 
the  Master  of  t)ie  BoUs  and  the  Vice-ChaneeUors 
in  cases  in  which  it  was  previously  neoesecury  to 
Me  an  information,  bill,  or  petition,  and  hyiheAd 
of  1860  this  jurisdiction  is  transferrea  to  the 
Charity  Commission: 

Held,  that  tlie  power  to  apfoir^  addiiionad  imtiees 
is  clear  under  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  Ihs 
Court  of  Chancery;  thai  sect. ^  of  the  Tfu^es 
Act  1850,  gives  a  statutory  power  for  that  pur* 
pose,  and  therefore  that  such  a  power  is  vested  in 
the  commissioners. 

The  majority  of  two-thirds  of  the  school  tnuiees  f«- 
quired  by  the  Education  Act  antidpaiee  oay 
objection  to  the  transfer  of  a  sehocl  whoee  tnutsss 
are  required  to  be  churchmen. 

The  court  wiU  not,  wpon  opoeoJ,  interfere  wUk  As 
exercise  of  discretion  Dy  the  commimcnen, 
except  in  a  very  strong  ease  ofnUeoamriage  ^/m** 


MAGISTRATES'  OASES. 


323 


Bolls.] 


Be  Bu&NHAM  National  Schools  ;  Ex  pa/rte  Bates. 


[Bolls. 


tiee,  and  itteh  discretion  is  properly  exercised  in  a 

ease  where  in  consequence  of  differences  between 

(he  existing  trustees,  the  school  is  closed,  and  edu- 

eoHon  denied  to  the  children  of  the  district : 
Semhle^  (hoi  neither  the  Court  of  Chancery  nor  the 

Oharity   Commissioners  have   power  to  remove 

eX'ofieM  trustees. 
This  was  a  petition  praying  that  an  order  made  by 
the  Charity  Commissioners  for  the  appointment 
of  new  tmstees  of  the  above-mentioned  schools 
might  be  discharged  or  varied,  or  remitted  to  the 
commissioners  for  reconsideration. 

It  is  enacted  by  sect.  3  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  70, 
which  is  an  Act  to  facilitate  the  conveyances  of 
sites  for  school  rooms,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
any  spiritual  person,  being  a  corporation  sole,  to 
convey  any  portion  of  the  land  belonging  to  any 
such  spiritual  person,  in  the  capacity  of  a  corpora- 
tion sole,  in  respect  of  any  ecclesiastical  prefer- 
ment held  byhim,  to  an V  trustees  to  be  namea  by  the 
bishop  of  the  diocese,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting 
thereon  a  schoolroom  to  be  used  for  the  education 
of  poor  children  in  the  principles  of  the  Christian 
rebgion,  according  to  the  doctrine  and  discipline 
of  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland. 

By  a  deed  dated  the  3id  Dec.  1838,  the  Hon. 
and  Bev.  Frederick  Hotham  and  th«  Bev.  Bernard 
Gilpin,  in  the  character  of  joint  rectors  of  the 
parish  and  parish  church  of  Burnham  Ulph,  con- 
veyed a  certain  piece  of  land  at  Burnham  to  them- 
selves and  their  successors,  as  trustees  duly  nomi- 
nated by  the  Bishop  of  Norwich  (who  was  also  a 
party  to  the  deed),  to  uses  for  the  purpose  of 
erecting  a  suitable  schoolroom  of  the  kind  contem- 
plated by  the  Act  above  referred  to.  The  school  was 
accordingly  built.  In  1849  the  petitioner.  Dr. 
Bates,  succeeded  Mr.  Gilpin  as  joint  rector. 

Bj  another  deed,  dated  the  27th  Feb.  1851,  an 
additional  piece  of  land  was  conveyed  by  the  joint 
rectors  for  the  purposes  of  the  school ;  and  it  was 
declared  that  the  school  should  be  open  to  the 
inspectors  in  conformity  with  the  Order  in  Council 
of  the  10th  Aug.  1840. 

The  petitioner  alleged,  and  it  was  not  disputed, 
that  he  had,  by  his  exertions,  and  out  of  his  own 
pocket,  procured  funds  for  the  erection  of  large 
schools  on  this  additional  ground,  the  cost  of 
which  had  been  above  llOOl.,  he  having  with  his 
friends,  who  were  desirous  that  Church  of  Eng- 
land schools  should  be  established,  contribute 
896Z.,  and  the  Grovernment  having  given  320{.  But 
a  small  sum  was  given  by  the  inhabitants. 

The  Bev.  George  Gtx)aenough  Hayter  succeeded 
Mr.  Hotham,  and  the  schools  were  used  in  pur- 
Boance  of  the  trusts  until  the  year  1871.  In  that 
year  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Burnham 
Westgate,  which  adjoins  the  parish  of  Burnham 
Ulph,  and  of  which  parish  the  petitioner  is  the 
rector,  elected  a  school  board  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Elementary  Education  Act  1870.  This 
board  was  stated  by  the  petition  to  have  been 
formed  of  three  churchmen  and  two  dissenters. 

In  the  Act  of  1870  the  term  "  managers  "  in- 
cludes all  persons  having  the  management  of  any 
elementary  school,  whether  the  legal  interest  in  the 
schoolhouse  is  vested  in  them  or  not ;  and  by  the 
23rd  section,  power  is  given  to  the  managers  of 
any  elementary  school  in  the  district  of  the  school 
board,  by  a  resolution  passed  by  a  majority  of 
two-thircu  of  the  managers,  to  make  an  arrange- 
ihent  to  transfer  the  school  to  the  school  board. 

Oo  the  29th  Aug.  1871,  Mr.  Hayter  wrote  a 


better,  expressing  his  desire  to  transfer  the  schools; 
and  at  a  subsequent  meeting  of  the  school  board, 
at  which  Mr.  Hayter  (who  had  then  become  a 
member  of  the  board)  was  present,  it  was  unani- 
mously resolved  to  apply  to  the  trustees  of  the 
schools  to  make  such  transfer.  The  petitioner 
referred  the  board  to  his  brother,  Mr.  Thomas 
Bates,  a  member  of  the  Bar,  who  insisted  upon 
the  strict  performance  of  the  original  trusts,  and 
declined  to  entertain  the  proposal  for  a  transfer. 
The  petitioner  then  alleged  that  Mr.  Hayter  and 
Mr.  Blyth  (the  chairman  of  the  school  board)  were 
advised  to  apply  to  the  Charity  Commissioners  to 
appoint  three  new  additional  trustees  of  the  deeds 
of  1838  and  1851,  who  should  be  r^idy  and  willing 
to  transfer  the  Burnham  Schools  to  the  school 
board,  and  secure  a  majority  of  at  least  two-thirds 
of  the  trustees,  and  thus  to  transfer  the  schools 
under  sect.  23  of  the  Education  Act. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Charity  Commissioners 
in  such  case  is  given  to  them  by  reference  to  sec- 
tions 28  and  32  of  the  Charitable  Trusts  Act  1853, 
and  bv  sect.  2  of  the  Charitable  Trusts  Act  1860 
(23  &  24  Vict.  c.  136),  they  have  power  from  time  to 
time,  upon  the  application  of  any  person  or  persons, 
who,  under  the  43rd  section  of  the  Charitable 
Trusts  Act  1853  (16  &;i7  Vict.  c.  137),  (i.e.,  persons 
interested  in  or  trustees  of  the  charity,  or  inhabi- 
tants of  the  parish)  might  be  authorised  to  apply 
to  any  judge  or  court  for  the  like  purposes,  to 
make  such  effectual  orders  as  might  oe  made 
by  any  judge  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  the 
appointment  of  new  trustees  of  any  charity. 

Sect.  7  directs  the  order  to  be  affixed  in  a  con- 
venient place  in  the  parish;  and  sect.  8,  which 
gives  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  order,  is  in  the 
following  terms : — 

The  Attomey-C^eneral,  or  any  person  anthoriBod  by 
him  or  by  the  said  board  [the  oommisaioners],  in  the 
oase  of  a  charity,  whatever  may  be  the  yearly  income  of 
its  endowments,  and  any  trustee  or  person  aotin?  in  the 
administration  of,  or  interested  in  any  charity  of  which 
the  groBB  vearly  income  to  be  calcnlated  in  manner  afore- 
said, shall  exceed  501.,  or  any  two  inhabitants  of  any 
parish  or  district  in  which  the  same  shall  be  specially 
applicable,  may,  within  three  calendar  months  next  after 
the  definitive  publication  of  any  order  of  the  said  board 
appointing  or  removing  any  trustee  or  tmstees,  or  for  or 
relating  to  the  assurance,  transfer,  pavment,  or  vesting 
of  any  real  or  personal  estate,  or  establishing  a  scheme 
for  the  administration  of  the  charity,  present  a  petition 
to  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  a  summary  wa^,  ap- 
pealing against  such  order,  and  praying  such  relief  as 
the  oase  may  require;  ....  and  the  court  upon  or 
before  the  hearing  of  any  such  petition  of  appeal  as 
aforesaid,  or  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings,  may  require, 
if  it  shall  think  fit,  from  the  saia  board,  their  reasons  for 
making  the  order  appealed  against,  or  foi  any  pirt  of 
such  order,  and  may  remit  l^e  same  to  the  board  for 
reconsideration,  with  or  without  a  declaration  in  relation 
thereto,  or  may  make  anv  substitutive  or  other  order  in 
relation  to  the  matter  of  appeal,  as  it  shall  think  just. 

The  court  may  make  such  order  as  it  shall  think 
fit ;  and  the  Attorney- General  (s.  9)  may  appear 
as  a  respondent. 

The  petitioner  alleged,  in  opposition  to  an  ap- 

E ointment  of  such  additional  trustees  as  would 
ring  about  a  transfer  of  the  school  board,  that 
its  effect  would  be  to  destroy  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land character  of  the  schools  and  the  trusts  of  the 
deeds,  as  no  distinctive  retigious  teaching  was 
allowed  in  a  school  so  transferred. 

A  memorial  was,  however,  on  the  19th  July 
1872,  sent  to  the  Charity  Commissioners,  asking 
for  an  increase  of  the  numb«t  ^\xwsX^^^^^s^*^2«^ 
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to  five,  one  of  the  proposed  new  trustees  signing 
the  memorial,  as  well  as  five  members  of  the  school 
board,  the  intended  transfer  to  which  was  not 
mentioned  in  the  memonal.  A  correspondence 
ensued  between  Mr.  Thomas  Bates  and  the  com- 
missioners, but  on  the  1st  April  1873,  they  made 
an  order,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  the  endow- 
ment of  the  charity  consisted  only  of  the  site  of 
the  schools,  and  was  not  productive  of  any  pecu- 
niary income,  and  that  it  was  desirable  that  new 
trustees  should  be  appointed  in  addition  to  and 
jointly  with  the  incoming  and  continuing  trustees, 
and  upon  considering  aU  suggestions  and  objec- 
tions made  to  them  with  reference  to  the  proposed 
order,  it  was  ordered  that  Henry  Etheridge  Blyth, 
John  O  vermann ,  and  William  Mitchell,  be  ap{>ointed 
trustees  of  the  charity,  in  addition  and  jointly 
with  the  petitioner  and  6. 6.  Hayter,  and  that  the 
lands  should  vest  in  the  official  trustee  of  charity 
lands,  and  his  successors,  in  trust  for  the  charity. 

On  the  12th  April  1873,  Mr.  Hayter  called  a 
meeting  of  the  trustees,  at  which  i(  was  proposed 
to  transfer  the  schools  to  the  school  board.  At 
the  request  of  the  petitioner,  the  resolution  was 
postponed  till  the  18th  April,  and  it  was  then 
passed  by  a  majority  of  four  against  the  peti- 
tioner. 

The  petitioner  impugned  the  authority  of  the 
commissioners  to  make  the  order  without  the 
consent  of  the  bishop,  and  also  inasmuch  as  the 
new  trustees,  one  of  whom  was  the  chairman  of 
the  board,  before  being  appointed,  were  pledged 
to  join  Mr.  Hayter  in  transierring  the  schools  to 
the  school  board,  which  object  was  that  for  which 
the  commissioners  had  maae  the  order. 

The  petition  then  prayed  for  a  discharge  of  the 
order,  as  already  stated. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Hayter 
and  Dr.  Bates  had  been  unable  for  a  considerable 
period  to  agree  as  to  the  management  of  the  school, 
and  that  differences  had  arisen  between  them  as  to 
the  appointment  of  a  master,  the  result  of  which 
had  been  the  closing  of  the  school.  Evidence  was 
also  entered  into  to  show  that  there  was  no  per- 
sonal objection  to  the  trustees  appointed  by  the 
order. 

Sir  B.  Baggallay  and  Batten,  for  the  petitioner. 
— By  sect.  4S  of  the  Charitable  Trusts  Act  1853, 
it  is  enacted  "  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall 
diminish  or  detract  from  any  right  or  privilege 
which  by  any  rule  or  practice  of  the  Uourt  of 
Chancery,  or  oy  the  construction  of  law  subsists 
for  the  preference  or  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
Church  of  England,  or  the  members  of  the  same 
church,  in  settling  any  scheme  for  the  regulation 
of  any  charity,  or  in  the  appointment  or  removal 
of  trustees,  or  generally  m  the  application  or 
management  of  any  charity."  We  say  that  entitles 
us  to  ask  that  we  should  always  have  churchmen 
as  trustees.  The  Act  of  1860  does  not  g?ive  the 
commissioners  an  unfettered  discretion,  and  Lord 
Bomilly  said  that  it  was  one  they  should  not  ex- 
ercise in  contentious  cases  : 

Re  The  Hackney  Charitief,  36  L.  J.,  169  Ch.;  on 
appeal,  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  588. 

[Sir  G.  Jessel. — What  Lord  Bomilly  there  says 
is  not  essential  to  his  decision.  How  can  there  be 
an  appeal  from  an  order  based  upon  a  statement 
that  the  commissioners  "  have  considered  "  the 
reasons,  Ac.  P]  We  have  not  to  show  whether  or 
not  they  have  used  a  wise  discretion,  but  we  have 
A  distinct  right  of  appeal.    The  32nd  section  of 


the  Trustee  Act  1850,  gives  the  ooort  the  powor 
to  appoint  additional  trustees.  The  power  of  the 
commissioners  is  given  by  reference  to  that  ol 
this  court,  and  if  they  exercise  it,  their  order  is 
subject  to  appeal.  The  new  trustees  were,  or 
now  are,  members  of  the  school  board,  and  were 
appointed  for  the  purpose  of  the  transfer  only. 
The  effect  of  allowing  the  order  to  stand  would 
not  only  be  handing  the  school  over  in  a  ywanwiw 
contrary  to  the  trusts,  but  is  also  a  denial  of  the 
privileges  given  by  sect.  46  of  the  Act  of  1860. 

Hemming  for  the  Crown  was  not  called  upon. 

Sir  6.  Jessel. — This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order 
of  the  Charity  Commissioners,  and  it  raises  some 
questions  of  public,  and  some  questions  of  private, 
interest.      The  questions  of  public  interest  are 
three  in  number,  and  they  are  all  based  upon  ob- 
jections urged  against  the  making  of  this  order. 
In  the  first  place  it  is  said  that  the  application 
to  the  commissioners  was  made  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  partake  of  so  contentious  a  character  as  to 
deprive  the  commissioners  of  the  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  order.     This  objection  is  apparently 
founded  on  a  view  of  the  operation  oi  the  5tn 
section  of  the  Act  of  1860.    I  should  not  at  fint 
sight  have  thought  that  any  weight    oonld  be 
attached  to  this  view,  but  it  is  sought  to  be  sup- 
ported by  Lord  Bomilly's  opinion  in  the   case 
cited.    But  this  is  not  only  a  mere  obiter  diduMt 
but  the  decision  of  his  Lordship  was,  I  find,  re- 
versed on  appeal.    The  5th  section  is  as  follows : 
— *'The  said  board  also  shall  not  exerciae  the 
jurisdiction  hereby  vested  in  them  in  any  case 
which,  by  reason  of  its  contentious  character,  or  of 
any  special  questions  of  law  or  of  fact  whidi  it 
may  involve,  or  for  other  reasons,  they  may  con- 
sider more  fit  to  be  abjudicated  by  any  of  the 
judicial  courts.*'    Now,  in  my  opinion,  the  mean- 
ing of  that  section  is  quite  plain.     I  read  it  as 
intending  that  the  Charity  Commissioners  are  not 
to  be  compelled  to  take   upon   themselves  any 
jurisdiction  in  cases  which  can  be  dealt  with  in  a 
judicial  court,  or  which  for  some  reason  are  not 
proper  for  the  commissioners  to  deal  with.    I  do 
not  feel  myself  bound  by  my  predecessor's  opinioii, 
as  I  find  that  there  is  in  his  judgment  no  de- 
cision  at  all  upon    the    point    relied   on.     The 
second  objection  urged  by  the  petitioner  is,  thit 
there  was  no  jurisdiction  at  all  in  this  case  to 
appoint  trustees.    I  cannot  accede  to  this  view. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  a  clear  jurisdiction, 
depending  upon  the  28th  and  32nd  sections  of  ^e 
Charitable  Trusts  Act   1853,  which  give  to  the 
Master    of    the   Bolls    and    Vice- Chancellors   in 
chambers,  in  the  case  of  charities  of  whidi  the 
gross  annual  income  exceeds  302.,  power  to  appoint 
or  remove  trustees  in  all  cases  in  which  it  was 
theretofore  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  do  in 
respect  either  of  its  special  or  statutory  jnrta* 
diction ;  and  a  similar  provision  was  made  in  case 
of  charities  with   incomes  of  less  than  301.  by 
giving  similar  powers  to  the  County  Courts  and 
District  Courts  of  Bankruptcy.    All  these  powers 
were  by  the  Act  of  1860  transfeiTed  to  the  Charity 
Commissioners.    Now  it  is  not  disputed  that  in- 
dependently of  the  Trustee  Act  of  1850,  the  court 
has  power  to  appoint  additional  trustees ;  and  the 
32na  section  of  that  Act  gives  an  express  sta- 
tutory jurisdiction  for   that   purpose.     That  is 
quite  clearly  established,  and  the  powers  of  the 
Charity  Commissioners  I  hold  to  be  eanally  okar. 
The  third  objection  to  the  order  of  tke  oommis- 
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sioners  is,  that  even  if  the  court  have  the  juris- 
diction to  appoint  additional  trustees  generally, 
yet  that  it  would  not  be  exercised  in  a  case  where 
the  appointment  of  such  trustees  of  a  Church  of 
England  school  might  have  the  effect  of  handing 
it  over  to  a  school  board.  I  can  conceive  cases  in 
which  the  court  might  be  very  careful  in  exer- 
cising its  undoubted  jurisdiction,  but  that  is  no 
reason  for  saying  that  any  legislation  with  respect 
to  such  schools  has  taken  away  that  jurisdiction. 
In  fact,  a  statutory  provision  has  anticipated  the 
objection  by  requiring  a  majority  of  two-thirds  of 
the  trustees  to  effect  such  a  transfer.  The  only 
other  objection  upon  what  I  call  public  grounds  is, 
that  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  appoint  these 
trustees  interferes  with  the  provision  contained  in 
the  46th  section  of  the  Act  of  1853.  That  section 
might  in  the  case  of  a  church  school  prevent  the 
court  from  appointing  any  trustee  who  was  not  a 
member  of  the  Church  of  England.  This  is  un- 
doubtedly a  Church  of  England  charity,  and  if  the 
objection  had  had  any  foandation  in  fact,  it  would 
certainly  have  been  fatal  to  the  appointment.  The 
three  ^ntlemen  mentioned  in  the  order  are  now 
asoertamcd  to  be  all  churchmen,  although  at  first 
it  was  thought  that  this  was  not  the  case.  These  are 
all  the  objections  upon  pubUc  grounds,  and  I  have 
no  doubt  that  they  do  not  warrant  me  in  inter- 
fering with  the  order  of  the  commissioners.  The 
private  objections  are  of  a  different  character.  It 
IS  said  that  assuming  that  the  Charity  Commis- 
sioners have  the  jurisdiction  which  they  have 
exercised,  they  have  not  used  a  wisq  discretion  in 
so  exercising  it,  and  further  that  they  have  not 
used  a  wise  discretion  in  exercising  it  oy  appoint- 
ing these  particular  gentlemen.  Now  it  must  be 
observed  tnat  this  is  a  statutory  appeal,  and  not 
an  appeal  in  the  nature  of  a  rehearing.  It  is  to 
be  further  remarked  that  it  has  long  been  laid  down 
as  a  general  principle  (which  I  am  glad  to  say  was 
introduced  by  the  House  of  Lords  into  the  Judi- 
cature Act),  that  courts  of  appeal  should  in  no 
case  interfere  in  a  matter  entirely  dependent  upon 
the  personal  discretion  of  the  judges  of  the  court 
below.  There  is,  however,  an  exception  in  cases 
of  gross  misconception  of  the  law,  or  a  distinct 
miscarriage  of  justice.  But  that  must  be  a  very 
strong  case  of  that  character.  I  do  not  find  that 
any  such  case  has  been  made  out  here.  On  the 
first  branch  of  these  objections  I  have  no  hesita- 
tion in  saying  that  the  discretion  of  the  commis- 
sioners was  wisely  exercised.  Now  what  are  the 
fsycts  ?  There  are  two  clergymen.  Dr.  Bates  and 
Mr.  Hayter,  joint  rectors  of  a  parish  in  which 
there  is  a  church  school.  Dr.  Bates  contributes 
personal  exertions  and  money  for  building  the 
schoolhouse,  and  may  be  considered  as  one  of  its 
founders.  For  fifteen  years  Mr.  Hayter  managed 
the  school,  and  managed  it,  it  seems,  very  well. 
A  new  schoolmaster  is  required,  and  nominally 
Dr.  Bates'  concurrence  is  necessary  to  the  appoint- 
ment. For  some  reason  or  another  no  concurrence 
is  ^obtainable ;  and  Dr.  Bates  appears  to  prefer 
tha^  the  children  should  go  without  education 
rather  than  agree  to  an  appointment  suggested  by 
Mr.  Hayter.  So  does  Mr.  Hayter  with  regard  to 
any  suggestion  by  Dr.  Bates.  At  that  time  there 
was,  moreover,  no  school  board.  This  is  a  lament- 
able state  of  things,  brought  about  by  each  of  the 
rectors  standing  on  his  extreme  rights ;  and  both 
are  in  some  £gree  censurable  for  taking  that 
ooorse.    The  charity,  in  fact,  comes  to  nothing. 


and  an  application  is  made  to  the  Charity  Com- 
missioners. It  is,  at  least,  extremely  doubtful 
whether  ex  officio  trustees  are  removable  either  by 
the  commissioners  or  by  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
The  only  course  then  was  to  get  three  trustees 
appointed  who  could  outvote  these  two;  and  in 
appointing  these  I  think  a  wise  discretion  was 
exercised.  The  next  point  is,  that  these  three 
new  trustees  were  so  grossly  unfit  for  their  office 
that  I  ought  to  discharge  the  order  appointing 
them.  Now  in  Nov.  1871  the  school  board  was 
appointed.  The  witnesses  say  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  get  enough  subscriptions  to  keep  up 
the  school,  and  that  tne  best  course  was  a  transfer 
to  the  school  board.  Dr.  Bates  has  a  strong  ob- 
jection to  the  absence  of  distinctive  religious 
teaching  in  the  board  schools.  That  being  so, 
eighteen  landowners  of  the  parish  present  a  memo- 
rial to  the  Charity  Commissioners  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  new  trustees.  Dr.  Bates  opposed  this, 
and  the  commissioners  were  fully  informed  of  all 
that  was  going  on  with  regara  to  the  charity ; 
that  there  was  a  party  in  favour  of  a  transfer,  and 
a  party  opposing  it ;  and  that  one  of  the  proposed 
trustees  was  in  fact  the  chairman  of  the  school 
board.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  three  trustees 
were  churchmen,  and  that  so  far  from  being 
pledged  to  transfer  the  school  to  the  board,  they 
would  not,  if  they  had  acted  on  their  own  religious 
opinions,  apart  from  the  educational  wants  of  the 
parish,  have  concerted  together  to  bring  about 
the  transfer.  Then,  again,  Dr.  Bates  was  offered 
an  opportunity  of  nominating  a  trustee  himself, 
and  ne  chooses  Mr.  Blyth,  who  is,  in  fact,  one  of 
those  appointed  by  the  commissioners.  This  can- 
not therefore  be  called  a  grossly  improper  exercise 
of  the  power  of  appointment.  On  the  evidence 
before  me  I  hold  thdt  the  commissioners  acted  quite 
impartially.  I  do  not  say  that  I  should  have  ap- 
pointed all  three  of  these  particular  persons,  but  it 
IS  not  liccessary  for  me,  holding,  as  I  do,  that  the 
discretion  was  properly  exercised,  to  go  into  that 
question.  The  petition  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  petitioner,  Warry,  Robins,  and 
Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  Crown,  Baven  and  Bradley. 


V.C.  BACOIT'S  COVBT. 

Reported  by  the  Hon.  Bobxbt  Butlxb  and  F.  Oould, 
Esq.,  Barri8terB*Bt-lair. 


Thwrsday,  Bee.  4, 1873. 

Ex  parte  The  Bev.  John  Edwards. 

Prohibition — Commission  under  the  Church  Die- 

eipline  Act — Discretion  of  bishops — 3  ^  4  Vict 

c.  86,  8,  3. 

An  application  made  to  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of 

the  Court  of  Clhancery  out  of  term,  for  a  prohibit 

tion  to  prevent  tlie  Bishop  of  Qloucester  from 

issuing  a  commission  unaer  the  Church  Disci' 

pline  Ad,  to  inquire  into  certain  offences  alleged 

to  have  been  committed  by  the  vicar  oj  a  varish, 

untU  the  vicar  had  been  heard  by  counsel  before 

the  bishop  as  to  certain  preliminary  objections, 

and  especially  as  to  the  fitness  of  the  promoter,  was 

refused,  the  court  holding  that  there  was  nothing 

in  the  Act  to  fetter  the  discretion  of  the  bishop. 

This  was  an  application  to  the  ordinary  jurisdiction 

of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  distinguished  from 

the  extraordinary  juriadusdotii  ^^^Va.^  Ss^  x^^^^s^^ 
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exerdsed  by  the  court,  and  was  made  here  because 
it  could  not  out  of  term  time  be  made  to  the  Court 
of  Queen's  B^ioh.  The  application  was  for  a  pro- 
hibition, and  was  made  under  the  following  cir- 
oumstanoes : — 

Certain  charges  had  been  made  by  a  Mr.  Combe, 
as  promoter,  i^ainst  the  plaintiff,  who  is  vicar  of 
Prestbury,  in  Gloucestershire,  and  the  bishop  had 
been  applied  to  to  issue  a  commission  under  the 
Church  Discipline  Act  (3  4  4  Vict.  c.  86),  the  3rd 
section  of  which  provides :  "  That  in  every  case  of 
any  derk  in  holy  orders  who  mav  be  charged  with 
any  offence  against  the  laws  ecclesiastical,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  bishop  of  the  diocese  within 
which  the  offence  is  alleged  or  reported  to  have 
been  committed,  on  the  application  of  any  party 
oomplaininggthereof,  or,  if  he  shall  think  fit,  of  his 
own  mere  motion,  to  issue  a  commission  under  his 
hand  and  seal  to  five  persons,  of  whom  one  shall  be 
his  vicar-general,  or  an  archdeacon  or  rural  dean 
within  the  diocese,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
inquiiT  as  to  the  grounds  of  such  charge  or  report. 
Provided  always  that  notice  of  the  mtention  to 
issue  such  commission,  under  the  hand  of  the 
bishop,  containing  an  intimation  of  the  nature  of 
the  offence,  together  with  the  names,  addition, 
and  residence  oFthe  party  on  whose  application  or 
motion  such  conmiission  shall  be  about  to  issue, 
shall  be  sent  by  the  bishop  to  the  party  accused 
fourteen  days  at  least  before  such  commission  shall 
issue." 

The  vicar  objected  to  the  commission  being 
issued  untU  the  bishop  had  heard  him  by  counsel 
on  his  behalf  as  to  certain  objections  which  he 
entertained  to  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  on 
the  ground  that  Mr.  Combe  was  not  a  fit  and 
proper  person  to  be  the  promoter ;  and  he  alleged 
that  Mr.  Combe  was  not  acting  bond  fide,  not  being 
the  real  promoter ;  that  he  was  a  Dissenter,  and 
that  he  was  being  maintained  by  other  persons. 
To  prevent  the  issuing  of  the  commission  the 
vicar,  on  the  26th  May  1873,  entered  a  caveat  in 
the  registry  of  the  Consistory  Court  of  Gloucester. 

On  the  7th  Nov.  1873,  notice  was  given  to  the 
vicar  of  the  intention  of  the  bishop  to  issue  the 
commission,  and  on  the  28th  Nov.  a  further  notice 
served  on  the  vicar  that  the  commission  had 


was 


would 


been  issued,  and  that  the  commissioners 
hold  a  sittiuG:  on  the  8th  Dec. 

The  vicar  consequently  now  moved,  ex  parte,  for 
a  prohibition,  insisting  on  his  right  to  be  heard  by 
counsel  before  any  proceeding  was  taken  under 
the  commission. 

Dr.  Siepltens,  Q.C.  and  PhiUimore  in  support  of 
the  application. — The  present  application  is  war- 
ranted by  authority :  see 

Re  Bateman,  L.  Bep.  9  Eq.  660  ;   22  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.  S.  60; 
Ex  parte  Lynch,  1  Madd.  15. 

The  bishop  is  to  give  fourteen  days'  notice  before 
issuing  the  commission,  and  to  state  the  name  and 
residence  of  the  promoter :  the  object  of  this  is 
clearly  to  give  the  accused  an  opportunity  of  rais- 
ing the  objection  that  the  promoter  is  not  a  fit 
and  proper  person.  It  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
bishop  whether  he  will  or  will  not  issue  the  com- 
mission. If  he  refuses  to  hear  a  preliminary 
objection,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has  power 
to  issue  a  mandamus  to  compel  him  to  do  so : 

HamdefCi  case,  JebVs  Bep.  330 ; 

Reg,  V.  ArchbUhop  ofCcmterhury,  6  E.  &  B.  546. 

The  bishop  ia  bound  to  decide  judicially  as  to  the 


person  of  the  promoter :  {El/phinHon  ▼.  Purchoi, 
L.  Rep.  3  P.  C.  246 ;  23  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  285.) 
Objections  have  in  former  cases  been  made  on  this 
point,  and  it  has  alwavs  been  held  that  the  objec- 
tion was  taken  too  late.  There  most  be  some 
S roper  time  for  raising  the  objection :  {MarUn  v. 
fackonochie,  L.  Bep.  2  A  &  E.  116, 123.)  Accord- 
ing to  the  old  practice  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts 
a  citation  was  never  issued  after  a  eaveai  had  been 
lodged  without  first  hearing  l^e  person  who  had 
lodged  it. 

Tne  Vice-Chancellor  said :  This  matter,  in  my 
opinion,  is  very  clear  indeed.  I  am  bound  by  the 
decision  in  Be  Bateman  (22  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  60.), 
which  has  been  referred  to,  and  I  entertain  no 
doubt  as  to  the  authority  of  the  court  to  issue  a 
prohibition  in  a  proper  case.  But  in  this  case  the 
argument  turns  upon,  and  must  be  confined  to, 
the  terms  of  the  statute.  The  statute  has  invested 
the  bishop  with  a  power  to  be  exercised  by  him, 
upon  the  application  of  anv  person,  to  institute 
the  inquiry  which  has  been  issued  in  this  case,  and 
he  is  bouna  moreover  to  give  fourteen  dajs'  notice  of 
that  to  the  person  who  is  concerned  in  that  inquiry, 
furnishing  nim  with  the  names,  descriptions,  and 
addresses  of  the  persons  promoting  the  charge. 
There  is  not  one  word  in  this  Act  of  Ptoliament 
that  abridges  the  power  of  the  bishop  to  issue  the 
commission.  There  is  no  preliminary  inquiry  to 
be  entered  into.  The  bishop  is  to  satisfy  ninuelf 
that  it  is  a  proper  case  in  which  an  inquiry  should 
be  made  by  means  of  the  commission,  and  his  only 
other  prehminary  duty  is  to  see  that  the  notice  u 
properly  given.  In  this  case  the  gentleman  who 
IS  now  moving,  upon  receiving  an  intimation  either 
that  the  commission  would  be  applied  for,  or  that 
it  would  be  granted,  lodges  what  is  called  a  caveat, 
a  wholly  inofficious  proceeding  as  it  seems  to  me. 
Under  what  obligation  is  the  bishop  to  take  any 
notice  of  his  caveat  ?  He  says,  "  I  desire  to  l» 
heard  by  counsel  on  the  objection  stated  in  my 
caveat ;"  and  the  bishop  thinks  it  is  not  a  case  in 
which  he  need  trouble  himself  to  hear  counsel,  for 
that  if  every  word  alleged  in  the  objection  were 
trae,  nevertneless  he,  in  his  discretion,  exercising 
the  authority  imposed  upon  him  by  the  Legislature, 
thinks  it  right  that  an  inquiry  should  be  made. 
None  of  the  cases  that  have  oeen  referred  to  toudi 
this  point  in  the  slightest  degree.  The  oases  of 
the  promoters  in  Martin  v.  Mackonochie  (L.  Ben. 
2  A.  &  B.  116. 123),  and  Elphmston  v.  Purehoi  (23 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.S.  285),  do  not  touch  it.  In  one 
the  judges  say:  "We  must  presume  that  the 
bishop  got  a  proper  promoter  before  he  surren- 
dered to  him  the  authority  to  prosecute  the  in- 
quiry." The  other  was  only  a  question  whether  of 
two  persons  one  was  preferable  to  be  promoter: 
and  there  is  not  the  shadow  of  a  dedsion  in  either 
of  them  upon  any  matter  touching  the  present 
application.  I  find  that  all  that  the  bishop  has  done 
has  been  done  leisurely,  deliberately,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  discretion,  and,  as  he  conceives,  in  the 
proper  exercise  of  his  function ;  and  he  has  pot 
this  matter  into  a  train  of  inquiry,  being,  I  sup- 
pose, though  I  know  not,  satisfied  that  if  all  the 
alleged  objections  were  proved  a  thooBaad  timet 
over,  it  would  be  no  reason  why  the  inquiry  shoiild 
not  g^  on.  Unless,  therefore,  there  ia  aomething 
in  the  Act  of  Parliament  that  compels  the  bishop 
to  make  some  preliminary  inquiry,  to  enlertsiii 
some  caveat,  to  have  a  litigation  not  oontempfaited 
by  the  statute,  but,  on  the  oontnury,  m  &r  as  the 
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Beg.  v.  Twist — Bjso.  v,  Wbaveb. 


[C.  Gas.  E. 


proTiaioiui  of  the  statute  so,  expressly  excluded,  I 
cannot  see  that  the  bishop  has  done  anything 
which  authorises  me  to  pronounce  that  ne  has 
exceeded  the  law.  Upon  all  that  is  before  me  in 
the  shape  of  evidence  I  think  he  has  acted  accord- 
ing to  law ;  and  I  have  no  authority  whatever  to 
interfere  with  the  power  which  the  statute  gives 
him. 
Solicitors,  BrooJeSt  Tcmner^  and  Jenkins. 


CBJOWV  CASES  BESEBVED. 

B«port«d  hj  JoHV  Thompsoit,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


ScUurday,  Nov.  15, 1873. 

(Before  Kxlly,  C.B.,  Blackburn,  and  Lush,  JJ., 
Pollock,  B.,  and  Hontvan,  J.) 

Beg.  v.  Twist. 

Larceny — Indictment —  Corpus  delicti. 
Prosecutor  bought  a  horse,  and  was  entitled  to  the 
return  of  10«.,  chap  money,  otU  of  the  purchase 
money.  Prosecutor,  afterwards,  on  the  same  day, 
met  ike  seUer,  the  prisoner,  and  others,  and  ashed 
the  seUer  for  the  10s.,  hut  he  said  he  had  no 
change,  and  offered  the  prosecutor  a  sovereign, 
who  could  not  change  it.  The  prosecutor  ashed 
whether  any  one  present  could  give  change.  The 
prisoner  said  he  cotdd,  but  would  not  give  it  to 
the  seller  of  the  horse,  but  would  give  it  to  the 
prosecutor,  and  produced  two  half-sovereigns.  The 
prosecutor  then  offered  a  sovereign  with  one  hand 
to  the  prisoner,  and  held  out  the  other  hand  for 
the  change.  The  prisoner  took  the  sovereign  and 
put  one  half-sovereign  only  in  the  prosecutor's 
hand,  and  slipped  the  other  into  the  hand  of  the 
seller,  who  re/used  to  give  it  to  the  prosecutor,  and 
ran  off  with  it. 
Held,    that    the   indictment    rightly    charged   the 

prisoner  wOh  stealing  a  sovereign. 
Case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  Worcestershire  Quarter  Sessions. 
Samuel  Twist  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last 
sessions  on  an  indictment  charging  him  with 
stealing  one  sovereign,  and  money  to  the  amount 
of  one  pound  from  the  prosecutor,  Bichard 
Pearson. 

The  facts  proved  were  as  follows:  The  prose- 
cutor purchased  a  horse  at  Winchcomb  Fair  on 
the  28th  July  last  from  a  person,  whose  name  did 
not  appear,  for  282.,  out  of  which  he  was  to  receive, 
but  aid  not  at  the  time  receive,  ten  shillings  by 
way  of  chap  money.  The  prisoner  was  not  present 
at  the  sale. 

Afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  the  prosecutor 
was  taking  the  horse  to  Evesham,  when  a  party 
with  horses,  amons  whom  were  the  prisoner  and 
the  person  who  had  sold  the  horse,  overtook  him, 
and  on  aniving  at  Evesham  he  was  surrounded 
and  pushed  about  by  the  same  party,  who  tried 
to  persuade  him  to  resell  the  horse,  which  turned 
oat  to  be  broken  winded,  for  102.  This  the  prose- 
ontor  refused  to  do,  saying  he  would  abide  by  the 
loBS,  and  he  then  asked  tne  person  who  had  sold 
him  the  horse  for  the  ten  shillings  chap  monev ; 
and  that  person  then  said  he  had  no  change  oy 
hiiDy  and  offered  the  prosecutor  a  sovereicm,  but 
the  proaecator  could  not  give  change,  as  he  had 
noihiiig  but  aovereigns  with  him. 

The  proeeoator  then  asked  whether  any  one 
fifcaeot  ooold  gire  the  chaoffe.  The  prisoner  said 
be  ooaU,  Irat  that  he  womd  not  give  it  to  the 


person  who  had  sold  the  horse,  but  would  give 
it  to  the  prosecutor,  and  he  held  out  two  half- 
sovereigns  towards  the  prosecutor  in  the  palm  of 
his  hand.  The  prosecutor  thereupon  took  a 
sovereign  out  of  his  pocket,  and  offered  it  to  the 
prisoner  with  one  hand,  and  at  the  same  time  held 
out  his  other  hand  for  the  change.  The  prisoner 
took  the  sovereign  so  offered  to  him  by  the  pro- 
secutor, and  put  one  of  his  half-sovereigns  only 
into  the  prosecutor's  hand  held  out  to  receive  the 
change,  and  slipped  the  other  half-sovereign  into 
the  hand  of  the  person  who  had  sold  the  horse, 
and  that  person  thereupon  stepped  back,  and 
though  asked,  refbsed  to  give  it  to  the  prosecutor. 

The  prosecutor  imme£ately  fetched  a  police- 
man, who  took  the  prisoner  into  custody,  but  the 
person  who  had  sold  the  horse  had  disappeared, 
and  has  not  since  been  heard  of.  The  prisoner 
on  being  charged  by  the  policeman  stated,  con- 
trary to  the  fact,  that  he  haa  given  both  the  half* 
sovereigns  to  the  prosecutor.  The  prosecutor 
would  not  have  given  his  sovereign  to  the 
prisoner,  unless  he  had  expected  to  receive  both 
the  half-sovereigns  shown  to  him  by  the  prisoner 
in  exchange. 

Upon  these  fsctB  I  directed  the  jury  that  if  they 
were  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  at  the  time 
when  he  took  the  sovereign  offered  to  him  for 
change  intended  to  defraud  the  prosecutor  of  the 
whole  or  any  part  thereof,  and  in  pursuance  of 
such  intention  traudulently  withheld  from  the  pro- 
secutor one  of  the  half-sovereigns  in  the  manner 
stated  in  the  evidence,  they  might  properly  find 
him  guilty,  but  if  otherwise,  they  ought  to  acquit. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  the 
prisoner  was  sentenced  to  four  months  imprison- 
ment with  hard  labour. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  it  was  objected  by  the 
counsel  for  the  prisoner  that  on  the  above  facts, 
even,  assuming  tnem  to  be  proved,  the  prisoner 
could  not  be  legally  convicted  of  the  offence 
charged  in  the  inoictment.  I  overruled  the 
objection,  but  reserved  the  point,  and  in  the 
meantime  respited  execution  of  the  judgment,  and 
admitted  the  prisoner  to  bail. 

The  question  on  which  I  respectfully  desire  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  is:  Whether  under  the 
circumstances  above  stated  the  prisoner  was  pro- 
perly convicted  of  larceny. 

(Signed)  B.  Paul  Arfhlett, 

Chairman  of  the  above  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Jelf  for  the  prosecution. 

Kelly,  C.B. — In  this  case  the  prosecutor  never 
parted  with  the  possession  of  the  sovereigpi,  and 
never  intended  to  part  with  it  unless  the  two  half- 
sovereigns  were  given  to  him  in  exchange.  The 
conviction  must  be  affirmed. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


(Before  Kelly,  C.B.,  Blackburn,  Lush,  and 
Gbove,  JJ.,  and  Pollock,  B.) 

Saturday,  Nov.  22, 1873. 

Beo.  v.  Weaveb. 

Evidence — Register  of  births — Certified  copy — 
14  ^  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  14. 
An  instrument  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  an  entry 
in  the  Register  Book  of  Births,  and  to  be  signed 
by  (he  officer  in  whose  custody  the  Register  oooh 
is  stated  therein  to  be^  is  OQCmuviibla  >nw 
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c.  99,  «.  14. 


8  produelion  v 


vthtli  ^  15  Vict. 

Cask  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  thie  conrt. 

Bandj  Weaver  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last 
Uidanmmer  Quarter  SeaHiocB  for  tbe  coimt;  of 
Glamorgan  on  an  indictment  for  imlawfnilj  and 
camallj  knoning  and  abueins  a  Rirl,  being  above 
the  age  of  ten  years  and  under  tbe  age  of  twelve 

The  prisoDer  iraa  convicted  upon  sufficient  evi- 
dence in  other  respects,  but  it  was  objected  by  the 
oouDBel  for  the  prisoner  that  the  proof  of  ^e  was 
not  sof&cient ;  and,  having  soine  doubt,  I  respited 
the  execution  of  the  sentence  of  penal  servitade 
for  five  years  in  order  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges. 

A  copy  of  an  entry  in  the  Register  Book  of 
Births  in  tbe  Be^strar's  District  of  Uerthvr 
Tydvil  Lower  certified  to  be  a  tree  copy  by  the 
deputy  superintendent  registrar,  with  a  Airtber 
oertificate  that  the  said  I^gister  Book  was  then 
lawfollj  in  bis  custody,  was  tendered  by  the  conn- 
Bel  for  the  prosecution  and  received  in  evidence. 
The  entry  proved  that  a  child,  named  therein  Jane 
Watkins,  waa,  at  the  date  of  the  offence  all^*ed 
in  the  indictment,  of  the  age  of  eleven  years  and 
eight  months.  This  certified  copy  was  tendered 
by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecation  withont  verify- 
ios  or  producing  it  in  the  proper  way,  no  witness 
being  in  attendsjice  to  do  so. 

Elisabeth  Abraham,  the  grandmother  of  the 
child  who  was  the  subject  of  the  indictment,  waa 
called,  and  spoke  the  Welsh  language  only.  I 
directed  tbe  sworn  interpreter  to  translate  every 
word  of  the  certified  copy  into  Welsh  in  the  hear- 
iog  of  the  witness.  She  then  said  : — "  I  believe, 
on  my  oath,  that  the  child  now  present,  and  known 
as  Jane  Watkins,  is  the  child  named  in  the  certifi- 
cate now  read."  She  also  proved  that  the  said 
child  was  the  illegitimate  child  of  Ann  Abraham, 


dan^ter  of  the  witness  (now  in  AostiBlift)  and  of 

Benjamin  Watkins ;  that  her  daoghtar,  Ann 
Abraham,  now  passed  as  Ann  Watkins ;  tiwt  sbB 
(the  witness)  was  present  at  the  birth,  bat  not  it 
the  registration  of  the  birth  of  her  danghtei't 
child,  and  that  the  said  child  was  baptized  in  tlw 
name  of  Jane  Watkins,  thongh  her  moUiec  wu 
unmarried,  and  was  Ann  Abraham,  and  that  dw 
did  not  know  the  precise  b{^  of  the  child  of  her 
own  knowledge,  but  knew  it  only  by  means  of  Um 
said  entry. 

Sergeant  Frederick  JenningB  proved  that  when 
he  arrested  the  prisoner,  and  informed  him  that 
he  was  "  chained  with  oamally  knowing  Jane 
Watkins  last  friday,"  he  replied,  "  I  have  nathing 
to  say.  She  is  a  wicked  girl.  I  could  have  no 
quiet  for  her,"  &c. 

I  tAld  the  jury  that  I  thoncht  there  was  some 
evidence  that  the  girl  Jane  Watkins  named  in  the 
indictment  was  the  Jane  Watkins  named  in  the 
register,  and,  if  they  were  satisfied  as  to  that  point, 
then  that  the  girl  was  within  the  statutable  »ge. 
aud  they  must  proceed  to  find  whether  the  prisoner 
had  committed  the  oflence  set  forth  in  the  indict- 

The  jury  brought  in  a  verdict  of  gnilt;. 

Tbe  point  reserved  on  which  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Aiipeal  is  requested  is  whether  the  re- 
ception of  tbe  certified  copy  of  the  /«2iator,  as 
tendered  by  the  counsel  for  tbe  prosecntion  with- 
ont  calling  a  witness  to  produce  it,  was  right,  and, 
oonpled  with  the  evidence  of  the  child's  grand- 
mother, was  sufficient  to  support  the  finriing  of  ^ 

The  certificate  itself  is  hereto  annexed,  and 
forms  part  of  the  case. 

(Signed)         Jko.  Coxb  Fowus, 
Deputy  Ch^rman  of  the  Qlamorganshin 
Quarter  Sessions. 
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H.  Liwu,  Dspnt7-Sa] 


By  the  U  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  sect.  14,  a  copy  of 
any  book  which  is  of  such  a  public  nature  as  to  be 
admissible  in  evidence  on  its  mere  production  from 
the  proper  custody,  is  made  admissible  in  evidence 
in  anv  conrt  of  justice,  provided  it  purport  to  be 

Xea  and  certified  as  a  true  copy  by  the  officer  to 
ae  custody  the  original  is  intrusted. 
No  oounsel  appeared  on  either  side. 
Keu.t,  C.B. — The  only  questions  raised  in  this 
cose  were,  first,  whether  there  was  evidence  of  the 
ideatitj  of  the  girl  Jane  Watkins,  upon  whom  the 


offence  was  committed,  with  the  Jane  Watkins 
named  in  the  certified  copy  of  the  entiT  and  the 
baptismal  register  produced,  abont  which  then  il 
no  doubt ;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  inatmmMt 
produced,  purporting  to  be  a  oertified  oc^iy  of  so 
entry  in  the  register  book  of  birUta  mm  adnif- 
sible  in  evidence  on  its  mere  prodaotum.  Atf 
depends  on  two  Acts  of  Parlianiait — Um  SA7 
Wm.  *,  o.  86.  and  the  14  &  16  Tiot.  o.  9fi,  a.  14. 
The  later  Act  is  the  material  one,  and  it  yaofiihs 
that  "  Whenever  any  book  or  other  ioaamaak  »  of 
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Buch  a  public  nature  as  to  be  admissible  in  evi- 
dence on  its  mere  production  from  the  proper  cus- 
todv,  and  no  statute  exists  which  renders  its  con- 
tents  provable  by  means  of  a  copy;  any  copy 
thereof,  or  extract  therefrom,  shall  be  admissible 
in  evidence  in  any  court  of  justice,  provided  it  be 
proved  to  be  an  examined  copy  or  extract,  or  pro- 
vided it  purport  to  be  signed  and  certified  as  a 
true  copj  or  extract  by  the  officer  to  whose  custody 
the  origmal  is  intrusted."  This  instrument  comes 
within  that  provision,  for  it  purports  to  be  a  true 
copy  of  an  entry  in  a  book  oi  a  public  nature, 
which  is  admissible  in  evidence  ou  its  mere  pro- 
duction certified  as  a  true  copy  by  the  officer  to 
whose  custody  the  original  is  entrusted. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


COITBT  OF  QXTEEVS  BEITCH, 

Beportod  by  J.  Shoett  and  M.  W.  McKbllab,  Esqrs., 

Barriaten-at-Law. 


Wednesday,  Nov,  19, 1873. 

Pncuco,  Peckham,  and  Greenwich  Street  Tram- 
ways Company  (apps).  v.  The  Assessment  Com- 
mittee OF  the  Greenwich  Union  (resps.) 

l}ramway  —  InahUity    to    rating — Tramways  Act 
1870  (33  ^  34  Vict,  c.  78). 

The  owners  of  tramways  constructed  wnder  the  prO' 
vutions  of  the  Tramways  Act  1870  (33  4*  34  Ftc.  c. 
78)  are  rateable  to  the  poor  rate  in  respect  of  the 
occupation  of  the  soil  by  the  tramways  so  con* 
ttrueted. 

This  was  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  general  assess- 
ment sessions  against  a  supplemental  valuation 
list  for  the  parish  of  St.  Paul's,  Deptford,  in  which 
was  included  the  appellants*  line  of  tramway 
within  that  portion  of  the  said  parish  which  lies 
within  the  county  of  Surrev.  And  after  due 
notice  of  appeal,  under  the  Valuation  Metropolis 
Act  1869,  to  the  assessment  sessions,  and  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  and  by  the  order  of  Hannen, 
J.,  dated  the  15th  Feb.  1872,  according  to  the  said 
Act,  the  following  case  has  been  stated  for  tne 
opinion  of  the  court : 

1.  The  appellants  are  a  company  formed  under 
the  private  Acts  known  ns  the  Pimlico,  Peckham, 
and  Greenwich  Street  Tramwavs  Act  1869  (32  &  33 
Vict.  c.  95),  the  Pimlico,  Peckham,  and  Greenwich 
Street  Tramways  Act  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  167), 
and  the  Pimlico,  Peckham,  and  Greenwich  Street 
Tramways  (Extension)  Act  1870  (33  &  34  Yict.  c. 
174),  with  which  is  incorporated  the  Tramways 
Act  1870  (33  &  44  Vict.  c.  78).  Upon  the  argu- 
ment of  this  case  either  party  is  to  be  at  liberty  to 
refer  to  any  of  the  said  Acts. 

2.  In  pursuance  of  the  above-mentioned  Acts, 
and  subject  to  their  provisions,  the  appellants 
ibrme4  themselves  into  a  company  for  the  laying 
down  and  working  certain  tramways  within  the 
Metropolis,  and  have  laid  down  and  now  work  the 
tramways  situate  in  the  respondents'  said  parish, 
in  respect  of  which  the  assessment  now  appealed 
agtf  nst  was  made. 

3.  The  said  tramway  was  laid  down  and  remains 
as  shown  by  the  model  (marked  A.),  which  is  to  be 
taken  as  part  of  this  case.  The  road  marked 
thereon  is  apnblio  street  or  highway  in  the  respon- 
dents' said  parish. 

4  Seok  Hoi  the  Tramways  Act  1870  gives  to 

Maa.  Gas.— Yoi.  TUL 


the  appellants  the  exclusive  use  of  the  tramway 
for  carriages  with  flange  wheels,  or  other  wheels 
suitable  only  to  run  on  the  prescribed  rail.  And 
sect.  54  of  the  same  Act  imposes  a  penalty  of  20Z. 
upon  persons  other  than  the  appellants  or  those 
claiming  under  them,  or  by  licence  &om  the  Board 
of  Trade,  as  by  that  Act  provided,  who  may  use  the 
tramway  with  carriages  with  flange  wheels  or 
other  wheels  suitable  only  to  run  on  the  prescribed 
rail. 

5.  By  sect.  46  of  the  said  Act,  the  local  authority 
of  the  district  in  which  any  tramway  is  laid  down 
has  power  to  make  regulations  as  to  the  following 
matters,  that  is  to  say : — 

(1.)  Speed  at  which  the  appellants*  carriages 
may  travel. 

(2.)  The  distances  between  the  carriages. 

(3.)  The  stoppages  of  carriages  using  the  tram- 
way. 

(4.)  The  traffic  of  the  road  in  which  the  tramway 
is  laid. 

6.  The  appellants  are  bound  by  sect.  48  of  the 
said  Act,  and  the  powers  thereunder  exercised,  to 
have  all  the  carriages,  drivers,  and  conductors 
working  on  their  tramway  duly  licensed.  By  sect. 
61  it  is  enacted,  as  follows  : — **  Nothing  in  this  Act 
shall  limit  the  powers  of  the  local  authority  or 
police  in  any  district  to  regulate  the  passage  of  any 
traffic  arong,  or  across  any  road  along  or  across 
which  any  tramways  are  laid  down,  and  such 
authority  or  police  may  exercise  their  authority  as 
well  on  as  on  the  tramway,  and  with  respect  as 
well  to  the  traffic  of  the  promoters  or  of  lessees  as 
to  the  traffic  of  other  persons."  The  appellants 
have  been  fined  by  the  magistrates  for  infringe- 
ment of  the  police  regulations  with  respect  to 
hackney  and  other  carriages,  and  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  have  confirmed  the  decision  of  the 
magistrate. 

7.  By  sect.  57  of  the  said  Act,  it  is  enacted  that 
the  appellants  should  not  acquire  or  be  deemed  to 
acquire  any  right  other  than  that  of  user  of  any 
road  along  or  across  which  their  tramways  are 
laid.  Ana  by  sect.  62  it  is  enacted  as  follows  : — 
"  Nothing  in  this  Act  or  in  any  bye-law  made 
under  this  Act  shall  take  away  or  abridge  the 
right  of  the  public  to  pass  along  or  across  every 
or  any  part  of  any  road  along  or  across  which  any 
tramway  is  laid,  whether  on  or  off  the  tramway 
with  carriages  not  having  flanse  wheels  or 
wheels  suitable  only  to  run  on  the  rail  of  the 
tramway. 

8.  Sects.  29,  30,  31,  32,  and  60  of  the  said  Act 
preserve  the  rights  of  certain  public  and  other 
authorities  to  alter  and  divert  tne  road,  and  sect. 
32  further  provides  that  the  said  authorities  shall 
not  be  liable  to  pay  the  appellants  any  compensa- 
tion for  injuries  done  to  the  tramway  by  the  execu- 
tion of  the  work  for  which  the  said  section  pro- 
vides, or  for  loss  of  traffic  occasioned  thereby,  or 
for  the  reasonable  exercise  of  the  powers  so  vested 
in  them  as  in  the  section  pro  video. 

9.  Sect.  35  of  the  said  Act  gives  power  to  the 
Board  of  Trade  to  issue  licences  (specifying  the 
tolls  to  be  paid  by  the  licensees  to  tne  appellants 
or  their  lessees)  to  persons  other  than  the  appel- 
lante  to  use  the  said  tramways  with  flange 
wheels,  where  it  has  been  proved  to  the  satis- 
faction of  a  referee,  under  the  said  Act,  that  the 
public  are  deprived  of  the  full  benefit  of  the  tram- 
way. 

10.  The  court  la  Vjo  Yosq^  ^t^^c  \ft  ^a»w  ^s^^ 
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infereooes  of  faot  as  the  court  of  general  assess- 
znent  sessions,  or  a  jury,  would  have  power  to 
draw. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 
whether  the  appellants  are  liable  to  be  included 
in  the  said  supplemental  valuation  list  in  respect 
of  the  said  tramway. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appel- 
lants are  liable  to  be  so  included  in  the  said  sup- 
plemental valuation  list  in  respect  of  the  said 
tramway,  then  the  question  as  to  what  amount  the 
valuation  is  to  stand  at  shall  be  referred  to  the 
judgment  and  determination  of  the  court  of 
general  assessment  sessions,  and  it  is  agreed 
that  a  judgment  in  conformity  with  the  decision 
of  this  court,  and  for  such  costs  as  the  court 
may  award,  shall  be  entered  for  the  respon- 
dents. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appel- 
lants are  not  liable  to  be  included  in  the  said 
supplemental  valuation  Ust,  then  judgment  is  in 
like  manner  to  be  entered  for  the  appellants, 
together  with  such  costs  as  the  court  may 
award. 

Oiffard,  Q.C.  (with  him  Poland),  for  the  appel- 
lants, contended  that  in  order  to  make  the  appel- 
lants liable  to  be  rated,  they  must  occupy  exclu- 
sively the  soil  of  the  land  in  respect  of  wnich  they 
are  rated,  and  that  there  was  no  such  exclusive 
occupation  in  the  present  case  by  the  Tramway 
Company  of  the  land  over  which  their  carriages 
passed.  In  Roads  v.  The  Overseers  of  Trumpington 
(23  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  821 ;  L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  62), 
Blackburn,  J.  says :  "  The  appellant  was  in 
the  occupation  of  the  land  in  respect  of  which 
he  was   rated,  and    he  was   therefore    properly 

rated K  he  had  a  mere  easement 

over  the  land,  he  was  not  in  possession,  and 
could  not  properly  be  rated."  The  facts  of  that 
case  showed  an  exclusive  occupation  by  the  ap- 
pellant, quite  dififerent  from  anything  that  is  to  be 
found  in  the  present  case.  There  the  appellant 
was  under  an  agreement  to  enter  upon  certain  land 
of  another  person,  and  there  dig  for  coprolites  in  a 
specified  manner,  and  should  effectually  fence  the 
excavations  and  complete  them  by  a  given  time, 
and  should  then  reinstate  the  land,  and  then  yield 
and  deliver  it  up.  There  were  no  words  giving  a  right 
to  the  exclusive  occupation  of  the  land,  but  the 
excavations  and  works  contemplated  by  the  agree- 
ment reouired  a  constant  occupation  of  the  land  by 
the  appellant  until  the  coproHtes  were  raised,  and 
the  land  could  not  be  used  for  any  other  purpose 
from  the  commencement  of  the  excavations  until 
it  had  been  reinstated,  which  could  not  be  done  for 
a  year  or  more  after  the  coprolites  were  raised. 
That  case  is  very  different  from  the  present.  In 
Smith  V.  The  Ovei'seers  of  8i.  Michael,  Cambridge 
(3  E.  &  E.  390),  the  court  said  of  the  agreement 
under  which  the  rooms  were  let  in  that  case : 
"  We  think  that  wo  must  look  not  so  much  at  the 
words  as  the  substance  of  the  agreement;  and 
taking  the  whole  together,"  &c.  So  here,  not  the 
words  of  one  particular  section  must  be  looked  at, 
but  the  general  meanincr  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament 
relating  to  tramways.  [Blackbuen,  J. — Is  not  the 
present  case  like  that  of  gas  pipes  under  a  road, 
as  to  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  owners  are 
(iable  to  be  rated  P]  It  is  submitted  that  the  cases 
are  not  similar.  The  tramway  becomes  part  of 
the  road  itself,  and  as  such  is  vested  in  the  parish 

thoritiea  by  virtue  of  sect.  96  of  the  Metropolitan 


Management  Act  1855  (18  &  19  Viet.  o.  120).  The 
question  really  turns  on  the  provuioDB  of  the 
General  Tramways  Act  (33  &  34  Y  ict.  c.  78).  Sect. 
34,  no  doubt,  gives  the  promoters  and  their  lessees 
"  the  exclusive  use  of  their  tramways  for  carriages 
with  iange  wheels,  or  other  wheels  suitable  only 
to  run  on  the  prescribed  rail;"  but  subaequont 
sections  of  the  Act  show  that  it  was  not  intended 
that  the  company  should  have  any  exclusive  occa- 
pation  of  any  part  of  the  road.  In  fact,  there  is  no 
exclusive  occupation  of  the  land  by  the  compaDy, 
and  it  is  only  such  an  occupation  that  is  liable  to 
be  rated;  except  when  the  company's  cars  are 
actually  passing  over  the  rails  the  company  has  no 
more  occupation  of  the  soil  on  which  tne  rails  are 
placed  than  the  general  public  have.  Sect.  57 
expresslv  enacts  that  "  notwithstanding  anything 
in  this  Act  contained,  the  promoters  of  any  tram- 
way shall  not  acquire,  or  be  deemed  to  acquire, 
any  right  other  that  of  user,  of  any  road  along  or 
across  which  the^  lay  any  tramway,  nor  shall  any- 
thing contained  m  this  Act  exempt  the  promotm 
of  any  tramway  laid  along  any  turnpike  road,  or 
any  other  person  using  such  tramway  from  the 
payment  of  such  tolls  as  may  be  levied  in  respect 
of  the  use  of  such  road  by  the  trustees  thereof" 
Sect.  61  provides  that  **  nothing  in  this  Act  shall 
limit  the  powers  of  the  local  authority  or  police  in 
any  district  to  regulate  the  passage  of  any  traffic 
along  or  across  any  road  along  or  across  wnich  any 
tramways  are  laid  down,  and  such  authority  or 
police  may  exercise  their  authority  as  well  on  aa 
off  the  tramway,  and  with  respect  as  well  to  the 
traffic  of  the  promoters  or  of  lessees  as  to  the  traffic 
of  other  persons."  Further,  sect.  62  provides  that 
"  nothing  in  this  Act  or  in  any  bye-law  made  under 
this  Act  shall  takeaway  or  abridge  the  right  of  the 
public  to  pass  along  or  across  every  or  any  part  of 
any  road  along  or  across  which  any  tramway  is 
laid,  whether  on  or  off  the  tramway,  with  carriages 
not  having  flange  wheels  or  wheels  8uitiJ>le  only 
to  run  on  the  rails  of  the  tramway.'*  These  provi- 
sions surely  give  no  exclusive  right  of  occupation 
to  the  tramway  conipany,  or  anything  beyond 
a  right  of  user  In  B.  v.  JoUife  (2  T.  R  90), 
it  was  held  that  if  A.  has  an  exclusive  right  of 
using  a  wavleave  over  lands  which  he  hoIoB  in 
common  witn  B.,  paying  B.  a  certain  sum  yeariy, 
and  has  the  privilege  of  using  a  wayleave  occupied 
by  C,  paying  him  so  much  per  ton  for  the  goods 
carried  over  it,  A  is  not  liable  to  be  rated 
to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  respect  of  either  of  such 
wayleaves.  This  case  was  followed  in  R,  v.  BeU 
(7  T.  B.  598),  in  which  the  appellants  were  held 
liable  to  be  rated,  but  on  grounds  which  would 
exempt  the  present  appellants.  There,  A  baring 
granted  to  B.  a  lease  for  years  of  wayleaves  (for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  coals),  and  the  liberty  of 
erecting  bridges  and  levelling  hills  over  oertain 
lands,  S.  made  the  waggon  ways,  inclosed  them, 
thereby  excluding  all  other  personst  erected 
bridges,  and  built  two  houses  on  the  land  for  his 
servants,  it  was  held  that  B.  was  liable  to  be  rated 
to  the  poor  for  the  ground  called  the  waggon  way. 
Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.  said :  "  I  entirely  agree  with 
the  opinion  in  the  case  of  B.  v.  JolUffe ;  but  this 
case  IS  very  distinguishable  from  that  . . .  without 
going  through  the  different  parts  of  the  oase  which 
show  an  occupation  of  the  ground  bv  tiie  defo* 
dants,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  genenuy  that  tW 
clearly  appear  to  be  the  occupiers."  QroM^  J.  isia: 
« It  is  impossible  to  read  this  case  wiQuml 
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that  the  defendants  have  the  exclusive  occupation 
of  this  gpround.  It  is  stated  in  the  case  that  the 
defendants  have  inclosed  the  ground  to  the  extent 
of  five  or  six  acres,  thereby  excluding  *  the  lessees 
of  the  dean  and  chapter  and  their  under  tenants, 
as  well  as  all  other  persons  ;'  that  they  have  placed 
l^tes  across  the  way*  erected  a  bridge,  and  built 
two  houses  on  it,  which  were  occupied  by  the  ser- 
vants of  the  defendants.  They  were  therefore 
properly  rated  as  the  occupiers  of  this  ground." 
There  is  nothing  like  exclusive  occupation  in  the 
present  case;  every  member  of  the  public  has  an 
equal  right  to  pass  over  the  space  on  which  the 
rails  are  laid.  LQ^^ain,  J.— In  The  Electric  Tele- 
graph Company  v.  The  Oveiseers  of  Salford  (24 
L.  J.  175,  M.  C),  it  was  held  that  the  Electric 
Telegraph  Company  was  liable  to  be  rated  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor  in  respect  of  the  telegraph  wires, 
posts,  and  land  in  which  the  same  were  fixed.]  The 
telegraph  posts  occupv  the  land ;  but  all  that  can 
be  said  of  the  rails  of  the  tramway  company  is,  that 
they  prove  a  stronger  foundation  for  the  road ;  the 
use  of  them  is  open  to  all  the  world.  There  is  no 
exclusive  physical  occupation  of  the  land,  as  in  B. 
▼.  BelL  [Blackbubn,  J. — ^Not  to  the  same  extent, 
no  doubt,  as  in  E.  v.  BeU,  But  in  point  of  fact 
does  not  the  tramway  occupy  the  landP]  It  is 
submitted  that  the  tramway  company  have  merely 
got  a  parliamentary  right  to  pave  the  road  in  a 
particular  manner.  [Quain,  J. — ^Is  not  the  pro- 
perty in  that  pavement  in  the  tramway  company  P] 
Under  sect.  41  of  the  Tramways  Act,  if  the  working 
of  the  tramwav  is  discontinued  for  three  months, 
the  Board  of  Irade  may  make  an  order  putting  an 
end  to  the  powers  of  the  promoters,  and  the  road 
aatbority  may  remove  the  tramway  at  the  expense 
<^  the  promoters.  Might  not  the  road  authority 
in  such  a  case  waive  the  removal,  and  would  the 
tramway  company  be  still  rateable  ?  [Blackburn, 
J. — ^That  would  not  be  a  practical  question,  whether 
they  were  rateable  at  all  or  rateable  at  nothing. 
Lush,  J. — I  see  by  sect.  41  that  the  rating  au- 
thority may  in  the  case  there  mentioned  sell  the 
matenals  of  the  tramway,  but  must  pay  over  to 
the  promoters  whatever  balance  is  left  after  pay- 
ing the  costs  of  removal.]  Sect.  25  shows  that 
the  top  of  the  tramway  is  to  be  part  of  the  surface 
of  the  road.  [Blackburn,  J.— Put  the  case  of  a 
cellar  leading  up  to  a  hole  over  which  there  is  an 
iron  covering  which  is  part  of  the  road,  and  over 
which  every  one  must  go.  Is  not  the  owner  of 
the  cellar  rateable  in  respect  of  itP]  There  is 
nothing  exclusive  either  in  the  occupation  or  the 
user  of  the  tramway  company.  [Blackburn,  J. — 
The  tramway  company  is  to  have  the  exclusive 
right  of  using  it  in  the  only  in  which  it  is  of  any 
use,  Le.,  with  carriages  with  flanged  wheels. 
With  regard  to  all  other  kinds  of  carriages,  these 
rails  are  an  obstruction  rather  than  otherwise  to 
the  use  of  the  road.] 

Field,  Q.C.  (with  him  BuUen),  for  the  Green- 
wich Assessment  Committee,  were  not  called 
upon. 

In  the  second  case  JET.  Lloyd,  Q.C.,  and  F.  M. 
WhUe  for  the  Lambeth  Assessment  Committee 
were  not  called  upon. 

Blaokbubit,  J. — I  think  we  need  not  trouble 
the  other  side.  When  once  we  imderstand  the 
ikoU  of  the  case,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  saying 
thttfe  the  tfamway  company  are  the  occupiers  of 
the  property  under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.    I 


quite  agree  with  the  first  proposition  laid  down 
by  Mr.  Giffard,  that  in  oraer  to  be  liable  under 
this  statute,  the  tramway  company  must  be  shown 
to  be  in  occupation  of  some  portion  of  the  land, 
but  I  do  not  agree  in  limiting  that  to  the  earthy 
or  solid  part  of  the  land.  I  think  if  they  occupy 
any  portion,  either  above  or  below,  that  is  suf- 
ficient. I  also  fully  agree  with  the  decision  in 
jB.  v.  JoUiffe  {ubi  supra),  that  where  a  person 
merely  enjoys  a  wayleave,  he  is  not  rateable  as  an 
occupier  of  any  portion  of  the  soil.  It  may  be 
that  the  actual  occupier,  if  he  receives  payment  in 
respect  of  it,  may  have  the  value  of  his  occupation 
thereby  enhanced,  but  the  person  who  enjoys  the 
easement  would  not  be  an  occupier.  But  when 
we  come  to  look  at  the  facts  of  the  present  case, 
we  find  a  different  state  of  things.  We  find  that 
under  the  Tramway  Companies  Act,  power  is 
given  to  the  company,  under  certain  conditions, 
to  lay  down  along  the  road  tramways  which  are  so 
constructed  that  carriages  with  flanges  may  run 
along  them;  and  the  tramways  are  laid  down 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  use*  by 
these  carriages  of  that  portion  of  the  road  on 
which  the  tramways  are  laid  down.  Taking  the 
whole  Act  together,  must  we  not  perceive  that 
the  intention  was  that  the  promoters  who  were  to 
lay  down  the  tramways  were  to  have  the  occu- 
pation of  that  portion  of  the  road  on  which  they 
should  be  laid  P  And  it  seems  to  me  that  they 
are  clearly  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  that 
occupation,  enhanced  in  value  by  their  power  of 
carrying  on  a  passenger  traffic  in  their  carriages ; 
just  as  in  the  case  of  ^as  and  water  companies, 
who  lay  down  their  mam  pipes  in  the  road,  and 
carry  them  along  beneath  its  surface.  Such  com- 
panies are  held  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  so 
much  of  their  land  as  their  pipes  fill.  Are  the 
tramway  companies  occupiers  of  land  in  the  same 
sense  in  which  the  owners  of  these  gas  and  water 
pipes  areP  There  is  this  difference  between  the 
two  cases,  that  the  pipes  are  generally  buried  in 
the  soil  and  under  the  pavement,  whilst  the  tram- 
ways are  placed  on  the  surface.  But  I  do  not 
think  that  difference  is  material.  Sect.  ^  of  the 
Tramways  Act  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  78)  enacts, 
that  "  the  promoters  of  tramways  authorized  b^ 
special  Act,  and  their  lessees,  may  use  on  their 
tramways  carriages  with  flange  wheels,  or  wheels 
suitable  only  to  run  on  the  rails  prescribed  bv 
such  Act ;  and,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  such 
special  Act  and  of  this  Act,  the  promoters  and 
their  lessees  shall  have  the  exclusive  use  of  their 
tramways  for  carriages  with  flange  wheels,  or 
other  wheels  suitable  only  to  run  on  the  prescribed 
rail."  The  promoters  are  to  have  "the  exclu- 
sive use  "  of  the  tramways.  Clearer  words  could 
hardly  be  used  to  show  that  the  tramways  are  to 
be  laid  down  solely  to  facilitate  the  passage  of  the 
company's  carriages.  Various  subsequent  sections 
of  the  Act  no  doubt  provide  that  notwitstanding 
this,  the  public  are  to  have  the  same  rights  over  the 
road  as  if  the  tramway  had  not  been  laid  down ; 
and  the  tramway  company  is  not  to  be  exempt 
from  the  payment  of  such  tolls  as  may  be  levied  in 
respect  of  the  use  of  the  road  by  the  trustees  thereof 
(sect.  57) ;  but  the  public  are  not  to  use  the  tram- 
ways for  the  sole  purpose  for  which  they  are  laid 
down ;  and  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act  are  not 
inconsistent  with  the  promoters  being  de  JaxAo 
occupiers  of  that  portion  of  the  road,  the  use  of 
whion  is  given  to  taem.  qlcX^sk^^  ^^^  ^'^A3^^<s^^fis 
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purpose.    Jodgment  most  therefore  be  i^Ten  for 
the  respondents, 

Luen,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  Act 
of  Parliament  enables  the  promoters  to  appropriat* 
to  their  own  pnrposes  a  certain  portion  of  the 
public  road  necesMry  for  the  couveTance  of  their 
carriages  along  tbe  road.  A  portion  of  the  soil 
ie  occupied  bj  them  for  that  purpose,  and  ezdn- 
eivelj  occupied.  The  promoters  are  not  tbe  less 
occupiers  because  the  public  have  a  riitht  to  pass 
over  tbe  surface  of  tbeir  rails.  The  tramway  itself 
is  exclusively  used  by  the  promoters,  and  thej  are 
liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  it. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  entirely  ot  the  same  opinion. 
I  am  unable  to  distiugnish  this  case  from  the 
cases  as  to  occupation  decided  under  the  Gas- 
works and  Waterworks  Acts.  The  principle  is 
laid  down  by  Wightman,  J.,  in  Bfg.  t.  Weil 
MidAteiex  Watenuorke  (1  B.  &  B.  720),  in  the 
following  terms :  "  In  this  case,  the  first  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  companies  are  rateable  for 
their  mains  which  are  laid  under  the  surfece 
ot  the  highway,  without  any  freehold  or  leasehold 
interest  in  the  soil  thereof  being  vested  in  the 
company.  We  think  they  are.  These  mains  are 
fixi?d  capital,  Tested  in  land.  The  coropanv  is  in 
possession  of  the  m^ns  buried  in  the  soil,  and  so  is, 
de  fnrto,  in  possession  of  that  space  iu  the  soil 
which  the  mains  fill,  for  a  purpose  beneficial  to 
itself.  The  decisions  are  uniform  in  holding  gas 
companies  to  be  rateable  in  respect  of  their  mains, 
although  the  occupation  of  such  mains  may  be 
de  facto  merely,  and  without  any  legal  or  equitable 
estate  in  the  land  where  the  mains  lie,  by  force  of 
some  statute."  It  seems  to  mo  that  the  only  dif- 
ference between  such  a  case  and  the  present  is, 
that  the  ges  and  water  mains  are  fixed  deeper  in 
the  soil  than  the  tramways  are.  According  to  the 
25th  section  of  the  Tramways  Act  1870,  every 
tramway  is  t«  be  "  Isid  and  maintained  iu  such 
manner  that  the  uppermost  surface  of  the  rail 
shall  be  on  a  level  with  the  surface  of  the  road." 
That  is  the  only  difference  between  the  two  cases. 
But  both  mains  and  rails  physically  occupy  the 
soil,  though  one  is  deeper  down  than  the  other. 
I  do  not  see  in  any  of  the  other  sections  of  the 
Act  which  have  been  referred  to  any  provision 
which  vnttrferes  with  the  occupation  of  the  soil  by 
the  tramway  company's  rails.  They  only  preserve 
to  the  public  the  rignt  of  going  over  the  surface. 
The  rails  remain  the  private  properly  of  tbe 
tramway  company ;  and  I  think  the  tramway  com- 
pany is  clearly  rateable  in  respect  of  the  occupation 
of  the  soil  by  them. 

Judgment  for  retpondenU. 

Attorneys  for  Tramway  Company,  Athwil, 
iforrii,  aud  Co. 

Attorneys  for  Lambeth  Assessment  Committee, 
Michael  AhrahatTia,  and  lloffey. 

Attorney  for  Greenwich  Assessment  Committee, 


Tub  Metbofolitan  Boabd  of  Wobkb  (apps.)  v. 
Flight  (resps.). 

ileli-npoUlan  Building  Ada — Ditngernna  striu^wes 
—  I'ai/mvnt  of  w(ieT«r«  incuired  in  respect  of 
d-iiiijeront  ftrtietaret — Surveyor't  feet — JUe(ro- 
r-J.Van  BttiUingt  Act  1855  (18  ^  19  Viet,  c  122), 

SmUi.  7S  a/  the  M«tr<^likM  BuUdingg  Act  1855 


(18  ^  19  Viei.  e.  122)  providet  Oat  w&ere  Ou 
comtnurioneri  cause  a  dangerou*  itrueittrt  to  ba 
taken  down  or  repaired,  "  all  aspauM  incurred 
by  the  taid  a>mmis$i07iert  in  retpeet  of"  iht 
eUmgeroua  struclvre  ghaO,  be  paid  by  the  owner  of 
tjKh  etructare,  ^c.  The  expente*  Own  paf/ahU 
include  the  eoele  of  preparing  notice*  and  poitiiijr 
them,  and  alto  a  reatonable  sum  for  the  elarVt 
time  in  terving  the  notitet,  bul  do  not  Miebid* 
geTteral  office  expeniet. 

Teis  is  a  case  stated  under  th«  20  A  21  Viet. 

0.43. 

1.  In  the  month  of  Jan.  1872,  a  certain  Btnictnre 
Bitua'«  at  5,  Davey's  Buildings,  Bedfordbary,  of 
which  Thomas  Flignb  was  the  owner,  was  certified 
to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  aa  the 
authority  for  the  regulation  and  anperviaioD  of 
dangerous  structures  under  the  MetropoUtaa 
Building  Act  1869  [32  &  33  Viet.  c.  82),  to  be  in  a 
dangerous  state.  Whereupon  the  said  board  on 
the  3rd  Feb.  duly  gave  notice  ia  writinff  to  the 
said  Thomas  Flight,  calling  upon  him,  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Metropolitan  Building 
Act  1855  (18  &  19  Vict,  c  122),  s.  72,  to  repair  or 
otherwise  secure  the  said  structure.  A  eummoo* 
was  issued  from  the  Bow-street  Folire  Court, 
calling  upon  him  to  appear  there  on  the  13th  May 
to  answer  a  complaint  of  tbe  Metropolitan  Board 
made  against  htm  for  having  failed  to  obey  such 
notice.  The  said  Thomas  flight  repaired  the 
premises,  and  upon  tbe  Ist  July  1872,  it 
was  reported  to  tbe  said  board  that  the  re- 
quirements of  the  said  notice  had  been  complied 

2.  On  the  11th  Jan.  1873,  the  ewd  Thomas 
Flight,  as  owner  of  the  said  premises,  ^peaied 
before  me  in  pursnanoe  of  a  summons  to  answer 


the  complaint  oF  tbe  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
for  neglecting  to  pay  on  demand  tbe  sum  of 
3{.  7e.  &d.  for  tbe  surveyor's  fee  and  special 
services  hereinaRier  set  out  in  the  5th  paragraph 
of  this  case. 

8.  On  the  bearing  of  the  said  Bummons  it  was 

S roved  that  the  said  structure  had,  upon  the  30th 
an.  1872,  been  reported  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  acting  in  execution  of  the  Metro- 
politan Building  Act  1869,  to  be  in  a  dangeroni 
Btate,  and  that  therenpon  a  reauisitiou  for  a 
survey  of  the  said  structure  had  oeen  issued  by 
the  said  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  directed  to 
one  Charles  Forster  Uayward,  a  competent  sur- 
veyor, requiring  him  to  certify  his  opinion  aa  to 
the  state  of  tbe  eaid  structure.  On  the  2nd  Feb. 
1873,  tbe  said  Charles  Forster  Hayward  certified 
the  s^d  structure  to  be  in  a  dangerous  state,  and 
upon  the  3rd  Feb.  notice  in  writing,  aa  required 
by  the  Metrooolitan  Building  Act  lEi55,  waa  ginn 
to  and  servea  upon  the  said  Thomas  Flight,  re- 
quiring him  to  repair  aud  secure  the  saia  atenc- 

4.  The  eaid  Thomas  Flight  did  not  obey  the 
Biud  notice,  and  on  tbe  17th  Feb.  it  was  further 
reported  by  tbe  said  Charles  Forster  Hayward  to 
the  said  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  that  the 
works  required  by  the  notice  to  be  done  had  not 
been  commenced.  On  the  10th  April,  it  was  im- 
ported by  the  said  Charles  Fornter  Hayward,  that 
the  works  had  been  partly  carried  out,  and  on  the 
3rd  May  it  was  again  reported  by  the  Mud  Charlw 
Forster  Hayward  that  nothing  had  been  done 
since  bis  last  report  of  4tb  ApriL 
complaint  was  made    befbre    r' 


MAGISTRATES*  OASES. 
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Bow-street,  and  a  summons  obtained  tberenpon, 
directed  to  the  said  Thomas  Flight,  calling  npoa 
him  to  appear  and  answer  a  ccmptaiDt  oj  the 
Metropolitan  Board  against  him  for  having  failed 
to  comply  with  the  requisition  of  the  said  notice  on 
the  3rd  Feb. ;  such  sumnioiis  came  on  for  hearing 
on  the  13th  May.  and  was  attended  on  beVialf  of 
the  Metropolitan  Board  hj  their  oSoer,  when,  in 
coDseqnenoe  of  the  repairs  being  in  progress,  the 
snmmons  was  adjonmed  by  consent  until  the  27th 
Mbj,  Inpon  which  day  the  said  Charles  Fomter 
Hayward  attended,  and  stating  that  the  works 
were  still  in  progresB,  a  further  adjournment  was 
granted  until  the  lOtb  June,  upon  which  latter 
day  the  case  was  again  adjoumed  until  the  1st 
July,  when  the  said  Charles  Forster  Hayward 
reported  that  the  works  had  been  completed,  and 
with  the  permission  of  the  magistrate  the  summons 
was  withdrawn. 

6.  It  was  farther  proved  on  the  said  hearing 
that  the  sam  of  21.  78.  6d.  hod  been  actually  paid 
by  the  said  Metropolitao  Board  of  Works  to  the 
•aid  Charles  Forster  Hayward  for  work  done  by 
him,  aerrices  rendered  and  expenses  incurred  by 
him  aa  disclosed  by  the  following  account : — 
Ths  Uetropoliton  Boaia, 

To.  C.  F.  HATWAKn,  Smrafoi. 
1S73.  £   I.  d. 

Fab.  2.  To  makioff  a  larray  of  the  itne- 

tcre,  Ao 0  15    0 

jSp«nat  S^nicei, 
Feb.  17,  &o.  The  boud's  notioe  not  tutTins  been 
OOmplisd  with  at  ths  aboTS  itmo- 
tnis  oertifled  dui^Tona,  report- 

iiiir  thBreon    10    0 

Moj  27,  fto.  Te  attAoding  the  polioe  aonrt  to 

pve  eridenoe 0    7    6 

Joly  1.  To  Tinting  the  atmotare  and  re. 
aoiHag  to  board  oompletion  of 
works  0    6    0 

£2  7  6 
And  it  also  alleged  that  the  said  board  had  incnrred 
other  expenses,  that  is  to  say,  lOs.  6d.  for  costs  in 
renpect  of  the  said  structure  belonging  to  the 
said  Thomas  Flight  so  certified  to  hare  been  in  a 
dangerous  state. 

6.  The  said  snm  of  10«.  6d.  was  charged  in  accor- 
danoe  with  a  table  of  tees  settled  by  a  resolution  of 
the  Bud  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  on  the  12th 
May  1871,  to  bo  levied  npon  owners  or  oooupiers 
in  respect  of  expenses  incurred  by  the  said  board 
in  exerdsing  its  powers  over  the  daniterous  struo- 
taree  of  the  metTOf>oliB,  pursuant  to  the  Metro- 
politan Bnilding  Act  1869. 

7.  The   resolution    of 
Board   of   Works,   together   with    the 
feea  so  settled,  were  put  ia  evidence,  and  as  an 
ezbibit  muked  "  A."  are  to  be  read  as  part  of  this 


proved  that  the  said  snm  of  10«.  6d., 
1  of  and  not  paid  by  the  said  Thomas 
made  up  of  the  following  items  :— 


4.  G«n«l  office  expuiMa 3    6 

10  6 
Whiofa  iteiDB  are  in  aocordanoe  with  the  table  of 
bea  ao  Mttled  1^  tbe  said  Metropolitan  Board  of 


9.  Evidence  was  given,  in  vindication  of  the 
reasonableness  of  the  said  table  of  fees,  that  the 
sum  of  10>.  6d.  demanded  of  the  said  Thomas 
Flight  was  a  fair  proportion,  if  he  was  liable  to 

Sy  the  same,  to  reqaire  him,  as  the  owner  of  a 
ngerous  structure,  to  contribu*'e  towards  the 
eipenses  incurred  generally  by  the  said  Metro- 

Solitan  Board  of  Works  in  the  exercise  of  its  jnris- 
iction  over  the  dangerous  strucCnres  of  the  metro- 
polis under  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act  1869, 
and  the  tables  marked  exhibits  B.  and  C.  accom- 
panying  this  case,  and  to  be  read  as  part  of  it,  were 
put  in  evidence  to  support  this  view. 

In  reference  to  the  sum  of  21.  7e.  6d.  so  mid  as 
before  mentioned  to  the  said  Charles  Forster 
Hayward,  it  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant that  in  pomt  of  law  the  said  Charles 
Forster  Hayward  was  entitled  to  the  snm  of  2[. 
and  no  more,  for  all  or  any  services  he  might  have 
rendered  in  pnrsnance  of  the  requisition  m>m  the 
board  directing  him  to  visit  and  report  on  the  said 
structure  situate  at  5,  Davey's-buildings,  Bedford- 
bury,  and  that  as  to  the  item  of  7t.  6d,,  "  to  attend- 
ing the  police  court  to  give  evidence,"  no  charge 
could  be  made  for  it.  I  made  an  order  on  the 
said  Thomas  Flight  requiring  him  to  pay  21.  of 
the  amount  claimed  in  the  said  account,  but  I 
mode  no  order  as  to  the  sum  of  7s.  6d.  claimed  for 
attendance  at  the  police  court.  Ae  to  the  sum  of 
10«.  tid.  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  stud 
Thomas  Iilight,  the  owner  of  the  said  structure, 
that  the  smd  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  had  no 
power  to  make  any  such  choi^;  that  the  only 
expenses  the  said  Thomas  Flight  could  be  called 
upon  to  pay  were  the  actual  expenses  incurred  by 
the  said  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  work 
actually  done  upon  and  to  the  mrticular  structure 
situate  at  5,  Bavey'B-buildingB,BedfordbQi7,  afore- 
said, of  which  he  was  the  owner.  That  the  said 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  had  no  power  to 
frame  a  table  of  fees  to  be  applied  generally,  but 
were  only  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  for  the  moneye 
actually  expended  in  each  individual  case,  and  that 
by  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act  1855  [Amend- 
ment Act),  any  expenses  incurred  by  the  board  in 
carrying  intoexecution  part  2  of  the  said  Act  (being 
the  sections  relating  to  dangerous  atractares) 
should  be  deemed  to  be  part  of  the  expenses  in 
carrying  into  execution  the  said  Act,  and  should  be 
raised  and  paid  accordingly.  It  was  replied  on  the 
part  of  the  said  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  that 
It  was  clear,  from  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act 
1855,  that  the  Legislature  intended  that  the  ex- 
penses incurred  by  the  authority  supervising  and 
controlling  the  dangerous  strootures  of  the  metro- 
polis should  be  bcwne  by  the  owners  or  oocupierw 
of  such  dangerous  structures,  and  should  not  &11 
upon  the  rates.  That  by  sect.  4  of  the  Metro- 
politan Building  Act  1869,  powers  being  given  to 
the  said  board  over  all  the  dangerons  structures  of 
tbe  metr(^>olis,  the  board  was  entitled  under  the 
I3th  section  of  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act 
1855,  to  be  repaid  all  expenses  incurred  m  the 
exercise  of  those  powers ;  that  from  the  said 
exhibits  B.  and  C.  it  was  clear  that  heavy  expenses 
had  been  entailed  upon  the  board  in  the  general 
exercise  of  its  control  and  superrisiou  of  the  dan- 
gerous structures  of  the  metropolis.  That  the 
Items  set  out  in  the  table  of  fees  for  the  purpose 
of  meeting  these  expenses  had  been  birly  and 
regularly  calculated  so  as  to  make  every  owner  ae 
occupier  ol'  a  dangerooA  etouA.^t.'K.7K3  \i»^s*£-^p^» 
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portion  of  them  according  to  the  amount  of  the 
trouble  and  expenditure  to  which  he  might  put 
the  board;  that  the  charges  contained  in  the 
sum  of  10«.  6d,  were  reasonable  and  proper.  I 
refused  to  make  any  order  upon  the  said  Thomas 
Flight  in  reference  to  the  10a.  6d.  for  special  ser- 
vices. 

The  appellants  being  dissatisfied  with  my  de- 
cision,  as  being  erroneous  in  point  of  law, 
applied  to  me  in  writing  to  state  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which  I 
now  do. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  there- 
fore is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  before 
detailed,  I  was  right  in  refusing  to  make  an  order 
for  the  Sa,  6cL  or  any  port  thereof,  the  sum  of  2«. 
costs  of  the  withdrawn  summons,  part  of  the  said 
sum  of  10«.  6(2.,  not  being  in  contest  between  the 
parties. 

Fkedk.  Flowebs. 


Phtlhrick,  on  behalf  of  the  appellants,  contended 
that  as  tp  the  8«.  6d,  the  magistrate  was  wrong  in 
refusing  to  make  an  order  for  the  pajrment  of  it 
by  the  respondent.  Sect.  69  of  the  Metropolitan 
Buildings  Act  1855  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122),  empowers 
the  commissioners  to  have  a  survey  made  of  dan- 
gerous structures.  By  sect.  71,  on  the  completion 
of  his  survey,  the  surveyor  employed  is  to  cer- 
tify to  the  commissioners  his  opinion  as  to  the 
state  of  the  structure.  By  sect.  72,  if  the  certi- 
ficate is  to  the  effect  that  the  structure  is  in  a 
dangerous  state,  the  commissioners  are  to  cause  it 
to  be  shored  up  or  otherwise  secured,  and  a  proper 
hoard  or  fence  to  be  put  up  for  the  protection  of 
passengers,  and  to  cause  notice  in  writing  to  be 
given  to  the  owner  or  occupier,  requiring  him 
forthwith  to  take  down,  secure,  or  repair  the 
structure.  On  noncompliapce  with  this  notice,  a 
justice,  by  sect.  73,  may  summon  the  owner  or 
occupier,  and  make  an  order  to  comply  with  the 
requisition.  By  sect.  78,  if  any  special  service  is 
required  to  be  performed  by  the  oistrict  or  other 
surveyor,  under  these  enactments,  for  which  no 
fee  is  specified  in  the  schedule,  the  Metropolitan 
Board  may  order  such  fee  to  be  paid  for  such  ser- 
vice as  they  think  fit ;  and  by  sect.  79,  all  fees  so 
paid  to  the  district  or  other  surveyor  are  to  be 
deemed  to  be  expenses  incurred  by  the  commis- 
sioners in  the  matter  of  the  dangerous  structure 
in  respect  of  which  such  fees  are  paid,  and  are  to 
be  recoverable  by  them  from  the  owner  accord- 
ingly. The  8«.  6d.  in  respect  of  which  the 
magistrate  refused  to  make  the  order,  was  an 
expense  incurred  for  preparation  of  notices,  forms 
for  same,  postage,  clerk's  time  in  serving  notices, 
and  general  office  expenses,  which  are  clearly  ex- 
penses incurred  by  the  commissioners  "in  the 
matter  of  the  dangerous  structure,"  and  therefore 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  which,  in  this 
respect  are  not  altered  by  the  amending  Act  of 
1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  89).  [Quain,  J.— How  can 
^ou  be  entitled  to  2«.  6d,  for  general  office  expenses, 
m  addition  to  2«.  for  the  time  of  the  clerk  who 
served  the  particular  notice  P  Blackburn,  J. — If 
every  owner  kept  his  structure  in  good  order,  the 
general  office  expenses  would  still  go  on  as  before ; 
and,  if  the  appellant's  contention  on  this  point  be 
ri^ht,  in  case  there  was  a  single  defaulter,  the 
whole  of  the  general  office  expenses  would  Ywtv©  t«o  % 
be  borne  by  him.]  The  appellants  will  not  maASt  \ 
1  the  respondent's  liability  to  pay  the  2«.  6d.  lox  \ 


general  office  expenses ;  neither  will  thej  contend 
K)r  his  liability  to  pay  the  2«.  for  the  with- 
drawn summons.  They  insist,  however,  on  their 
right  to  be  paid  the  o&er  two  items,  amounting 
toOs. 

Waddy,  for  the  respondent,  relied  on  the  lan- 
guage of  sect.  73  of  the  Act  of  1865,  which  enacts 
uiat  "  if  the  owner  or  occupier,  to  whom  notice  is 
given  as  last  aforesaid,  fails  to  comply,  as  speedilj 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  permits,  witn  the  requisi- 
tion of  such  notice,  the  said  commissionere  may 
make  complaint  thereof  before  a  justice  of  tbs 
peace ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  justice  to 
order  the  owner,  or  on  his  default  the  occupier  of 
any  such  structure,  to  take  down,  repair,  or  other- 
wise secure,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  sarveTor 
who  made  such  survey  as  aforesaid,  or  of  such  other 
surveyor  as  the  said  commissioners  may  appoint, 
such  structure  or  such  part  thereof  as  appears  to 
him  to  be  in  a  dangerous  state,  within  a  time  to  be 
fixed  by  such  justice ;  and  in  case  the  same  is  not 
taken  down,  repaired,  or  otherwise  secured  within 
the  time  so  limited,  the  said  commissioners  may, 
with  all  convenient  speed,  cause  all  or  so  much  of 
such  structure  as  is  in  a  dkngerous  condition,  to  be 
taken  down,  repaired,  or  otherwise  eecored  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  requisite ;  and  all  expenses  in- 
curred by  the  said  commissioners  in  respect  of  ai^ 
dangerous  structure,  by  virtue  of  the  second  part 
of  this  Act,  shall  be  paid  by  the  owner  of  sudi 
structure,  but  without  preindioe  to  his  right  to 
recover  the  same  from  any  lessee  or  other  person 
liable  to  the  expenses  of  repairs."  It  is  submitted 
that  the  expenses  referred  to  in  the  latter  part  of 
this  section  are  expenses  incurred  in  the  doing  of 
the  requisite  repairs,  not  in  the  way  of  office  ex- 
penses— expenses  incurred  in  actually  doing  what 
the  owner  should  have  done.  [Quaik,  J. — The 
words  are,  "  incurred  in  respect  of  "  the  dangerous 
structure — not  "  paid."]  Even  supposing  that  the 
commissioners  could  recover  such  expenses  from 
the  owner,  under  the  Act  of  1855,  it  is  submitted 
that  this  is  altered  by  sect.  5  of  the  amending  Act 
of  1869,  which  provides  that  "  all  payments  di- 
rected by  part  2  of  the  Metropolitan  building  Act 
1855,  as  amended  by  this  Act,  to  be  made  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  in  respect  of  any 
structure  situate  within  the  limits  of  tnat  Act.  and 
not  within  the  city  of  London,  and  all  expenses  in- 
curred bv  the  said  board  in  carrying  into  execotkn 
part  2  of  the  said  Act,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  pait 
of  their  expenses  in  carrying  into  execntion  the 
said  Act,  and  shall  be  raised  and  paid  accord- 
ingly. 

Blackbubn,  J.— The  case  must  go  back  to  the 
magistrate,  with  our  opinion  that  as  to  the  6$. 
he  was  wrong,  but  as  to  the  2«.  6d.  that  he  wii 
right. 

Lush  and  Quain,  JJ.  concurred. 

Case  remitted  accordingljf. 

Attorney  for  appellants,  W,  W.  Smtih, 
Attorney  for  respondent,  BaU. 
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Friday,  Nov.  14,  1873. 

Tn  Uatok  and  Cobpobatioh  o?  Kiddebiiinstek 
V.  Habdwick. 

Corporalion — Parol  eontract  —  Jfu/utdtfy  —  Port 
perfomumee — Corporate  Mol—Town  derh — Aa- 
thority  of — Agent  appointed  under  teai. 

Inpurtuanee  of  a  retoljUion  of  the  tmon  council  of 
K.,  patted  on  the  \llh  July  1872,  aniJ  entered  ut 
the  corporation  hoolet,  and  sealed  with  the  eorpo' 
raie  teal,  a  market,  and  the  toll*  thereof,  belong- 
ing to  the  corporation,  were,  on  the  18th  July  1872, 
put  up  to  leaie  by  auction  for  the  term  of  one  year, 
until  an  option  to  the  leteee  to  extend  the  term  to 
three  year«.  By  the  condifioni  of  auction  a  lease 
vat  to  be  granted  on  or  before  the  I7th  Aug.  1872, 
the  rent  to  be  paid  by  equal  monthly  paymenit, 
&e  firet  payment  to  be  made  to  the  clerk  of  the 
lettort  "immedialely  on  the  fall  of  the  hammer," 
and  the  Uttee  to  be  aiu>ayt  one  monlh't  rent  in 
adtwnee ;  and  in  case  of  failure  hy  the  leasee  to 
perform  onv  of  the  condifiona,  the  rent  then 
already  paid  woe  to  be  abiohUely  forfeited,  and 
the  leate  to  he  nuZi  and  void.  The  leaaee  maa  alto, 
"  at  the  fall  of  the  ha/mmer,"  to  produce  two  aure- 
tiet,  to  be  approved  of  by  the  leiaort  or  their 
elerk,  for  the  payment  of  rent  and  perfomanee  of 
eovenantt,  and  utho  were  cUio  fortluoilh  to  aign  the 
eonditiona  and  leaae. 

The  defendant,  at  the  highest  bidder,  befame  the 
puTcnater  or  renter  of  the  aaid  market  and  tolls 
for  one  year,  and  thereupon  the  eontract  at  the 
foot  of  the  conditions  was  signed  by  him,  and  also 
bt/  the  town  clerk,  although  the  latter  was  not 
authorited  by  the  corporation  under  aeal  so  to  do. 
The  defendant  also  paid  one  month's  rent  in 
advance  to  the  town  clerk;  huf,  not  being  pre- 
pared with  the  required  turetiea,  a  week's  time  was 
gimnlohimbylhelownelerk  toproduee  them,v)hich 
period  wot  tubtequently  further  extended.  A  report 
cf  the  above  lettiriga  to  the  defendant,  and  hia  pay- 
ment of  the  nuMtl/i'a  rent,  waa  made  to  the  eorpo- 
roiion,  and  waa  adopted  by  them  by  a  resolu- 
turn  of  the  ?fA  Auo.  1872,  entered  tn  the  cor- 
poratwn  hookt,  ana  sealed  with  the  corporation 
Mol. 

By  tomo  tniilake  the  t:^(  of  the  market  fruildinj^f 
were,  without  the  authority  of  the  oorporation, 
and  contrary  to  the  inttrudiona  of  the  town  clerk, 
handed  by  the  market  keeper  to  the  defendant,  who 
retained  them  for  some  daya,  but  who  never  other- 
mte  obtained  possession  of  the  vtarket,  and  never 
reeeived  any  toUt.  The  d^endant  finaUy  failed 
toproduee  hit  fureftee,  the  corporation  relet  the 
premitet  to  another  peraon,  and  brought  an  action 
againtt  the  defendant  to  recover  damages  for  his 
breach  of  contract. 

Held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  {KeUu,  C.B.  and 
Pigotf  and  FoUock,  BB.),  that,  as  the  contract 
wa*  not  under  the  corporation  seal,  or  signed  by 
aa  agent  of  the  corporation  duly  and  expretaly 
authorited  by  them  tinder  aeoZ  for  that  purpose, 
and  at  the  retohUion  of  the  7th  Aug.  waa  after  the 
brtaeh,  aaid  to  too  late  to  operate  as  a  rattfieaiion, 
and  fWfl  toot  no  tueh  part  performanee  at  to 
miiiiU  &»  d^endant  in  equUg  to  a  tpeoifie  perform- 
amtt  tm  lis  pari  o/ the  pla^ifft,  the  contract  wot 


void  for  want  of  mutuality,  and  the  plainHffa' 

action  thereon  was  not  sustainable. 

Per  KeUy,  C.B.—The  town  clerk,  although  he  it  tU 

agent   and  reprere^italive  of  the  corporation  for 

many  purposes,  ia  not  tlteir  agent  to  make  any 

contract  for  tlm  sale  or  letting  of  lands,  or  the 

leasing  of  any  incurporeul  hereditaments,  unless  he 

it  didy  and  expreaaly  authorised  under  the  seal  of 

the  corporation  for  that  purpose. 

Wood  i>.Tat«  (2  Boa.  ^  Pu(.   if.  B.  24,7]  and  The 

EccleBiosticBl  CommisB  loners  v.  lleriall  (L.  Rep. 

4  Ex.  162  ;  38,  L.  J.  93  Ex.)  and  other  similar 

cassa  ditlingaished. 

The  Fishmongers  Compuny  v.  Robertaon  (5  if.  4- 

Or.  131 ;  12  L.  J.,  k.  8.,  185,  0.  P.)  and  The 

Governor  OQd  Companj  o(  the  Copper  limers  of 

England  v.  Foi  (16  Q.  B.  229 ;  20  L.  J.  174,  Q.  B.) 

considered  and  commented  on. 

This  wbs  an  action  bv  the  Mayor  and  Corporation 

of  the  Borough  of  Kidderminster,  suing  as  the 

Local  Board  of  Health  for  that  borough,  against 

the  deFendant,  to  recover  damages  from  hirn  for 

an  alleged  breach  of  a  contract  by  him  to  take, 

as  the  lessee  thereof  from  the  plaintiffs,  at  a  yearly 

rent,  the  market  and   market  tolls  (tf  the  said 

borough. 

The  declaration  charged  that  the  plaintiffs,  aa 
and  being  the  Local  Board  of  Health  for  the 
Borough  of  Kidderminster,  were  possessed  of,  and 
entitled  to,  a  certain  public  market,  and  to  take 
the  tolls  in  respect  thereof  and  therein,  and  caused 
the  said  market  and  tolls  to  be  put  up  to  be  let  on 
lease  \>j  public  auction  on  the  18th  July  1872,  for 
a  certam  term,  to  wit,  from  the  18th  July  1872, 
to  the  16th  July  1873,  upon  (amongst  otbor)  con- 
ditions, that  the  highest  bidder  should  be  the  pur- 
chaser or  renter  of  the  said  tolls  for  the  said  term, 
and  that  on  or  before  the  17th  Aug.  then  next, 
the  plaintiffs,  as  such  local  board,  should  grant 
and  execute  a  lease  of  the  said  premises  to  the 
&nner  or  renter  thereof,  and  that  the  rent  to  be 
reserved  by  the  said  lease  should  be  pud  by  equal 
monthly  payments,  the  first  payment  thereof  to 
be  made  to  the  clerk  of  the  lessors,  or  to  the 
auctioneer,  imimediately  on  the  fall  ofthehammer,  and 
that  the  lessee  must  ^ways  be  one  quarter's  rent 
in  advance,  and  enter  intoacontract  to  that  effect ; 
and  that  if  the  lessee  should  at  any  time  neglect 
to  pay  any  or  either  of  such  monthly  paymeota 
when  and  as  the  same  shonid  become  one,  or  faU 
to  fefform  tlie  said  conditions,  the  rent  then  olr^dy 
paid  thould  be  absolutely  forfeited  to  the  lessors, 
and  the  leaae  so  to  be  granted  as  aforesaid,  should 
thenceforth,  at  the  option  only  of  the  lessors,  be 
null  and  void,  and  the  lesaors  in  either  case,  shonid 
be  at  liberty,  without  suit  at  law  or  in  equity,  to 
enter  immediately  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
then  happening  to  he  due,  or  to  grow  due,  or  to 
relet  the  same  premises,  or  any  port  thereof,  to 
any  other  tenant,  as  the  case  might  be,  and  all 
losses,  coats,  damages,  and  expenses  attepding  the 
nonperformance  of  the  said  conditions,  Ac.,  should 
be  made  good  by  the  defaulter ;  and  that  the 
lessee  of  the  said  tolls,  on  the  fall  of  the  hammer, 
should  produce  two  sureties,  to  be  approved  of  by 
the  lessors,  or  their  clerk,  for  the  doe  payment  of 
the  rent  and  performance  of  the  covenants,  to  ho 
reserved  and  contained  in  the  said  lease,  and  who 
should /(trt^tttiC^  sign  ilte  said  cenditiom  tuui  ibjK 
said  lease.  Tho  decVamiwan  "tXiea  v&fc^^  'Cm*.  '*>a 
defenduit  iraa  fbo  U^«&\.  XniiiKt  ^«e  Siwa  ™b&^  \«*- 
nuBee,  and  tliea  &£»«&  "wiStt  VSia  ■^isiidiia»'w»^««* 
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the  same  on  lease  for  the  said  term,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  350Z.,  and  to  execute  a  lease  containing  the 
stipulations  contained  in  the  said  conditions,  &c., 
and  then  paid  the  first  monthly  payment  of  rent 
in  advance;  and  before  suit  all  conditions,  &c., 
were  fulfilled,  &c.,  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  have 
the  defendant  produce  two  sureties  as  aforesaid, 
and  take  the  premises  on  lease  as  aforesaid,  and 
accept  such  lease  as  aforesaid ;  and  to  entitle  the 

Elaintiffs  to  bring  and  maintain  this  action  for  the 
reaches  hereinalter  mentioned,  yet  the  defendant 
refused  to  produce  such  sureties,  and  to  take  the 
said  premises  on  lease,  and  wholly  dispensed  with 
the  tender  of  any  lease,  and  refused  to  accept  the 
same,  and  to  pay  any  further  rent,  whereby,  &c, 
(assignment  of  damages). 

The  defendant  pleaded  various  pleas,  namely: 
First,  a  denial  of  the  agreement ;  secondly,  traver- 
sing the  plaintiffs'  possession  of  the  market  and  tolls ; 
thirdly,  denying  their  readiness  and  willingness 
to  lease ;  fourthly,  an  equitable  plea  that  the  plain- 
tiffs waived  and  dispensed  with  the  performance 
of  the  conditions  with  respect  to  the  production 
by  the  defendant  of  the  two  sureties,  and  notwith- 
standing that  he  did  not  produce  them  at  the  fall 
of  the  hammer,  and  that  the  lease  was  not  signed 
by  such  sureties,  the  plaintiffs  elected  not  to  re- 
scind the  said  alleged  contract,  but  elected  to  go 
on  with  the  same,  and  accepted  and  received  from 
the  defendant  the  first  monthly  payment  of  rent, 
&c.,  and  afterwards  let  the  defendant  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises  and  receipt  of  the  said 
tolls,  and  afterwards,  and  before  any  breach  by  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiffs  refused  to  execute  any 
lease,  or  to  accept  any  sureties,  and  discharged 
the  defendant  from  producing  them  and  paying 
any  further  rent ;  that  the  defendant  did  not  dis- 
pense with  the  tender  of  the  lease,  nor  refuse  to 
accept  the  same,  nor  refuse  to  pay  any  further 
rent ;  fifthly,  never  indebted. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  before  Honyman,  J.,  at 
the  last  summer  assizes  at  Worcester,  the  follow- 
ing appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the  case:  The 
plaintiffs  (the  mayor  and  corporation  of  the 
t)orough  of  Kidderminster)  were,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  PubUc  Health  Act  1848  (11  &  12  Vict. 
0.  63),  the  Local  Board  of  Health  for  the  said 
borough,  and  had,  in  the  year  1869,  under  the 
Local  Government  Act  1858  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98), 
sect.  50,  and  *the  provisions  of  The  Markets  and 
Fairs  Clauses  Act  1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  14)  con- 
structed and  established  a  public  market  for  the 
sale  of  cattle,  sheep,  vegetables,  and  other  matters 
and  things.  They  appointed  a  collector  to  receive 
and  collect  the  tolls,  and  kept  the  market  in  their 
own  hands.  The  collector  having  resigned  his 
office  in  June  1872,  the  plaintiffs  decided  on  putting 
up  the  market  and  market  tolls  to  auction,  and 
accordingly  at  a  monthly  meeting  of  the  **  general 
purposes  committee  "  of  the  town  council  on  the 
17th  July  1872,  a  resolution  was  duly  come  to, 
whereby  it  was  resolved  that  Messrs.  Downton  and 
Sons,  auctioneers,  at  Kidderminster,  should  be 
instructed  to  offer  the  market  and  market  tolls 
and  weighing-machine,  &c.,  for  sale  for  a  term  of 
years,  on  the  following  day.  That  resolution  was 
duly  entered  in  a  minute-book  kept  for  the 
purpose  of  and  containing  a  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  corporation,  and  was  signed  by  the 
ebairman  of  the  meeting,  and  seal^  with  the 

oorporation  seaJ.  \    v^  ^       •  

In  purauoDoe  of  that  resolation  the  market  aad  \  e&QC^  ^^?«&  \in&sm&svis^^  ^^a&m^  ^'i^^&.^naRhitioii 
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tolls,  ^.,  were  put  up  to  auotion  by  Downton 
and  Sons  on  the  l8th  July  1872,  and  at  that  anctioo 
the  defendant  was  the  highest  bidder  for,  and  be- 
came the  purchaser  or  renter  of,  the  market  and 
tolls,  at  the  rent  or  sum  of  350Z.  for  one  year,  from 
the  18th  July  1872,  with  power  to  the  lesaee  to 
extend  the  term  to  three  years  at  his  option.  The 
conditions  under  which  tne  premises  were  pat  up 
to  auction  provided  (amonsrst  other  things)  that 
the  highest  bidder  should  be  the  purchaaer  or 
renter  of  the  lots  in  question  for  the  said  term,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  would,  on  or  before  the  7ih  Am;. 
1872,  execute  a  lease  thereof  to  him  ;  the  rent  to  be 
reserved  by  such  lease  to  be  paid  by  equal 
monthly  payments,  the  first  payment  thereof  to  be 
made  to  the  clerk  of  the  lessors,  or  to  the  auc- 
tioneers, **  immediately,  at  ihefaUof  the  hammer,^ 
and  that  the  lessee  must  always  be  one  month's 
rent  in  advance,  and  enter  into  a  covenant  to  that 
effect ;  and  if  he  should  at  any  time  neglect  to  pay 
any  of  the  said  monthly  instalments,  or  fiul  to 
perform  any  of  the  said  conditions,  the  rent  then 
already  paid  should  be  absolutely  fatfeited  to  the 
lessors,  and  the  lease  so  to  be  granted  be  thence- 
forth absolutely  null  and  void,  &c.,  and  the  lessors 
might  at  once  re-enter  or  re-let  the  said  premises, 
&c.  And  «that  the  lessee,  **  on  the  faU  of  the  koM- 
mer"  should  produce  two  sureties,  to  be  approved 
of  by  the  lessors  or  their  clerk,  for  the  doe  pay- 
ment of  the  rent,  and  performance  of  the  oovenants 
to  be  contained  and  reserved  in  the  lease,  and 
who  should  also  forthwith  sign  the  said  oonditimifl 
and  the  said  lease. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  auction  the  defendant 
signed  a  contract  containing  the  above  conditions, 
which  was  also  signed  by  the  town  clerk,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  he  was  not  aaUiorised 
or  empowered  by  the  corporation  under  seal  so  to 
do.  The  defendant  then,  on  being  required  to  piy 
the  month's  rent  in  advance,  and  to  produce  his  two 
sureties,  replied  that  he  was  not,  at  the  moment, 
prepared  to  do  either  of  those  things,  but  would 
do  so  on  the  following  day.  On  the  next  day,  the 
19th  July,  the  defendant  called  upon  the  town 
clerk,  and  paid  to  him  the  first  month's  rent, 
amounting  to  29Z.  3«.  4€2.  He  was  not,  however, 
provided  with  the  req|uired  sureties,  and  a  week*8 
time  was  given  to  hmi  to  procure  them.  On  the 
27th  July,  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  town  derk 
stating  his  continuing  inability  to  find  sor^eB, 
and  that,  therefore,  he  feared  he  "must  neces- 
sarily fail  in  taking  to  the  market."  To  that 
letter  the  clerk  replied  on  the  3rd  Aug.,  that  un- 
less the  defendant  at  once  complied  with  the  con- 
ditions, and  found  the  two  sureties,  the  deposit 
would  be  forfeited,  and  the  tolls  would  be  re-let, 
and  the  defendant  be  held  liable  for  any  loss ;  and 
in  answer  to  that  letter  the  defendant,  on  the  4di 
Aug.,  wrote  expressing  his  inability  to  find  the 
sureties,  his  regret  at  having  been  so  foolish  as  to 
bid  for  the  market  and  tolls,  and  begeing  the  oor- 
poration to  deal  as  leniently  with  him  as  they 
possibly  could  do  under  the  ciroumstaaoes.  The 
time  for  finding  the  sureties  was  further  extended 
to  the  9th  Sept.  On  the  7th  Aug.,  at  a  meeting 
of  the  town  council,  a  report  of  the  letting  of  the 
market  and  tolls,  &c.,  by  auction,  to  the  defen- 
dant, and  the  payment  by  him  of  the  month's  rent 
in  advance,  and  his  &ilure  hitherto  to  find  sore- 
ties,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  was  read,  and 
a.^^TQr9^  «iiA  «A»^\aAl\  «svd  a  reeolutioii  to  tint 
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was  also  entered  in  the  minute  book,  signed  by 
the  chairman,  and  sealed  with  the  corporate 
seal. 

It  appeared  that  the  keys  of  the  market  had 
been  handed  over  to  the  defendant  under  some 
mistake  on  the  part  of  the  keeper  of  the  market, 
but  without  the  sanction  or  express  authority  of 
the  corporation  ;  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  de- 
fendant never  obtained  from  the  corporation  the 
actual  possession  of  the  market  buildings,  and 
never  was  in  the  receipt  of  the  tolls. 

As  the  defendant  finally  failed  to  produce "!  any 
sureties,  the  plaintiffs,  as  they  were  empowered  to 
do  by  the  conditions  under  which  the  defendant 
bid,  and  to  which  he  had  become  subject,  re-let  the 
premises  to  another  person  at  a  sum  less  than  that 
at  which  the  defendant  had  become  the  purchaser. 
They  also  retained  the  month's  rent  which  the 
defendant  had  paid  in  advance  as  a  deposit,  and  at 
lenfi^h,  in  November  1872,  brought  the  present 
action  against  him  to  recover  the  loss  incurred  by 
them  in  oonsec|uence  of  the  defendant's  breach  of 
contract  in  failmg  to  produce  his  sureties  and  take 
to  the  market. 

The  defendant  set  up  as  a  defence  in  answer  to 
the  action  that  the  contract  was  void  as  it  was  not 
under  seal,  and  also  because  there  was  a  want  of 
mutuality  in  the  matter  between  himself  and  the 
plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs,  however,  obtained  a 
verdict  for  45Z.,  and  leave  was  reserved  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  or  a  verdict 
for  himself  on  the  above  ground. 

A  rule  to  that  effect  was  accordingly  obtained, 
against  which 

R.  Vaughan  WiUiama  (with  him  were  Powell, 
Q.C.  and  /.  0.  Qrifjits)  for  the  plaintiffs,  now 
showed  cause. — If  it  be  conceded,  for  the  argu- 
ment's sake,  that  the  affixing  of  the  corporate 
seal  was  necessary  to  the  effecting  a  valid  con- 
tract in  this  case,  yet  nevertheless  the  resolu- 
tion of  the  17th  July  was  a  valid  appointment, 
under  seal,  by  the  corporation,  of  an  agent  to  act 
for  them  in  the  letting  of  these  premises,  and 
therefore  his  subsequent  acts,  whether  under  seal 
or  not,  would,  it  is  submitted,  bind  the  plaintiffs. 
[Ejellt,  C.B. — You  contend  that  a  contract  by  a 
corporation  not  under  seal,  is  binding  on  that  cor- 
poration if  it  be  entered  into  by  an  agent  on  their 
behalf,  duly  appointed  by  the  corporation  for  that 
purpose  by  a  resolution  under  seal  ?]  That  is  the 
contention  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs.  [Ansiie  for 
the  defendant,  contra. — the  person  who  signed  the 
contract  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  was  Mr. 
Morton  the  town  clerk,  and  not  Messrs.  Downton 
the  auctioneers,  who  were  the  agents  named  in 
the  resolution  of  the  17th  July.]  Then  secondly, 
if  that  be  so  yet,  nevertheless,  the  contract  is  still 
a  valid  and  binding  contract,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
folly  adopted,  ratified,  and  confirmed  by  the  cor- 
poration afterwards  in  their  resolution,  also  under 
seal,  of  the  7th  Aug.  A  subsequent  sealed  ratifica- 
tion of  a  previous  parol  contract  is  sufficient  to 
make  such  contract  a  binding  one.  If  that  were 
not  so,  a  corporation  could  never  sell  by  auction, 
or  appoint  an  agent,  or  comply  with  the  Statute  of 
Fraaos.  It  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the 
party,  who  has  committed  the  breach,  to  say  that 
the  o^er  party  cannot  ratify  the  contract  because 
of  the  breach,  especially  when,  at  the  very  moment, 
he  himself  was  seeking  for  indulgence,  which  was 
granted  to  him.  At  m\  events  it  was  an  offer  not 
wectadidt  ^od  ocmtinniag  down  to  the  7th  Aug., 
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when  it  was  ratified  and  adopted,  and  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  was  fully  satisfied.  But,  thirdly,  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  here  there  was  such  a  part  performance 
of  and  under  the  agreement  as  to  raise  an  equitable 
obligation  upon  the  corporation  to  grant  a  lease, 
and  to  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  specific 
performance  against  them  at  the  suit  of  the  defen- 
dant. There  was  part  performance,  first  in  the 
payment  and  acceptance  of  the  market  rent,  and 
secondly,  in  the  defendant  having  possession  of 
the  premises.  He  had,  and  kept,  the  keys  of  the 
market ;  whether  they  were  delivered  to  him  by  the 
clerk  or  not  is  immaterial ;  he  was  in  possession 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  corporation,  and  is  estopped 
from  saying  he  was  not.  Up  to  the  7th  Aug., 
though  the  defendant  had  not  produced  his  sureties, 
the  plaintiffs  were  treating  the  contract  as  partly 
performed.  They  might  have  ousted  him  at  once 
on  his  first  breach  after  the  fall  of  the  hammer, 
but,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  they  permitted 
him  to  sign  the  contract,  and  to  pay  the  month's 
rent,  and  then  extended  the  time  for  his  finding 
sureties  from  time  to  time  to  the  10th  Sept. 
Where  a  contract  is  varied  by  the  conduct  of 
the   parties,  equity  will,    where  there  has  been 

Eart  performance,  enforce  it  as  varied;  and 
ere,  on  the  defendant  producing  his  sure- 
ties on  the  9th  Sept.,  equity  would  have 
enforced  specific  performance,  although,  by  the 
original  contract,  the  sureties  were  to  appear  **  on 
the  fall  of  the  hammer."  The  following  cases  are 
authorities  for  the  proposition  contended  for  under 
the  third  head  of  my  argument: 

The  EccUsiaatical  CommiMumers  v.  MerraU,  L.  Bcp 

4  Ex.  162 ;  38  L.  J.  93,  Ex. ; 
Wood  V.  Tate,  2  Bob.  A  Pal.  N.  B.  247 ; 
Lester  v.  Foxcroft  (and  oases  there  oolleoted),  1  Wb.  A 

Tnd.,  L.  C.  in  Eq.  4th  edit.  p.  768,  (reported  1  CoUes 

P.  C.  108) ; 
Earl  of  Oxford* 8  Case,  2  lb.  601  (reported  1  Ch.  Bep.  1); 
Nunn  V.  FaJbian  (before  Lord  Cranworth,  L.  C.)  18 

L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  343;  L.  Bep.  1  Ch.  App.  34;  35 

L.  J.  140,  COi ;  14  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  343. 

[PiGOTT,  B.  referred  to  the  judgment  delivered 
by  Tindal,  C.J.  in  the  case  of  The  Fishmongers* 
Company  v.  Robertson  (5  Man.  &  Gr.  131 ;  12  L.  J., 
N.  S.,  185,  C.  P.)]  The  proposition  there  laid  down 
by  that  learned  judge  that,  where  the  persons  who 
are  parties  to  the  contract  with  the  corporation,  have 
received  the  benefit  of  the  consideration  moving 
from  the  corporation,  they  are  bound  by  the  con- 
tract, and  liable  to  be  sued  by  the  corporation, 
was  admitted  to  be  good  law  in  Doe  dem.  Penning' 
ion  and  others  v.  Taniere  (12  Q.  B.  998;  18  L.  J. 
49,  Q.  B.).  [Kelly,  C.B.— There  the  corporation 
could  not  have  turned  the  man  out  of  possession.] 
Nor  could  they  have  done  so  here.  [Kelly,  O.B. — 
You  must  not  assume  as  a  fact  that  which  is  denied 
by  the  other  side,  viz.,  that  the  defendant  was  ever 
let  into  possession.  Pollock,  B. — In  the  judgment 
in  The  Fishmongers*  Company  v.  Robertson,  at_p. 
194  of  5  Man.  &  Gr.,  and  p.  198  of  12  L.  J.,  O.F., 
Tindal,  G.J.  says,  ''It  may  possibly  be  the  case 
that,  up  to  the  time  of  the  corporation  adopting 
the  contract  by  performing  the  stipulations  on 
their  part,  there  was  a  want  of  mutuality,  from 
the  circumstance  of  the  corporation  not  being 
compellable  to  perform  their  contract,  and  that 
the  defendant  might  have  had,  during  that 
interval,  the  power  to  retract  and  in&v&t^  \.V^3b^ 
the  undeTtakmf^  «m.o\\xi\i^  \x^  ^  uu'duMiTni  •^o^M.tfv 
only  \  but  a^T  \i\ift  «i^«v\I\OTL  ci^  ^Qi^ft  ^st^Xswrf*.^-^ 
1  the   corpotativoTv,  >a^  VJn^   ysi\.oTifia5tf»   ^^  ^^^^ 
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part,  on  the  general  principles  of  reason,  the  right  ]  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
to  set  up  such  a  defence  appears  altogether  to  alleged  breach  of  an  agreement  by  the  defendant 
fail."  So  it  may  be  here  that  all  that  this  defen-  to  take  the  market  and  tolls  at  Eadderminster. 
dant  would  have  a  right  to  would  be  to  have  the  The  contract  appears  to  hare  been  made  under  the 
deposit  returned ;  but  not,  since  the  sureties  were  following  circumstances.  [His  Lordship  stated 
never  found,  to  have  the  contract  carried  out,  and  the  facts  as  set  out  above.]  The  aefendant 
80  there  might  be  no  correlative  right  of  action  by  sets  up  as  a  defence  to  this  action,  and  that  is 
the  plaintiffs  to  enforce  their  contract  at  law.]  really  the  onl^  defence  which  we  are  now  called 
At  the  "  fall  of  the  hammer"  there  was  a  contract  upon  to  consider,  that  there  was  no  mntoality  in 
which  was  subsequently  made  good  by  part  per-  this  agreement ;  that  it  was  an  agpreement  by  parol, 
formance  on  botn  sides.  The  case  of  The  Eccle-  or  in  writing  only ,  and  that  there  was  no  a^peement 
siasfical  Commiseianers  y,  Merrall  {uhi  sup.)  does  under  seal  to  which  the  plaintiff s  were  parties  in  the 
away  with  the  objection  urged  on  the  other  side,  eye  of  the  law,  and  consequently  that  there  was 
of  a  want  of  mutuality,  and  is  an  authority  for  the  no  mutualitv ;  and  that,  inasmuch  as  he  could  not 
proposition  that  there  is  sufficient  mutuality  if  the  have  compelled  them  to  execute  the  lease,  which 
obligation  be  legal  on  the  one  side  and  equitable  was  the  consideration  of  the  contract,  the  plaintiib 
on  the  other;  and  the  other  cases  which  I  have  are  not  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  against  him 
cited  support  that  proposition.  [Pollock,  B. —  for  breach  of  the  contract,  in  the  non-production 
No  doubt,  if  the  conduct  of  the  parties  were  such  of  his  sureties,  and  their  non-execution  of  t^e 
as  would  lead  the  court  to  hold  the  contract  esta-  i^eement.  Now,  it  has  been  contended,  in  a  very 
blished,  then  the  corporation  could  not  say  that  able  argument,  by  Mr.  Yaughan  Williams,  in  thtt 
they  wore  not  bound ;  but  here  the  utmost  that  first  place,  that,  the  authority  to  the  auctioneers  to 
the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to,  looking  at  the  put  tnis  market  and  the  tolls  up  to  auction,  and  to 
facts,  would  be  a  return  of  the  deposit.  Pigott,  sign  any  agreement  that  might  be  made  to  carry 
B. — By  the  conditions,  it  becomes  a  penalty  and  is  the  sale  and  purchase  into  effect,  having  been  givoi 
forfeited  on  the  defendant's  failing  to  perform  the  by  a  resolution,  under  seal,  on  the  part  of  the 
contract.]  The  present  case  is  not  within  any  of  corporation,  that  is  sufficient  to  give  effect  to  the 
the  cases  where  part  performance  has  been  held  contract ;  and  that  thus,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
to  be  no  ground  for  relief  in  equity.  The  first  the  plaintiffs  became  bound  by  the  contract  the 
case  is  that  where  the  payment  of  part  of  "  the  moment  that  the  auctioneer  knocked  the  property 
consideration  money  *'  is  not  a  part  performance  down  to  the  defendant,  as  the  highest  bidder. 
to  avoid  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  but  in  the  present  But,  inasmuch  as  the  agreement  was  not  signed  by 
<  ise  it  is  rent  and  not  "consideration  money."  Downton  and  Son  (the  auctioneers)  the  only  persona 
The  next  case  is  that  of  avoid  lease,  and  posses-  upon  whom  it  can  be  said  that  any  authority  at  all  was 
sion  granted,  where  a  continuing  in  possession  is  conferred  by  this  resolution,  under  seal,  on  the  part 
not  enough,  because  it  is  an  equivocal  act;  but  of  the  corporation,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  resola- 
not  so  the  payment  of  rent,  which  was  decided  in  tion  had  no  effect  whatsoever.  The  agreement  was 
Nunn  V.  Fabian  {uhi  sup.)  to  be  sufficient;  and  signed  by  the  Town  Clerk,  and  the  Town  Clerk, 
there  can  be  no  dispute,  in  the  present  case,  under  doubtless  for  many  purposes,  is  the  agent  and 
what  agreement  the  rent  was  paid  and  received,  representative  of  the  corporation ;  but  he  is  not 
Lastly,  this  case  comes  within  the  class  of  cases  the  agent  of  the  corporation  to  make  any  contract 
which  show  that,  where  a  <^orporation  is  created  to  for  the  sale  or  letting  of  lands,  or  the  leasing  of 
do  certain  acts,  they  may  do  the  authorised  acts  any  incorporeal  hereditament,  unless  he  is  duly 
without  a  sealed  contract.  The  plaintiffs  here  and  expressly  authorised  under  seal  of  the  oorpo- 
were  acting  as  a  board  of  health  under  the  statute,  ration  for  that  purpose.  There  is  no  such  autno- 
by  virtue  of  which  alone  they  are  enabled  to  take  rity  to  the  Town  Clerk  here.  This  agreement, 
these  tolls ;  and  it  is  admitted,  on  both  sides,  that  therefore,  is  void  and  of  no  effect ;  and  we  must 
they  had  a  statutory  right  to  take  and  to  lease  consider  whether  there  is  anything  else  to 
them.  [Pollock,  B. — The  principle  you  refer  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  this  action,  and 
applies  solely  to  trading  corporations.]  It  is  sub-  induce  us  to  hold  that  they  were  parties  to  this 
mitted  that  there  is  no  good  reason  why  that  contract,  although  they  have  never  ezecnted  it 
should  be,  nor  can  I  see  anv  distinction  between  under  seal.  The  argument  that  has  been  offered 
the  cases.  It  is  a  general  rule  not  confined  to  any  to  us  is  thi8,-^and  it  has  been  said  that  it  is  sup- 
particular  corporation.  In  the  most  recent  case  ported  by  several  authorities  which  have  been  re- 
on  the  subject.  The  South  of  Ireland  Collieru  Com-  ferred  to, — that,  although  it  is  true  that  the  oor- 
pany  {Limited)  v.  Waddle,  in  the  Excnequer  poration  were  not  expressly  parties  to  this  con- 
Chamber,  on  appeal  from  the  Common  Pleas,  tract,  although  it  is  not  a  contract  under  their 
Cockburn,  C. J.,  speaks  of  the  rule  as  "  a  relic  of  common  seal  at  all,  yet  that  it  has  been  in  part 
barbarous  antiquity:"  (L.  Rep.  4  C.  P.  617;  38  performed;  and  that,  consequently,  it  would  have 
L.  J.  338,  C.  P ;  18  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  405).  been  competent  to  the    defendant   forthwith   to 

Anstie  (with   him    were   Huddleston,  Q.C.  and  file  his  bill  in  equity  against  the  corporation,  to 

Mackey)  for  the  defendant,  cantra,  was  not  heard  enforce  the  performance  of  their  contract,  and  call 

in  support  of  his  rule.  upon  the  court  to  decree  specific  performance  of 

Kklly,  C.B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defen-  it.     That  proposition  is  contended  for,  first,  on  the 

dant's  rule  should  be  made  absolute  to  enter  a  authority  of  a  case  decided  in  this  coort.  The 

nonsuit  in  this  case,  on  the  ground  that  the  con-  Ecclegiaatical  Commissioners  v.  Merralt,      I  will 

tract,  not  having  been  under  the  seal  of  the  cor-  now  observe  at  once  upon  that  case  and  anon  the 

poration,  the    corporation    themselves    have   no  other  cases  which  have  been  cited,  and  to  which  I 

power  to  enforce  it ;  and   inasmuch  as  it  could  will  hereafter  advert,  that,  if  it  bad  appeared  in 

not,  for  the  Bame  reason,  have  been  enforced  ont\iQ  \  the  present  case,  as  it  did  in  that  oaae,  that  the 

part    of  the   defendant,    therrfore    there    \a  no  \  coiiV.t«jcXi  >mA  >Qe«vi  cs^rrv^  VaSa  effect   by  both 

mataalitjr,  and  the  action  is  not  maintaina^lo.  The  \  patVAsa— ha^  Xj^ti  m  ^^Mt^^RsA^scm^Xx)  <&m^  tsa 
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party,  that  is,  in  this  case,  b^  the  defendant,  and 
that,  consequently,  the  plaintiffs  had    had    the 
benefit  of  a  part  performance  of  the  contract  on 
the    part    of    the   defendant — that    would   have 
entitled  the  defendant  to  file  a  bill  in  equity,  and 
oall  for  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  although 
the  contract  was  not  under  seal,  and  so  would  have 
put  an  end  to  the  argument  that  there  was  no 
mutuality.     But  it  will  be  found  that  all  these 
cases  which  have  been  referred  to  are  cases  in 
which  there  has  been,  aciuaXLy  and  de  facto,  a  part 
performance  of  the  contract,  by  which  the  corpo- 
ration, who  deny  the  contract,  have  themselves 
taken,  received,  and  enjoyed  the  benefit  of  it. 
Now  let  us  soe  what  this  case  of  The  Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners  v.  Merrall  was.     It  was  there  held 
that  "one  who  enters  upon,  occupies,  and  pays 
rent  for  corporate  property  under  a  demise  for  a 
term  of  years,  made  on  behalf  of  the  corporation, 
but  not  sealed  with  their  common  seal,  becomes 
tenant  from  year  to  year  of  the  corporation,  on 
such  terms  of  the  demise  as  are  applicable  to  a 
yearly  tenancy."    It  must  be  observed,  in  the  first 
place,  that  even  there,  it  does  not  appear  that  such 
effect  was  given  to  the  contract  that  it  was  treated 
as  a  binding  contract  with  the  corporation  for  the 
demise  of  the  premises  for  twenty- one  vears.    All 
that   appears  is,  and  all  that  was  held  is,  that  a 
contract  had  been  entered  into  by  which  the  cor- 
poration, though  they  had  not  put  their  seal  to 
any  contract  at  all,  were  bound  bv  reason  of  part 
performance  having  taken  place,  of  which  they  had 
taken   the  benefit.      The  part  performance   was 
this — they  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  for  twenty- 
one  years;   no  such  lease  was  granted,  and  no 
such  contract  as  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years  was 
held  to  have  been  made  by  them,  or  to  have  been 
binding  upon  them.    But  what  appeared  was  this : 
having  entered  into  a  contract  to  grant  a  lease  for 
twenty-one  years,  they  had  delivered  over  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  to  the  intended  tenant,  the 
defendant,  wno  had  taken  possession  of  the  pre- 
mises, had  paid,  I  think  it  was,  two  or  three 
quarters*  rent,  as  it  became  due,  for  the  premises, 
and  had  thus  enjoyed  the  premises,  and  the  corpo- 
ration (the  plaintilfs)  received  that  rent,  and  thus 
took  the  entire  benefit  of  the  contract,  which  alone 
was  held  to  have  resulted  from  all  these  acts  done 
on  one  side,  and  on  the  other,  namely,  a  contract 
which  created  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year.    It  was 
held  that  there  was  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  not 
a  demise  for  a  term  of  twenty -one  years,  but  from 
year  to  year  by  the  corporation  to  the  defendant, 
there  having  been  part  performance  of  the  contract 
by  the  payment  of  rent  and  the  receipt  of  that  rent 
to  their  own  use  and  benefit  by  the  corporation 
(the  plaintiffs).     On  that  ground  it  was  held  that 
they  had  entered  into  a  binding  contract,  not 
indeed  for  the  grant  of  a  lease  of  twenty-one  years, 
but  for  the  creation  of  a  tenancy  and  the  demise  of 
the  premises  from  year  to  year  at  a  certain  rent, 
and   they    were   consequently    held    entitled    to 
recover  the  amount  of  rent  due,  as  upon  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year.    The  sole  ground  of  that  deci- 
sion was  that  there  the  corporation  had  themselves 
taken  and  received  the  benefit  of  a  part  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  for  a  tenancv  from  year  to  year, 
aod  that  ooniequently  it  would  have  been  compe- 
tent for  a  tenant  to  say,  "  It  is  true  there  is  no 
oontimot  binding  on  the  corporation  to  grant  me 
m  leasd  for  twenty-one  years,  bat  I  have  entered 
into  iibiB  pom/eeaoa  of  these  premiaeB,  and  I  have 


paid  my  rent  in  reliance  upon  such  a  contract, 
and    upon    the    plaintifis    who  have    contracted 
accordingly,   and,  therefore,  I  am  entitled  to  file 
a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract,"  and 
specific    performance  would  have  been   decreed. 
That  was  what  was  held  in  that  case.     By  way 
of  semhle  only  it  was  observed  by  the  Chief  Baron, 
''That  when  an  individual  contracts  with  a  cor- 
poration  in    such  a  manner  that   the   contract, 
though  not  under  seal,  may  be  enforced  in  equity 
against  them,  the  individual  is  bound  at  law  by 
any  stipulation  by  him  which  is  made  in  considera- 
tion of  the  liability  so  imposed  upon  them."    And 
in  the  case  now  before  us,  if  there  had  been  any 
part  performance  of  the  contract  of  which  the 
plaintifis  had  taken  the  benefit,  that  would  have 
entitled   the  defendant  to  call   for  a  decree  for 
specific  performance  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  the 
plaintifis  would  have  been  liable  to  that  decree, 
and  so  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  maintain 
this  action.    But  let  us  see  what  were  the  circum- 
stances,  and  what  is  said  to  have  been  a   part 
performance.     It  appears  that  upon  the  lot  being 
knocked  down  to  the  defendant   he  was  bound, 
under   the    contract,    immediately    to    pay    into 
the  hands  of  the  auctioneers,  as  representing  the 
corporation,    a    certain   deposit,   and   a  month's 
rent  in  advance,  and  he  was  also  bound  to  produce 
his  two  sureties,  who  were  thereupon,  then  and 
there,  forthwith  to  sign  the  agreement.     He  did 
pay  down  the  deposit  and  a  month*s  rent  in  ad- 
vance, but  he  was  unprepared  with  sureties,  and 
he  has  never  found  sureties,  so  as  to  perform  the 
contract  in  part  by  the  signature  of  these  sureties 
to  the  agreement.    The  question  is,  whether  there 
is  any  part  performance  of  the  contract  therefore, 
whicn  would  have  entitled  him  to  maintain  a  bill 
in  equity  for  specific  performance.    It  is  said  in  the 
first  place  that  it  was  part  performance  of  the  con- 
tract that  he  has  paid  the  deposit  and  the  month^s 
rent  in  advance,  and  that  the  corporation   (the 
plaintiffs)  have  received  that  deposit  and  month*s 
rent.     But  it  is  perfectlv  clear  that  that  is  no  part 
performance  of  the  contract,  unless  it  was  accom- 
panied, as  it  should  have  been,  or  at  all  events, 
followed  up,  within  such  time  as  the  plaintiffs  may 
have  acrreed  to  errant,  by  the  signature  of  these 
sureties.     He  did  pay  the  deposit  and  the  month's 
rent,  but  it  was  competent  for  the  corporation  to 
say,  "  We  receive  this  only  as  a  deposit,  and  as 
security  for  the  performonce  of  the  contract  by 
you  until  you  produce  your  sureties,  and  until  they 
execute  the  conditions  and  the  lease."    That  was 
never  done.     Therefore  this  was    no  part  per- 
formance of  the  contract.     On  the  contrary,  bj 
the  express  terms  of   one  of    the  conditions,  if 
the  defendant  failed  in  the  performance  of  his 
contract,  the  deposit  and  the  month's  rent  are  both 
forfeited.    Therefore  the  payment  of  a  sum  which 
is  forfeited  by  reason  of  non-performance  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  of  that  stipulation  in  the 
contract,  cannot  be  said  to  be  part  performance  of 
the  contract  by  him,  which  would  be  bindiuGT  on 
the  plaintiffs,  and  make  them  to  be  taken  to  have 
executed  the  contract  under  seal.     We  must  look 
then  to  the  question  of  the  non-production  of  the 
sureties,  and  of   their   not  having  executed  the 
agreement,  because  the  time,  at  which  there  must 
have  been  the  right  of  the  other  contracting  part»^ 
to  enforce  the  ^ttot\xiWic»  qI  \»i^^  ^iaw\i«R.\»  \s^  "^ 
biU  for  specific  v^Tlattoajacfe,  V^  >i>aa  >at^i»i^  v:^^  ^^ 
i  contract,  ior  ^\u!db.\i&  \a  «vi«\  'm  xXiva  w:8C^$s^*   ^^^ 


S40 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


Ex.] 


Thb    Matob  and  Go&pobation  of  Kidoebminsteb  v.  Habdwick. 


[Bx. 


breach  for  which  he  is  sued  is  that  he  failed  to  per- 
form the  condition  of  the  contract,  which  requured 
that  he  should  forthwith  produce  his  sureties,  and 
that  they  should  then  and    there    immediately 
execute  the  an-eement.      The  breach  was  com- 
mitted then  and  there,  and  the  question  therefore 
is,  whether  at  the  time  when  that  breach  was  com- 
mitted, which  was     immediately    upon    or    im- 
mediately after  the  knocking  down  of  the  lot  to 
the  defendant,  there  was  any  part  performance  of 
the  contract  which  would  enable  him  to  maintain 
a  bill  for  specific  performance.  There  was  none ;  he 
had  done  nothing  but  pay  the  deposit  and  the 
month's  rent  in  advance,  which,  as  I  have  already 
observed,  was  not  a  part  performance  of  the  con- 
tract until  he  had  performed  the  other  stipulation 
of  the  contract — that  is  entered  into  the  contract 
by  the  signatures  of  the  sureties.    Therefore  the 
whole  matter  was  in  fieri  during  the  week  or  ten 
days,  or  whatever  the  time  was,  that  they  were 
disposed  to  allow  to  the  defendant  for  the  execu- 
tion of  the  agreement  by  his  two  sureties.     Still, 
the  breach  was  committed  at  the  time  of   the 
knocking  down  of    the  lot  to  him,  and  it  was 
a    continuing  breach,  and    remained  a  continu- 
ing   breach,    and    the  whole  contract  remained 
in  fieri  betvreen  the  parties,  until  the  time  had 
expired,  for  which  they  had  fi:ranted  the  indul- 
gence, and  there  was  a  final  breach  of  the  con- 
tract on  his  part  in  not  producing  his  sureties. 
Therefore,  the  question  is,  whether  either  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  and  purchase  at  the  auction,  or 
when  the  time  had  expired  which  the  auctioneers 
— or  the  plaintiffs  we  will  say — had  allowed  to  the 
defendant  to  bring  forward  his  sureties,  and  for 
them  to  execute  the  agreement,  whether  at  that 
time,  when  the  breach  was  committed  for  which 
this  action  was  brought,  it  was  then  competent  to 
the  defendant  to  say,  '*  I  have  in  part  performed 
this  agreement,  you  the  corporation  (the  plain- 
tiffs) have  taken  the  benefit  of  my  part  perform- 
ance of  it,  and  so  you  cannot  escape  from  it."    It 
clearly  was  not  so ;  because,  as  I  have  observed, 
the  payment  of  the  deposit  .and  the  month's  rent 
in  advance,  was  merely  provisional,  conditional ;  it 
was  of  no  effect  when  the  breach  was  committed 
by  the  defendant  of  the  other  stipulation,  namely, 
in  not  bringing  forward  his  sureties.     It  is  clear, 
therefore,  as  far  as  regards  the  defendant  in  this 
case,  that  at  the  time  of  the  breach  committed,  he 
was  in  no  condition  to  have  compelled  specific  per- 
formance   of   this  contract  by   a  bill  in   equity 
against  the  corporation     Now,  let  us  look  at  the 
other  cases  relied  upon  by  Mr.  Yaughan  Williams, 
in   his  argument.     One  of  them,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  also  in  the  case  of  Tlie  Ecclesiastic^  Com- 
missioners V.  Merrall,  is   Wood  v.  Tate  (2  Boa.  & 
Pul.  N.  B.  247).     In  that  case,  a  corporation  had 
entered  into  an  agreement  for  a  demise,  for  a  long 
term  of  years,  of  certain  premises  to  the  defen- 
dant, and  the  defendant  had  been  let  into  posses- 
sion, and  had  occupied  and  paid  rent  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, who,  upon  the  rent  falling  into  arrear,  brought 
an  action  in  order  to  recover  it.    The  very  same 
question  arose  that  arose  in  MerralVs  case  in  this 
court,  namely,  whether,  although  there  was  no  in- 
strument  under  seal  by   which  the  corporation 
would  be  bound,  and  the  agreement  for  a  contract, 
Buch  as  to  be  binding,  must  have  been  under  seal, 
being  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years  by  a  corporation 
to  a  tenant,  althoufih  that  was  not  bo,  wVietVieT 
there  bad  been  a  part  perf  ormanoe  of  the  oontitcyot 
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because  the  defendant  had  been  let  into  pomession, 
he  had  enjoyed  the  land  for  a  considerable  time,  and 
had  paid  rent  to  the  corporation  in  respect  of  the 
demise,  and  the  action  was  brought,  or  tne  distress 
put  in  upon  his  premises,  in  order  to  recover  the 
arrears  of  that  rent.     It  was  there  held,  and  very 
properly,  that  there  was  a  part  performance  (rf  th« 
contract,  of  which  the  plamtiffs  (the  Ck>rporation) 
had  themselves  taken  tne  benefit,  by  allowing  the 
tenant  to  take  possession,  and  receiving  rent  from 
him  in  respect  of  his  tenancy  of  the  premisee ;  and 
that  after  that  they  could  not  say  that  they  had 
not  taken  the  benefit  of  the  contract.     They  woold 
have  been  liable  to  a  dettree  for  specific  perform- 
ance in  the  court  of  equity.  Accordingly,  upon  that 
ground,  and  upon  that  ground  only,  referred  to  by 
Sir  James  Msjisfield,  a  iudge  who  had  practised 
very  many  years  at  the  bar  in  a  court  of  equity, 
and  who  was  familiar  with  all  its   doctrines,  it 
was    decided    that    the    plaintiffs,     who     would 
themselves  have  been  bound  by  the  contract  on 
the  ground  that  I  have  mentioned,  and  would 
have  been  liable  to  a  decree  for  specific  perform- 
ance, were  entitled  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  con- 
tract and  to  sue.     But  there  is  another  case  which 
requires  more  attentive  consideration — the  case  of 
The  Fishmonger's  Company  v.  Robertson  (5  Man. 
&  G.  131 ;  12  L.  J.  N.  S.  185,  C.  P.)    In  that  case, 
as  in  this,  an  action  was  brought  by  a  corporation 
against  the  defendant  to  recover  a  sum  of  money 
which  was  payable  under  a  contract,  which  ooi^ 
tract  was  not  under  the  seal  of  the  plaintiffs  (the 
corporation),  but  which  had  been  acted  upon,  and 
of  which  the  plaintiffs  had  taken  the  benefit-,  and 
were  therefore  liable,  and  upon  that  ground  also, 
were  entitled  to  sue  upon  it.     In  a  very  elaborate 
judgment,  in  which  Tindal,  C.J.  enters  into  the 
law  with  reference  to  all  the  authorities,  his  Lcvd- 
ship  (at  page  193  of  5  Man.  &  G.,  and  page  198  of 
12  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.)  savs :  "The  question,  there- 
fore, becomes  this,  whether,  in  the  case  of  a  con- 
tract, executed    before  action  brought,  where  it 
appears  that  the  defendants  have  received  the 
whole  benefit  of  the  consideration  for  which  they 
bargained,  it  is  an  answer,  to  an  action  of  assamp- 
sit  by  the  corporation,  that  the  corporation  itself 
was  not  originally  bound  by  such  contract,  the 
same  not  having  been  under  their  common  seal. 
Upon  the  general  ground  of  reason  and  justice 
no  such  answer  can  be  set  up.    The  defendants, 
having  had  the  benefit  of  the  ].)erformance  by  the 
corporation  of  the  several  stipulations  into  which 
the^  entered,  have  received  the  consideration  for 
their  own  promise ;  such  promise  by  them  is,  there- 
fore, not  nudum  pactum ;  they  never  can  want  to 
sue  the  corporation  upon  the  contract,  in  order  to 
enforce   the    performance    of    those   stipulations 
which  have  already  been  voluntarily  p^ormed; 
and,  therefore,  no  sound  reason  can  be  suggested 
why  they  should  justifv  their  refusal  to  perform 
the  stipulations  made  by  them,  on  the  ground  of 
liability  to  sue  the  corporation,  which  suit  they 
can  never  want  to  sustain."    The  learned  Chief 
Justice  goes  on :  "  It  may  possibly  be  the  case 
that,  up  to  the  time  of  the  corporation  adopting 
the  contract  by  performing  the  stipiUationa  on 
their  part,  there  was  a  want  of  mutoalitT*  from 
the  corporation  not  being  compellable  to  perform 
their  contract;  and  that  the   defendants  might, 
during  that  interval,  have  the  power  to  retnoti 
axid.  m«\%\i  \it\ai(>  \K<^yc  Tmdertaking  amounted  to  a 
nudum  ^oicitum  <^t\^  T     ^\a^  ^^ivl  «i»k)3c)  \Jba  qaas 
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here.     At  the  time  when  this  risht  of  action  is 
said  to  have  arisen,  that  is,  at  the  time  of  the 
breach  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
to  find  two  sureties,  the  corporation  (to  use  the 
language  of  Chief  Justice  Tindal)  had  not  "  per- 
formed the  stipulations  of  the  contract,'*  they  nad 
not  put  their  seal  to  any  instrument,  and  the  con- 
sequence was  that  the  defendant  might,  at  any 
time,  when  called  upon  to  pay  the  deposit  money, 
when  afterwards  at  a  later  period  called  upon  to 
brmg  his  two  sureties  to  execute  the  agreement, 
have  said.  "I  am  not  bound  to  do  so — there  is  no 
mutuality.     You,  the  corporation,  the  plaintiffs, 
have  not  executed  any  instrument  under  seal.    I 
have  no  power  to  compel  you  to  execute  any  such 
instrument.    There  has  been  no  part  performance 
of  the  contract,  either  on  your  part  or  on  mine, 
which   would  enable  me   to  maintain  a  suit  for 
specific     performance,    and     under    these    cir- 
cumstances   there    is    no    mutuality,  and  I  am 
not  bound   to  do    what    you    seek  to  enforce." 
If  the   case  had    rested    there,  and   the  judg- 
ment   of   Chief    Justice    Tindal    had    gone    no 
further,  it  is  a  judgment  clearly  consistent  with 
tnat  which  I  am  now  pronouncing,  and  with  all 
the  authorities,  and  the  defence  set  up  in  this 
action.    But  we  find  that  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
undoubtedly  did  use  language  which,  upon  consi- 
dering the  very  high  authority  of  that  very  learned 
judge,  although  it  was  a  mere  obiter  dictum,  in- 
duced me  to  pause  and  contemplate  calling  on  the 
other  side  and  hearing  the  argument  out,  oefore  I 
should  seem  to  doubt   or  dispute  anything,  as 
matter  of  law,  which  had  fallen  from  so  high  an 
authority.    He  says  (5  M.  &  Gr.  p.  192;  12  L.  J., 
N.  S.  C.  P.  p.  198) :  "  Even  if  the  contract  put  in 
suit  by  the  corporation  had  been  on  their  part, 
executory  only,  not  executed" — that  is,  if  there 
had  been  no  part  performance  on  one  side  or  the 
other,   if  there   bad  been  merely    the    contract 
not   executed,   *'  we  feel  little  doubt  that  their 
suing  upon  the   contract  would    amount  to  an 
admission  on  record  by  them  that  such  contract 
was  duly  entered  into  on  their  part,  so  as  to  be 
obligatory  on  themselves;  and  that  such  admis- 
sion on  the  record  would  estop  them  from  setting 
up,  as  an  objection,  in  a  cross  action,  that  it  was 
not  sealed  with  their  common  seal."     His  Lord- 
ship then  refers  to  the  case  of   The  Mayor  of 
Theifard,   (in  Salkeld's  Reports,    p.    192;    Lord 
Bsym.  948;    Lord  Holt,  171)    as    an   authority 
for  the  principle  upon  which  he  founded  these 
observations,  and  seems  to  have  thought  that  such 
was  the  law.    Now,  when  we  refer  to  that  case  of 
The  MoAfor  of  Theiford,  it  does  not,  with  all  respect 
to  the  high  authority  of  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  sup- 
port this  in  any  way  whatever.    That  was  a  case 
in  which  there  had  bieen  a  mandamus  to  a  corpora- 
tion, and  the  corporation  were  to  return  certain 
foots  on  the  mandam/w*.    An  objection  was  made 
that  the  return  ought  to  have  been  sealed.    The 
ooort  held  that  it  was  quite  unnecessary ;  that  a 
retnm  to  a  mandamus  by  a  corporation  was  itself 
a  matter  of  record,  and  needs  no  seal.  But,  surely, 
there  is  a  difference  between  a  return  to  a  mar^ 
damns  which,  upon  the  principles  of  common  law, 
is  a  matter  of  record  of  itselt  and  therefore  re- 
qnires  no  seal  to  give  higher  authority  or  greater 
effect  to  it»  and  the  mere  allegation  in  a  declaration 
like  this — an  allegation  by  a  corporation  that  they 
have  entered  into  certain  contracts.    If  it  were 
not  00^  we  sbooM  be  placed  id  some  difBcaltj — ^if 


there  were  a  declaration  in  a  case  like  this,  con- 
sisting of  two  counts,  in  one  of  which  the  corpora- 
tion suleged  that  they  had  entered  into  a  certain 
contract,  and  had  put  their  seal  to  it ;  and  then,  in 
another  count  of  the  declaration,  they  alleged  that 
they  had  entered  into  the  ver^  same  contract 
(there  being  but  one  contract  m  the  case),  not 
under  seal,  but  by  writing  and  mere  signature 
only.  The  truth  is,  that  there  is  really  no  autho- 
rity but  this  for  saying  that  a  mere  allegation  in  a 
declaration  by  a  corporation,  or  single  individual, 
is  matter  of  record  binding  on  them.  I  am  glad, 
indeed,  to  find,  with  the  assistance  of  my  brother 
Pigott,  who,  like  myself,  was  a  good  deal  staggered 
by  this  sentence  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Tindal,  that,  in  another  case,  upon  a 
higher  authority  than  mine,  this  doctrine  pro- 
pounded by  Chief  Justice  Tindal  has  been  com- 
pletely, directly,  and  expressly  overruled.  I 
allude  to  the  case  of  The  Governor  and  Com^ 
pany  of  the  Copper  Miners  of  England  v.  Fo» 
16  Q.  B.  229 ;  20  L.  J.  174,  Q.  B.  There  the  action 
was,  like  this,  an  action  by  a  corporation  upon  an 
agreement  entered  into  between  them  and  the 
defendant  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  a  quantity 
of  iron;  it  was  a  contract  in  writing  only,  and 
not  under  seal.  The  objection  was  made  that,  not 
being  under  seal,  the  corporation  were  not  bound, 
that  there  was  no  mutuality,  and  therefore  the 
defendant  was  not  liable ;  and  it  was  held,  that 
there  was  no  mutuality,  that  the  corporation  were 
not  bound  by  the  instrument,  as  it  was  not  under 
seal,  and  that  the  defendant  could  set  up  the 
objection,  which  he  did  sot  up,  and  had  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  thereupon  in  his  favour.  Upon 
this  judgment  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  and 
the  observation  to  which  I  have  last  adverted,  being 
quoted  before  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  and  commented 
upon,  and  of  course  very  strongly  relied  upon  by 
the  counsel  for  the  corporation.  Lord  Campbell 
says  (at  p.  233  of  16  Q.  B.) :  "  These  observa- 
tions are  entitled  to  very  great  respect,  but  they 
were  not  part  of  the  decision  in  that  case.  Tindal, 
C.  J„  adds,  '  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine 
this  point  on  the  present  occasion.'  "  In  truth  the 
observation  is  entirely  an  obiter  dictum.  It  has 
been  also  urged  before  us  to-day,  that  there  was  a 
part  performance  of  the  present  contract  by  reason 
of  the  defendant  having  been  let  into  possession  : 
but  really,  when  we  look  into  the  evidence,  we 
find  that  that  allegation  is  entirely  unsupported. 
All  that  took  place  was  this :  while  the  matter  was 
in  fieri,  that  is,  after  he  had  paid  his  deposit,  the 
rent  in  advance,  and  while  he  was  taking  advan- 
tage of  the  indulgence  of  the  few  days  that  had 
been  granted  him  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  bringing 
forward  of  his  sureties,  although  it  appears  that 
the  town  clerk,  the  officer  of  the  corporation,  had 
forbidden  the  keys  to  be  deUvered  to  the  defendant, 
the  keys  of  the  market-place  were,  by  some  mis- 
take, delivered  to  him,  and  he  had  them  in  his 
possession  and  kept  them  for  some  time.  That  is 
said  to  be  a  part  performance  of  the  contract. 
Had  he  been  let  into  possession  by  the  deliberate 
act  of  the  corporation  it  would  have  been  a  different 
thing ;  but  the  truth  is,  it  was  by  a  mere  mistake, 
without  their  authority  at  all,  and  although  he 
may  be  said  to  have  had  virtual  possession  of  the 
market-place,  it  was  only  a  constructive  ^osseaaioiL. 
He  never  enterod  m\Ai  «aVqa2l  ^^aftaaaara.  ^sR.^^ 
market-p\a)C»",  \>ut»«36oN^«J!X»\i^TL«^«t  5aR«QL^^ftV^^ 
his  own  pro^t  ot  «A^ wi\A%e  \  \i^  tj^^^x  ^\»\fcm^\i5^'«^ 
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receive,  and  never  received  a  shilling  in  respect  of 
tolls;  therefore  it  was  in  no  respect  a  part  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  the  benefit  of  which 
passed  to  him  or  the  benefit  of  which  passed  to  the 
corporation.  Upon  all  these  grounds  I  think  the 
several  authorities  cited  have  failed  to  show  that 
the  defendant  would  have  been  entitled  to  main- 
tain a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  this  con- 
tract, and  consequently  that  there  was  no  mutu- 
ality, and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  by  a 
contract  which  they  are  said  to  have  entered  into, 
but  to  which  their  seal  was  not  afi&xed,  and  that, 
consequently,  so  far  as  the  points  to  which  I  have 
now  adverted  are  concerned,  the  action  is  not  main- 
tainable. Then,  finally  the  argument  is  submitted 
to  us  that  there  was  a  ratification  or  adoption  of 
this  contract  at  a  subsequent  period,  on  the  7th 
Aug.  1872 ;  and  that  the  corporation  then  did,  by  a 
resolution  under  seal,  so  far  adopt  this  contract 
which  was  supposed  to  be  enterea  into,  that  they 
received  and  adopted  the  report  of  their  com- 
mittee, which  stated  the  exact  facts  which  had 
taken  place.  But  supposing  this  to  amount 
to  a  ratification,  which  may  be  doubtful  — 
assuming  that  the  resolution  under  seal,  ex- 
pressly affirming  this  contract,  would  have  been 
a  ratification  and  adoption  of  the  contract,  which 
would  have  made  them  entitled  to  the  performance 
of  it — supposing  that  to  be  so,  it  came  too  late. 
If  it  had  oome  before  breach,  then  it  would  have 
been  competent  for  the  plaintiffs  probably  to  have 
insisted,  "You  have  broken  this  contract.  You 
cannot  say  there  is  no  mutuality  between  us,  and 
that  you  were  justified  in  breaking  it,  because  you 
were  under  no  obligation  to  perform  it,  inasmuch 
as  we  have  ratified  the  contract  under  seal,  and  we 
could  have  had  a  bill  for  specific  performance  filed 
against  us."  That  would  have  oeen  the  case  if 
this  ratification  had  taken  place  before  breach,  but 
it  came  only  after  breach.  The  time  which  we  are 
to  look  to,  IS  the  time  when  this  cause  of  action  on 
the  |)art  of  the  plaintiffs  came  into  existence,  and 
at  that  time  there  was  no  ratification  under  seal — 
no  contract  under  seal,  and  no  mutuality,  conse- 
quently the  defendant  could  have  maintained  no 
action  against  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs, 
therefore,  could  maintain  no  action  against  him. 
On  all  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule 
must  be  made  absolute. 

PiooTT,  B. — I  a^ee  with  my  Lord  that  there 
must  be  a  nonsuit  in  this  case.  I  do  no  not  pro- 
pose to  travel  over  again  all  the  ground  which  my 
lord  has  so  ably  taken  as  the  ground  for  his  judg- 
ment. He  has  reviewed  all  the  authorities,  and  I 
will  simply  say  that  I  think  the  nonsuit  must  be 
entered,  on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  mutuality 
between  these  parties  for  want  of  a  seal  to  the 
contract  between  them.  There  being  a  contract 
by  a  corporation  which,  in  the  ordinary  state  of 
things,  requires  a  seal,  we  find  that  there  is  no 
seal ;  and  what  my  lord  said,  as  to  the  confirma- 
tion at  a  later  period,  I  agree  with — that  that 
oomes  too  late,  tor  in  fact,  upon  the  dates,  the 
seal  is  not  put  to  the  document  of  the  7th  Aug. 
1872,  until  afler  the  defendant  had  withdrawn 
from  the  contract  altogether,  as  the  correspondence 
shows.  Therefore  there  is  no  seal  to  a  contract 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  at  any  time 
when  both  parti«»-  ^vore  concurring  in  a  contract. 
TTien  there  boin'^  no  seal,  is  there  anything  to 
show  that  this  caao  comes  within  any  oi  t\\e  «xc©p-  \ 
^ons  which  are  allowed  by  law,  and  oi  i^vVxlch  lYieTQ  « 


are  three  or  four  instances  to  be  foand  in  the 
books?  It  seems  to  me  that  it  does  not  come 
within  any  of  the  exceptions.  Mr.  Yanghan  Wil- 
liams has  argued  that  it  comes  within  this  excep- 
tion :  that  there  was  a  part  performance,  and  that, 
therefore,  it  was  not,  what  it  would  be  without  a 
seal,  ntidum  pactum ;  that  it  was  not  nudum  pac' 
turn  because  there  was  part  performance.  But  wnere 
is  the  part  performance  on  which  he  relies  ?  He 
says,  first  or  all,  there  was  a  deposit,  and  pa^^ment 
of  the  first  month's  rent;  that  the  plaintiffs  re- 
ceived that,  and  that  so  far  there  haa  been  a  part 
performance.  But  it  seems  to  me  that,  when  the 
conditions  of  sale  are  looked  at,  that  is  not  a  part 
performance  in  fact.  It  was  neither  paid  nor 
received  as  a  performance  of  the  contract.  It  was 
required  to  be  paid  as  in  the  nature  of  a  security, 
that  the  defendant  would  observe  and  perform  the 
conditions  under  which  the  auctioneer  was  sell- 
ing, and  under  which  his  bidding  was  accepted. 
The  language  of  the  conditions  under  which  that 
payment  is  made  is  this :  "  That  the  rent,  whidi 
shall  be  reserved  and  made  payable  by  the  lessee, 
shall  be  paid  by  equal  monthly  payments, 
the  first  payment  to  be  made  to  the  clerk 
of  the  lessors,  or  the  auctioneers,  in  advance, 
immediately  on  the  fall  of  the  hammer,  and 
the  lessee  must  always  be  one  month's  rent  in  ad- 
yance  and  enter  into  a  covenant  in  the  lease  to 
that  effect."  There  are  other  conditions  binding 
on  him,  and  then  it  says,  **  If  the  lessee  shall,  at 
any  time,  neglect  to  pay  any  or  either  of  snob 
monthly  payments,  when  the  same  shall  become 
due,  or  fail  to  perform  these  conditions,  or  any  of 
them,  the  rent  already  paid  to  be  absolutely  for- 
feited to  the  lessors,  and  so  on.  Therefore  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  sum  of  money,  so  deposited 
as  payment  of  rent  in  advance,  was  in  the  first 
instance  to  be  paid  down  before  the  contract  could 
be  signed  or  executed  between  them,  because  it 
was  to  be  "  at  the  fall  of  the  hammer."  The  mere 
fall  of  the  hammer  would  not  make  the  contrsct 
as  in  the  case  of  selling  lands  by  auction,  until 
there  be  asi^ature  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
This  sum  ot  money  was  deposited  as  a  security 
that  the  bidder  would  not  withdraw  from  any  of 
the  conditions.  It  became  a  penalty  when  be 
withdrew,  and  was  not  a  part  performance  in  any 
sense — not  in  the  sense  of  giving  a  right  to  a  \n\\ 
in  equity,  nor  as  being  a  part  performance  which 
would  exempt  the  contract  from  the  necessity  of 
being  sealea.  Well,  then,  is  there  any  other 
matter  which  can  be  relied  upon  as  showing  that 
there  was  a  part  performance  P  Mr.  Williams  has 
argued,  and  upon  the  note  of  the  trial  it  did  look, 
at  one  time,  as  though  there  had  been  a  possessioD 
given  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  and  a 
taking  possession  by  him,  or,  at  all  events,  a 
taking  possession  by  him  in  such  a  way  as  might 
have  operated  by  estoppel,  as  precluding  him  firom 
saying  that  he  nad  not  had  part  performance  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  so  setting  the  want 
of  a  seal  up  as  a  defence.  But  we  find  from  the 
note  that  there  was  an  order  from  the  town  clerk 
to  the  market  superintendent  and  reoeiver  not  to 
give  possession  to  the  defendant;  that  the  only 
thin?  that  person  did  was  to  g^ve  np  the  keys  to 
the  defendant  when  he  came  and  asVed  for  them. 
"  But,"  says  the  witness  Powell,  *'  I  went  on  col- 
lecting the  tolls  until  the  Thursday,*'  so  that  it  is 
c^SXa  cer^iKixi  XiVv^X)  \>V!A  mtness  fint  of  all  had  do 
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did  not  give  possession;  and,  thirdly,  that  the 
defendant  did  not  take  possession  in  the  sense  of 
taking  ponsession  as  a  part  performance.  He  got 
the  keys,  whether  that  might  have  been  for  the 
porpose  of  looking  at  the  market-honse  and  pre- 
mises does  net  appear,  and  it  was  not  found  by  the 
jury,  nor  was  it  left  to  the  jury,  nor  was  the 
learned  jadge  asked  to  put  this  to  the  jury,  "  Was 
this  a  part  performance  of  the  contract  P"  There- 
fore I  do  not  think  we  can,  on  the  bare  statement 
of  that  which  was  perfectly  ambiguous  on  the  note, 
say  that  there  was  a  part  performance  in  any  sense 
which  can  be  relied  on  as  being  a  ground  of  bring- 
ing this  within  the  exception  which  may  save  the 
necessity  for  a  seal.  That  seems  to  me  to  dispose 
of  those  mattters,  and  to  bring  us  to  the  only 
thing  in  the  case  which  has  really  during  the  argu- 
ment given  me  any  trouble,  and  that  is  what  my 
Lord  has  stated  also  affected  his  mind  for  a  time, 
namely,  the  dictum  of  Chief  Justice  Tindal  in  the 
case  of  The  FUhmongera*  Oompawy  y,  Bohertson ; 
because  the  Chief  Justice  there  does  use  clear  and 
explicit  language,  which  would  comprehend  a  case 
like  the  presen  t.  But,  when  we  find  that  Lord  Camp- 
bell, in  tne  case  which  has  been  adverted  to  by  my 
lord  (The  Copper  Miners  Company  v.  Fox),  has 
commented  on  that  dictv/m,  and  refused  to  be  bound 
by  it,  and  made  observations  to  show  that  it  is  not 
accurate,  and  cannot  be  acted  on  in  practice,  I 
am  no  longer  troubled  with  aay  difficulty  on  the 
subiect,  but  am  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench.  On  the  whole,  therefore,  though 
I  confess  I  look  upon  this  as  more  of  a  technicality 
than  anything  else,  and  am  sorry  to  give  the 
benefit  of  the  judgment  to  the  defendant,  who  is 
the  person  in  fault,  and  regret  that  he  should  be  at 
liberty  to  set  up  this  want  of  seal  as  his  defence  to 
this  action,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  law  is,  as  my 
Lord  has  laid  it  down,  and  that  we  are  bound  to 
give  effect  to  the  law  as  it  stands.  To  a  certain 
extent  the  plaintiffs  have  brought  this  matter  on 
themselves.  There  was  the  money  in  their  hands 
as  a  penalty.  The  defendant  said,  "  I  cannot  go 
on ;"  out  they  chose  to  persist,  in  spite  of  autho- 
rities, and  perhaps  of  advice,  in  going  on  litigating 
this  matter,  and  in  the  end,  after  a  long,  expensive, 
and  troublesome  lawsuit,  we  are  bound  to  give 
effect  to  a  technical  defence.  The  result,  however, 
is  that  the  nonsuit  must  be  entered. 

Pollock,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This 
action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  a  cor- 
poration, for  a  breach  ot  an  executory  contract, 
and  it  is  open,  under  these  circumstances,  to  the 
defendant  to  show  that,  although  the  contract  was 
executed,  as  he  admitted  it  was,  by  himself,  there 
was  no  mutually  by  reason  of  the  pliuutiffs  not 
being  bound.  That  proposition  is  very  clearly 
stated  in  one  of  the  early  cases  on  this  subject 
(The  Mayor  of  Stcford  v.  TiU,  4  Bing.  75 ;  5  L.  J. 
77,  C.  P.),  in  which  Chief  Justice  Best  says  this  : 
"  In  an  executory  contract  the  plaintiff  must  raise 
his  case  upon  an  express  promise ;  and  where  that 
is  so,  if  one  of  the  parties  is  not  in  a  condition  to 
enter  into  a  promise,  he  cannot  take  advantage  of 
a  promise  by  the  other,  because  there  would  be  no 
mutuality  in  the  contract.  We  do  not  decide, 
therefore,  that  a  corporation  could  sue  in  asaumv 
tU  on  every  express  promise,  because  if  the  con- 
tract were  execntory  tnere  might  be  no  mutuality 
of  benefit,  and  consequently  no  consideration.^ 
Theee  nitiee  (the  plamtiSa)  are  a  corporation, 
•nd  i^  MV  beat  sma  from  all  time  not  only  that 


corporations  must  act  under  seal,  but  that  it  is 
necessary  for  them  to  appoint  a^nts  or  attorneys 
for  the  transaction  of  their  business,  as  they  can- 
not act  for  themselves  in  person.    It  is  said  in 
Story  on  Agency  (7th  edit.  sect.  16)  "  they  are  an 
artificial  being,  and  they  cannot  act  except  through 
the  instrumentality  of  an  agent  or  attorney,  either 
speciall]^  pointed  out  by  the  act  of  incorporation, 
or  specially  authorised  by  the  corporation  to  act 
in  its  behalf,  and,  therefore,  such  a  corporation 
cannot  levy  a  fine,  or  acknowledge  a   aeed,  or 
appear  in  a  suit  except  by  an  attorney  or  agent ;" 
and  Story  there  refers,  as  authority  for  that  posi- 
tion, to  Co.  Litt.  66,  C.,  and  Com.  Dig.  "  Attor- 
ney," c.  2.    It  is  open,  therefore,  to  every  corpo- 
ration to  get  rid  of  the  whole  of  the  difficuli^,  as 
in  this  case  it  would  have  been  to  the  plaintiffs,  by 
appointing  their  agent  to  act  for  them  under  seal. 
That  seems  to  me  to  be  something  more  than  a 
mere  technical  objection.    I  should  be  inclined  to 
adopt  the  language  used  in  this  court,  in  their 
considered  judgment,  in  the  case  of  The  Mayor  of 
Ludlow  V.  Charlton  (6  M.  &  W.  815,  at  p.  823 ;  10 
L.  J.,  N.  S.,  75,  Ex.,  at  p.  79):  "We  feet  ourselves 
called  upon  to  say  that  the  rule  of  law  requiring 
contracts  entered  into  by  corporations  to  be  gone- 
rally  entered  into  under  seal,  and  not  by  parol, 
appears  to  us  to  be  one  by  no  means  of  a  merely 
technical  nature,  or  which  it  would  be  at  all  safe 
to  relax,  except  in  cases  warranted  by  the  prin- 
ciples to  which  we  have  already  adverted.    The 
seal  is  required  as  authenticating  the  concurrence 
of  the  whole  body  corporate.*'    I  cannot  imagine 
a  case  in  which  it  is  more  clear  that  that  rule 
ought  to  be  upheld  than  the  present,  when  we  are 
asked,  and  forcibly  asked,  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  plaintiffs,  to  assume  against  the  defendant 
a  great  deal  from  facts  which  consist  really  of  acts 
and  conduct  on  the  part  of  officers  of  the  corpora- 
tion.    When  once  we  are  asked  to  make  that 
assumption,  I  am  inclined  to  fall  back  on  the 
ancient  rule,  and  say,  they  are  a  corporate  body, 
and  if  I  am  dealing  with  a  corporate  Dody  I  must 
see  that  they  have  acted  under  their  common  seal. 
That  being  admitted  up  to  this  part  of  the  case, 
what  is  Raid  further  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  P    It 
is  said  this  case  is  brought  within  two  exceptions 
that  have  been  adduced  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  plantiffs,  one  of  which  he  very  properly  did 
not  rest  upon  very  strongly,  namely,  that  this  was 
an  ordinary  act  that  might  be  done  by  a  corpora- 
tion, as  in  the  case  of  a  trading  corporation  who 
are  selling  goods,  which  by  the  very  act  of  incor- 
poration they  are  intended  to  sell,  or  that  it  is  an 
every-day  matter  in  which  it  would  be  inconve- 
nient that  an  agent  should  be  created  under  seal. 
I  cannot  think  this  is  one  of  those  cases.    The 
other  is  a  more  important  consideration.    It  is 
this,  whether  there  has  been  anything  like  enjoy- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  defendant  which  would 
estop  him  from  saying,  having  actually  enjoyed 
that  for  which  he  oargained,  mat  there  was  no 
bargain  at  allP     This  case  cannot  be  brought 
within  the  exception.    It  fails,  in  fact,  because 
here  the  defendant  never  did  occupy  or  enjoy ;  and 
more  than  that,  I  see  no  circumstances  in  thii 
case  that  would  entitle  him,  if  he  had  filed  a  bill  in 
equity  against  the  plaintiffs,  to  have  enforced  the 
contract  upon  which  they  are  now  suisv^«    ^^ 
see  ground  Cot  B&pxv^  ^^\l«  VL  \ift  >mm^  ^^  ^\s^\a. 
equity  to  recoyet  \i\B  ^v;^%\\.  ^aa  xc^'^X.XiK^^  ^^wsr 
ceeded  •,  but  tYkafc  -wotjI'Ql  bK^^>awwi  ^xL'Oaa  ^gcwsoa^ 
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not  that  the  contract  was  &  good  one  and  oonld  be 
enforoed,  but  that  the  otontraot  had  fiuled  and 
fallea  through  on  aooonnt  ot  some  condnet  by  one 
portj  or  the  other.  On  alt  these  gronndB,  it  seema 
to  me  that  we  are  deciding,  not  only  according  to 
all  the  decisions  that  have  gone  before  on  this 
point,  bat  wo  are  deciding  on  a  very  safe  rale  for 
the  guidance  of  people  in  dealings  of  thie  kind 
between  iudiyidnals  and  corporations. 

Mulf  abtnlute  to  enter  a  nonruit. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintifia,  Robimon  and  Fret- 
ton,  35,  Lincoln'u-inn-fieids,  W.C,  agents  for 
Morelon,  town  clerk,  Kidderminster. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  Prior,  Bigg,  Charck, 
and  Adamt,  61,  Lin  coin's- inn-fields,  W.C.,  agents 
for  A.  W.  KnoU,  Worcester. 


Saturday.  Dec  13, 1873. 

Ea  ViCAB  OF  NSTHIR  StOWBT. 

PoVTTient  oui  of  court.^Land  Tax  Acta — Repair  of 
Vicarage — Purchase  of  "  landt "  to  be  tettled  to 
"  Iifa)  ueei,"  42  O^o.  3,  c.  116,  ».  100. 
By  «.  100  of  42   Oeo.  3,  (.  100,  turplut  $lock  in 
court  arieing  from  the  tale  of  land  for  the  re- 
demption of  land  laa  may  be  laid  out  t»  manori, 
mettuaget,  lande,  ienmnenls  and   heredilamentg, 
to  be  fettled  and  conveyed  la  like  utea   to  tho$e 
upon  which   the   lande   taken  were    eelHed.      A 
petition  by  a  vicar  for  the  repayment  to  him  out 
of  the  fund  in  court  of  money  dieburged  6)(  him 
for  repairs  to  the  vicarage  houee,  viae  dismieted 
at  an  unauthorieed   investment   under   the   Act, 
decitione  aUoioi'n^  rack  an  inveitmenl  under  the 
Lande  Clautet  Act  not  being  held  binding  on  the 
court  in  a  caee  under  this  Act, 
This  was  a  petition  praying  that  a  snm  of  300i. 
laid  out  by  Dr.   Langtord,  the   present  vicar  of 
Nether  Stowey,  in  repairing  the  vicarage   house 
and    in    increaaing    the  accommodation  thereof, 
mi^ht  be  repaid  to  him  out  of  a  sum  of  3971. 13«.  4d. 
representing  a  fond  paid  into  court  in  1799,  as 
the  purchase-money  for  part  of  the  glebe  lands  for 
the  purpose  of  redeemiog  the  land-tax  charged 
on    the    vicarage.      The   sale   had    been   effected 
under  the  Lan^  Tax  Acts  of  38  Qeo.  3,  and  39 
Geo.  3. 

By  B.  100  of  42  Geo.  3,  o.  116,  it  is  enacted,  that 
whenever  there  shall  be  any  surplus  of  stock 
transferred  as  the  consideration  for,  or  purchased 
with  the  money  arising  from  any  sale,  mortgage, 
or  grant  made  by  virtue  of  the  Act,J  after  re- 
serving 80  mnch  oF  such  stock  as  shoald  be  agreed 
to  he  transferred  as  the  consideration  for  the  land 
tax  redeemed,  the  said  surplus  stock,  where  the 
manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments sold,  mortgaged,  or  charged,  are  situate 
in  England,  shall  be  placed  in  the  books  of  the 
bank  m  the  name  and  with  the  privitr  of  the 
Aocoontant- General  of  the  Court  of  Cfaancet^, 
to  the  intent  that  such  surplus  slock  may  be 
applied  under  the  direction  and  with  the  appro- 
bation of  the  ooDrt  in  the  discharge  of  any  aebt 
or  debts,  or  parts  thereof,  affecting  the  manors, 
taestuagee,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
C&e  Jana-tax  charged  whereon  shall  have  been  bo 
'•edeaioed,  or  where  the  same  shall  not  be  bo  ap- 
&b4  tiuU  tboa  li»  mme  Bhall  be  laid  ont  bM 


invested  under  the  like  description  and  appiD- 
bation  in  the  purchase  of  other  manora,  measuasea, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  which  shall 
be  set,  conveyed,  and  settled  to,  for,  and  npoa, 
such  and  the  Kke  uses,  trusts,  intent*,  and  pnr- 
poses.  and  in  the  same  manner  as  the  manors, 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
which  shall  be  so  sold,  mortp^^,  or  charged  at 
aforesaid,  stood  settled  and  limited,  or  anch  of 
tliem  as  at  the  time  of  makins|  such  oonTeyance 
:knd  settlement  shall  be  subsisting,  and  deter- 
mined, and  capable  of  taking  effect,  and  in  the 
meantime  the  dividends  and  annual  prodace  of 
such  surplus  stock  shall  from  time  to  time  go 
and  belong  to  the  person  or  persons  who  would 
for  the  time  being  have  been  entitled  to  the  renta 
and  proRts  of  the  said  manors,  messuages,  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  in  case  snoh  last- 
mentioned  purchase    and    settlement    had    been 

The  dividends  of  the  fnnd  in  court  had  from 
time  to  time  been  paid  to  the  vicar  for  the  time 
being  of  Nether  Stowey.  The  sum  now  asked  to 
l>e  repaid  was  part  of  a  larger  sum  paid  tor  rv 
pairs ;  the  remainder  being  money  received  for 
dilapidations  from  the  last  vicar.  Evidence  was 
adduced  that  the  improvements  were  greatly  ftor 
the  benefit  of  the  property  and  the  persons  in- 
terested in  it. 

Badcoeh  for  the  petitioner  argued  Maat  though 
not  expressly  provided  for  by  the  Act,  the  oonrt 
would  be  justified  in  such  a  case  in  making  the 
order.  Such  order  had  been  made  in  aereral 
cases  under  the  69th  section  of  the  Lands  Glansei 
Act; 

Re  Wigan  QUU  Act,  3  W.  E.  41 ; 

Si  paHt    BmIot    rf   Sleipton-under-Wuthmod,   11 

Vf.s.s4a. 


Re  i>umin«r,  2  De  G.,  J.  A  B.  61S  ; 

Ei  parte  Rector  of  HalyweU,  S  Dr.  &  Sm.  463. 

Pitcher,  Q.C.,  for  the  patron  of  the  living,  con- 
sented to  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

Sir  O.  Jessel.—  Even  if  I  were  inclined  to  folloir 
the  oases  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Aet,  which  I 
»m  not,  I  should  not  do  so  in  a  case  coming  undtr 
II  different  Act  altogether.  The  money  is  to  b« 
invested  in  "  Innd  to  be  settled  to  the  like  uses." 
Repairs  and  rcbuildinzare  not  in  any  senae  an- 
ihorized  by  the  Act.  The  petition  must  be  dit- 
missed,  but  as  the  petitioner  has  been  misled  bt 
the  decisions  od  the  point,  withont  ooets,  whici 
will  come  out  of  the  fund. 

Solicitors  for  all  parties,  Ftxard,  Crtneder,  and 
Go.  


Saturday,  Nov.  15,  1873. 

(Before  Kellt,  C.B.,  Blacicbdiui  and  Lu>h,  JJ, 

Pollock,  B.,  and  Hosnus,  J.) 

Reg.  v.  Chbistun. 

jige»( — Fraudulent  eonvertion  ofitum«tf — Dirtc'i'm 

f  0  apply  to  given  purpoie— 24. yib  FKt.B.96,«.;o. 
A  stock  and  sharp  dealer  was  in  the  hahit  vf  (Mytsf 
1  ^or  S.  gro/uijoiwiif,  and  rrorann;  dUmw  oa  » 
\       enwni.    On  VKe iSftv 'Hwi .  V*  wrrato  ii^bnmttm  8- 
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C.  Cas.  R.] 


B-Bo.  V.  Christian. 


[C.  Cas.  R. 


in  one  lot,  and  that  he  had  seoured  them  for  her, 
and  that  he  had  no  dotibt  of  her  ratifying  what  he 
had  done,  and  inclosing  her  a  sold  note  for  SS61., 
signed  in  his  own  name.   8.  wrote  in  reply,  "  thai 
she  had  received  the  conira^t  note  for  Japan  shares, 
and  inclosing  a  chequs  for  2S61.  in  pa/yment,  and 
thai  she  was  perfectiy  satisiied  that  he  had  pur» 
chased  the  shares  for  her,  *    In  fact,  the  bonds 
had  not  been  ofered  to  the  dealer  in  one  lot,  but  he 
applied  to  a  stock  jobber  and  agreed  to  buy  three 
at  1121.  each,  but  never  completed  the  purchase : 
Held,  thai  8.*s  letter  was  a  sitfficient  written  direc' 
tion,  vnthin  the  meaning  of  24  ^  26  Vict.  c.  96, 
s.  75,  to  apply  the  cheque  to  a  particular  purpose, 
viz.,  in  payment  for  the  bonds. 
The  priRoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  October 
Sessions  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  1873,  for 
converting  to  his  own  use  or  benefit  the  proceeds 
of  a  cheque  for  336L,  with  which  he  had  oeen  en- 
trusted as  the  agent  of  one  Mary  Anne  Spooner, 
contrary    to   the    statute  24  &  25  Yict.    c.  96, 
a.  75.  (a) 

The  prisoner  was  a  stock  and  share  dealer, 
carrying  on  business  at  11,  Royal  Exchange. 

In  the  year  1872  a  Mrs.  Spooner,  a  widow,  was 
introduced  to  the  prisoner,  and  the  prisoner 
offered  to  make  any  investments  for  her  that  she 
might  wish,  and  told  her  that  out  of  respect  for 
her  late  husband  he  would  not  make  her  any 
charge  for  so  doing. 

Between  this  time  and  the  1st  Nov.  1872,  the 
prisoner  purchased  for  her  at  different  times  a 
variety  of  securities,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
1326^  17s.  6d.,  for  doins  which  he  made  no  charge, 
and  on  the  other  hand  Mrs.  Spooner  from  time  to 
time  made  payments  to  the  prisoner  amounting  in 
the  whole  to  18861.  2s.  6d.,  such  payments  not 
being  made  specifically  asainst  any  particular  items, 
but  in  cheques  for  round  sums. 

On  the  l2th  Nov.  1872,  the  prisoner  made  the 
following  suggestion  to  Mrs.  Spooner  : — 

11,  Boyml  Ezohanire,  London,  E.C.,  No?.  12, 1872. 
Amended  scheme  ofinvestment. 

Argentine  6  per  Cent price  (say)  97  (2  bonds). .  £1H 

Austrian  Silver  Rentes,  5  per  Cent.... 67  (2) 19i 

Chilian  6  per  Cent 103  (2) 206 

„      7  per  Cent 108  (1) 108 

Japanese  d  per  Cent HI  (2) 222 

United  SUtes  5.20  6  per  Cent 93(5) 465 

Ptodncing  Bdl.  per  annum.  1329 

Dear  Madam, — The  above  is  an  amended  scheme  of  in- 
vestment, which  I  trust  yon  will  find  in  accordance  with 
your  wishes.  No  doubt  it  will  be  better  to  take  advantage 
of  present  lower  quotations  wherever  prices  have  been 
affected  by  late  events,  and  I  will  proceed  to  act  im- 
mediately on  receiving  yoor  instmotions  to  that  effect. — 
I  remain,  dear  madam,  yonrs  truly,       Y.  Christian. 

Mrs.  Spooner,  Ac. 

Mrs.  Spooner  assented  to  this,  and  on  the  14th 
Nov.  1872  the  prisoner  purchased  on  her  account, 
but  in  his  own  name,  from  one  Wrenn,  a  jobber  on 
the  Stock  Exchange,  the  three  sets  of  securities 
mentioned  in  the  contract  note  of  the  14th  Nov. 
1872,  hereinafter  set  out,  and  sent  to  Mrs.  Spooner 
the  following  letter  and  contract  note : — 

(a)  The  24  &  25  Yiot.  c.  96,  s.  75.  enacts  that  whosoever 
having  been  entrusted  as  a  banker  or  other  agent  witii 
asj  mon^  or  seeority  for  the  payment  of  mon^,  with 
maj  diraonon  in  wiiting  to  apply  such  money  or  seonri^, 
or  tha  proeeadi  cxf  suoh  '•eoority,  for  any  purpose, 
•ball,  ooatntfy  to  the  terms  of  snoh  direotion,  oonvert  to 
Ua  own  Tum  or  hmsM  mteb  momj.  aeouritj,  or  tha  pro- 
imdii  Hswng  sAbIIB^  guilty  aim  mimjmmaor. 


11,  Boyal  Exchange,  London,  E.C.,  Nov.  14, 1872. 
Dear  Madlam, — ^I   have  much   pleasxure   in   inclosing 
contract  note  for 

2001.  Argentine  68 at  96 

2001.  Austrian  SUver 65^ 

2500  dole.  5.20, 1867   93| 

which  I  have  every  reason  to  believe  will  pay  you  very 
well,  taking  into  consideration  their  itability.  I  hope  to 
get  the  Japanese  to-morrow.  Railways  (G^reat  Nortnem, 
Great  Western,  and  Caledonian)  are  all  expected  to  give 
good  dividends,  and  I  think  you  will  do  well  to  procure  a 
few.  The  markets  are  on  the  rise,  in  consequence  of  the 
Bank  rate  not  having  been  altered. —I  beg  to  remain, 
dear  madam,  your  most  obediently, 
Mrs.  Spooner.  T.  Chuistian. 

London,  Nov.  14, 1872. 
Sold  to  Mrs.  Spooner,  Jt   s.  d, 

2001.  Argentine  1868 at  96  net    192    0    0 

2001.  Austrian  Silver at65i„     131    0    0 

2500  doU.  5.20  1867  at93|  ,.     525  18    9 


»i 


^£848  18    9 


Stock  and  Share  Dealer, 

11,  Boyal  Exchange,  E.C. 
Bankers :  Bank  of  El^land. 


The  prices  mentioned  in  this  note  were  the 
same  as  those  agreed  between  the  prisoner  and  the 
vendor  of  the  bonds,  &o.  The  prisoner  did  not 
disclose  his  principal,  but  said  he  was  buying  for  a 
widow  lady. 

On  the  15th  Nov.  1872,  Mrs.  Spooner  sent  to 
the  prisoner  the  following  statement  of  account 
between  herself  and  the  prisoner : — 

Statement  of  Account. 
Feb.  3,  2001.  New  South  Wales  Qov- 

emment  Stock,  at  1041 209    5    0 

Feb.  3,  2001.  Victoria  Six  per  Cent. 

Government  Stock,  at  114} 228  15    0 

April  10,  25  Western  Gas  (A.,  B.,  or 

C.) ,  at  171 443  16    0 

April  10,  7  Imperial  Qua  (12|  issue), 

101.  paid,  at  4  premium 96    0    0 

April  10,  8  Renter's  Tel.  at  Hi,  and 

stamp  fee 90  10    0 

April  17, 13  Imperial  Gas  (12|  issue), 

lOL  paid,  at  4  premium 182    0    0 

April  17,       Stamp  and  fee 12    6 

April  17.  Stamp  and  fee.  7  Imperial 

Gas,  April  10    0  12    6 

April  17,  Stamp  and  fee,  25  Western 

Gas,  April  10   2    7    6 

April  22, 5  Imperial  Gas,  at  14    70    0    0 

April  22,        Stamp  and  fee 0  10    0 

Nov,  14,  2001.  Argentine  1868,  at  96  192  0  0 
Nov.  14, 200L  Austrian  Silver,  at  65i  131  0  0 
Nov.  14, 12500  5.20  1867,  at  93| 525  18    9 


Feb.  3,  By  cheque 
April  10,  Ditto    ... 
April  11,  Ditto    .. 
April  18,  Ditto    .. 
April  28,  Ditto    .. 


2175  16  3 


500  0 

600  0 

100  0 

186  2  6 

500  0  0 


0 
0 
0 


1886    2    6 
Balauoe 289  18    9 


^175  16    8 


IfiiS   Ham ITrtr     VFTT 


acoompanied  by  the  following  letter : — 

2,  Pemberton-tenace,  St.  John's  Park, 
Nov.  15, 1872. 
My  dear  Sir,— I  inclose  a  statement  of  aooount,  with  a 
cheque  for  the  balance,  which  I  hope  vou  will  find 
oorrect.  When  I  know  the  amount  of  the  Japanese  I 
will  immediately  forward  you  a  cheque  for  the  same. 
With  mv  best  thanks  for  all  your  Idndness,— I  am,  youra 
faithfully,  1&.  k.%»^^iKVB.. 

Y.  Chriitaaai,  Eac^. 

and  also  by  a  obeqjaft  tat  *a«aV\^.^a..B\«5^^^^  ^ 
the  pxiBoaer  or  ot^te  \  wmI  ^^  ^pMODWt  otl  ^«» 
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0.  Oas.  B.] 


Beg.  v.  Chbistian. 


[O.  Gab.  K 


16th  Nov.  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  the  cheque 
and  account,  and  obtained  payment  of  the  former. 
On  the  27th  Nov.  1872  the  prisoner  wrote  the 
following  letter  to  Mrs.  Spooner  : — 


T.  Christian, 
Stock  and  Share  Dealer. 

Bankeni: 
Bank  of  Buf  land. 


11,  Boyal  Exchange, 
London,  B.C. 
Nov.  27, 1872. 


Dear  Madam, — I  inolose  a  oontraot  note  for  3001. 
Japanese  Bonds  at  112— S361.  This  300L  was  offered  to 
me  in  one  lot,  and  I  thought  mjself  fortunate  in  seonring 
them  for  you,  and  had  no  doubt  of  ^our  ratifying  what 
I  have  done.  These  Japanese  seeurities  are  really  a  first- 
rate  iayestment,  and  will  pay  8  per  cent.  I  have  got 
them  at  the  lowest  price  of  the  day,  and,  indeed,  my 
apparent  dilatoriness  in  the  matter  has  been  caused 
solely  by  my  anxiety  to  get  them  cheaper  if  I  could. — 
Tours  truly,  Y.  Christian. 

Mrs.  Spooner,  Ac. 

and  inclosed  in  it  the  following  contract  note : — 

London,  Nov.  27, 1872. 
Sold  to  Mrs.  M.  A.  Spooner, 

9001,  Japanese  at  112.  je336  :  0  :  0 


Stock  and  Share  Dealer,  _.  B«ct. 

11,  Eoyal  Exchange,  E.C.               ^'sSSf? 
Bankers :  Bank  of  England.  

The  prisoner  had  on  the  same  day  bought  in  his 
own  name  from  Mr.  Wrenn  three  Japanese  bonds 
at  1121. 

It  was  not  trae  that  the  3002.  was  offered  to  the 
prisoner  in  one  lot,  but  the  prisoner  asked  Mr. 
Wrenn  for  three  bonds. 

On  the  same  day  Mrs.  Spooner  sent  to  the  pri- 
soner the  following  letter : — 

2,  Pemberton-terraoe,  St.  John's  Park, 
Nov.  27, 1872. 
My  dear  Sir, — I  have  just  received  your  note  and  con- 
tract note  for  3  Japan  shares,  and  inclose  a  cheque  for 
8361.  in  payment.  I  am  much  obliged  to  you,  and  per- 
fectly satisfied  that  yon  have  purchased  the  three  shares 
for  me.  My  son  Frank  will  be  the  bearer  of  this,  and  I 
shall  feel  obliged  if  you  will  kindly  give  him  any  infor- 
mation you  can  about  the  Nicholas  Railway  and  the 
"  Share  Investment  Trust." — Again  thanking  you  ;  in 
haste,  beUeve  me,  yours  faithfully, 

M.  A.  Spoonsb. 

and  also  a  cheque  for  336Z.,  payable  to  the  pri- 
soner or  order,  and  the  prisoner  received  and 
indorsed  the  cheque,  and  received  the  proceeds 
thereof. 

On  the  29th  Nov.  1872,  the  prisoner  wrote  the 
following  letter  to  Mrs.  Spooner  : — 


Y.  Ohriitian, 
Btook  and  Share  Dealer. 

Banken: 
Bank  of  England. 


11,  Boyal  Exchange, 
London,  E.C., 
Nov.  27, 1872. 


Dear  liadam, — I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of 
your  cheque  for  8361.  value  for  three  Japanese  Bonds, 
which  1  shall  have  the  pleasure  to  forward  you  immedi- 
ately on  their  beinar  dehvered.  I  now  inclose  two  1001. 
Argentine  Bonds  of  the  Six  per  Cent.  Loan  of  1868,  Nos. 
B  12,309  and  1572,  and  two  bonds  for  1000  florins  each  of 
the  Austrian  Currency  Loan,  Noi.  495,402  and  495,403. 
With  reference  to  the  latter  portion  of  your  note,  I  will 
at  once  say  I  do  not  recommend  either  the  Nicolas 
Bailway  or  the  Share  Investment  Trust.  But  turning 
the  matter  over,  I  consider,  for  si^ety  and  profit,  a  sum 
laid  out  on  Great  Western  or  North  London  Bailway 
shares  will  do  good.  For  that  purpose,  however,  we 
must  watch  the  market,  and  take  advantage  of  a  day  or 
week  when  prices  have  declined.  But  of  course  I  shall 
do  nothing  till  I  have  your  sanction  for  proceeding. — 
Toara  truly,  Y.  Christian. 

Mrs.  Spooner,  Ac. 

-3/r5.5poojneriieverreoeivedeitheTthe2500T3mled 

^tatea  Bonds  or  the  Japanese,  though  ahe  repeat- 


\ 


edly  applied  to  the  prisoner  for  them,  and  the  pri- 
soner on  one  occasion  told  her  that  the  broker  or 
jobber  was  in  his  debt,  and  that  the  broker  or 
jobber  knew  that  when  he  delivered  the  bonds  the 
prisoner  would  dedact  from  the  price  the  amount 
of  such  debt. 

On  the  8th  Aug.  1873  the  prisoner  offered  Mrs. 
Spooner  a  composition,  and  informed  her  he  was 
filing  a  petition  for  liq^uidation. 

Ultimately  the  United  States  Bonds  and  the 
Japanese  Bonds  having  been  carried  over  from 
time  to  time,  by  order  of  the  prisoner,  withoat  the 
knowledge  of  Jvurs.  Spooner,  were  sold  by  the  orders 
of  the  prisoner. 

The  prisoner  never  paid  the  person  from  whom 
he  bought  the  United  States  and  Japanese  Bonds 
for  the  same,  and  the  cheques  for  289L  13«.  9d,  and 
336Z.  were  paid  into  the  prisoner's  account,  and  the 
proceeds  of  such  cheques  applied  by  the  prisoner 
to  his  own  purposes. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  it 
was  submitted,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  Mrs. 
Spooner's  letter  of  the  27th  Nov.  1872  did  not 
constitute  a  sufficient  direction  in  writing  to  apply, 
pay,  or  deliver  the  cheque  or  its  prooecMs  for  any 
purpose,  or  to  any  person  specified  in  such  direc- 
tion, within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

I  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  but  reserved  the 
aforesaid  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal. 

The  inry  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  I  ad- 
mitted him  to  bail. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Coort  of 
Criminal  Appeal  is,  whether  Mrs.  Spooner's  letter 
of  the  27th  ^ov.  1872,  coupled  with  the  priaono'^s 
letter  of  that  date,  and  the  contract  note  for  the 
Japanese  Bonds,  was  under  all  ttie  circumstanoeB 
of  the  case  a  sufficient  direction  in  writing  within 
the  statute. 

(Signed)  Geobgb  E.  Hontvait. 

Metcalfe,  Q.U.  (Collins  with  him),  for  the  pri- 
soner.— There  was  no  specific  direction  in  writing 
to  apply  the  cheque  for  3362.  to  any  particaltf 
purpose,  as  required  by  the  statute  24  £  25  Yict^ 
c.  96,  s.  75.  The  prisoner  is  described  as  a  dealer 
in  stock  and  shares,  and  it  is  found  that  he  bought 
the  Japanese  Bonds  in  his  own  name,  and  con- 
tracted to  sell  them  to  the  prosecutrix  in  his  own 
name.  [Hontman,  J. — At  the  trial  it  was  admitted 
that  the  prisoner  acted  as  an  agent  for  the  prose- 
cutrix, and  it  was  never  pretended  that  he  sold  to 
her  on  his  own  account.  J  The  previous  dealings 
between  the  prisoner  and  the  prosecntrix  alio 
show  that  the  prisoner  was  not  acting  as  her  asent 
but  on  his  own  account.  The  bonds  were  8<^  to 
him,  and  he  recommended  them  to  her,  and  she 
sent  her  cheque  to  pay  himself,  and  not  to  invest 
the  proceeds  for  her.  The  fair  construction  of  tbe 
letter  of  the  27th  Nov.  is,  that  it  was  not  a  direc- 
tion specifically  to  apply  the  cheque  to  the  payment 
for  the  bonds,  but  to  apply  it  to  repay  himself  for 
money  previouslv  paid  on  her  account,  or  against 
a  liability  he  had  incarred  on  her  account.  Tbe 
case  of  Rex  v.  Oolde  (2  Moo.  &  Bob.  425)  was  cited. 
[Pollock,  B. — That  was  an  indictment  for  misap- 
plying the  security  itself.  Lush,  J. — And  the  woras 
of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  were  held  not  laigs 
enough  to  include  the  conversion  of  a  secnri^,  bat 
the  present  statute  cures  that  difficulty.] 

Mead,  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  caQed  iqion 
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Boner  is  indicted  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  for  any 
banker  or  other  agent  entrusted  with  money,  or 
any  security  for  the  payment  of  money,  who  having 
received  any  direction  in  writing  to  apply  such 
money  or  security,  or  the  proceeds  of  such  security, 
for  any  purpose,  shall,  contrary  to  the  terms  of 
such  direction,  convert  to  his  own  use  or  benefit, 
such  money,  security,  or  the  proceeds  thereof. 
And  the  question  is,  whether  the  direction  to  the 
prisoner  contained  in  the  letter  of  the  prosecutrix 
of  the  27th  Nov.,  is  a  direction  within  tne  meaning 
of  the  stalnte,  and  what  is  its  real  meaning.  There 
is  no  precise  statemert  in  the  letter  as  the  purpose 
to  which  the  cheque  was  to  be  applied.  Now  it 
appears  that  the  prisoner  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
purchasing  securities  for  the  prosecutrix,  and  of 
receiving  cheques  in  payment  ft'om  her.  It  is  not 
very  material  whether  he  purchased  them  in  his 
own  name  or  not.  He  says  in  his  letter  of  27th  Nov. 
what  turned  out  to  be  untrue,  that  this  300L 
Japanese  bonds  was  offered  to  him  in  one  lot,  and 
that  he  thought  himself  fortunate  in  securing  them 
for  the  prosecutrix.  That  letter  is  some  evidence 
that  the  prisoner  acted  f raudulentlv.  The  words 
of  that  letter  are  open  words,  and  it  inclosed  a 
contract  with  the  prosecutrix  in  his  own  name. 
That  contract  note  and  the  letter  in  which  it  was 
contained  are  no  doubt  ambiguous,  and  it  might  be 
contended  that  the  import  was  that  he  had  actually 
purchased  the  bonds  in  his  own  name,  and  that  he 
nad  received  them,  and  that  nothing  remained  to 
be  done  but  to  deliver  them  over,  and  for  her  to 
send  her  cheque  on  account  of  them.  If  that  were 
so,  the  construction  of  the  prosecutrix's  letter  of 
the  27th  Nov.  would  be,  "  Whereas,  you  have  pur- 
chased bonds  and  are  about  to  deliver  them  to  me, 
now  to  enable  you  to  do  so,  I  send  you  a  cheque.'' 
If  that  were  the  construction,  then  there  would  be 
nothing  in  this  case  in  contravention  of  the  statute. 
But  it  may  also  be  contended  that  the  construction 
of  the  letter  is  that  he  had  purchased  the  bonds 
for  her  in  his  own  name  for  336L,  but  that  they 
had  not  been  delivered,  and  that  in  order  to  get 
them  delivered  he  would  have  to  pay  that  amount ; 
and  if  so  the  prosecutrix's  letter  in  reply  would 
mean  this,  "Whereas  you  have  purchased  the 
bonds  in  your  own  name,  and  have  not  paid  for 
them ;  and  whereas  you  have  purchased  them  for 
me,  I  send  you  a  cheque,  which  you  will  please  to 
pay  over  to  the  person  who  has  sold  them,  that  he 
may  deUver  them."  That  construction  of  the 
letter  would  amount  to  a  direction  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  As  either  meaning  may 
be  attached  to  the  letter,  it  may  be  read  as  con- 
taining a  direction  in  the  alternative,  **  Whereas 
von  have  purchased  by  my  instructions  these 
bonds,  and  you  do  not  tell  me  whether  you  have 
paid  for  them  or  not,  I  inclose  you  a  cheque  to 
repay  yourself,  if  you  have  paid  for  them ;  out  if 
yon  have  not,  and  have  still  to  pay  for  them,  be 
flood  enough  to  apply  ihe  cheque  in  payment 
Uiereof."  Beading  the  letter  of  the  prosecutrix 
so,  it  operates  as  a  direction  to  the  prisoner,  who 
knew  tne  facts,  to  apply  the  cheque  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  seller  of  the  bonds,  in  order  to  obtain 
pOBseasion  of  them  for  her.  I  therefore  think  the 
ooDTiction  should  be  affirmed. 

Bl^ckbubv,  J. — I  also  think  that  the  conviction 
should  be  affirmed.  At  first  I  supposed  it  was 
disputed  on  the  facts  whether  the  prisoner  acted 
as  an  sgent  for  the  prosecutrix,  bat  it  is  admitted 
that  he  did  10  Bome  wmy  aoaot    The  prisoner  then 


being  her  agent,  acts  for  the  prosecutrix  as  her 
agent  to  buy  stocks  and  shares  for  her,  and  buys 
various  securities  by  her  directions.  It  may  well 
be  that  he  was  acting  as  her  agent  in  so  buying, 
although  without  establishing  privity  between 
her  and  the  sellers  of  the  stocks  and  shares,  for  in 
cases  in  which  he  made  himself  liable  to  the  per- 
sons from  whom  he  boueht  he  would  have  the 
right  to  call  on  her  to  pay  nim.  Now  his  letter  of 
the  27th  Nov.  incloses  a  contract  for  300i.  Japa- 
nese, and  expresses  it  as  "  Sold  to  Mrs.  Spooner 
by  himself  ;"  and  it  is  probable,  therefore,  that  he 
had  made  himself  personally  liable  to  the  seller. 
But  that  does  not  show  that  he  w  is  not  acting  as 
her  agent.  In  many  cases  a  broker  makes  himself 
personally  liable  to  both  sides,  and  yet  is  still  an 
agent.  In  this  case  the  defendant  notified  to  the 
prosecutrix  that  he  had  bought  the  bonds  and 
secured  them  for  her,  and  he  had  no  doubt  she 
would  ratify  what  he  had  done,  and  inclosed  the 
sold  note  for  336L,  and  upon  that  the  prosecutrix 
wrote  the  letter  in  reply.  The  question  is,  what  is 
the  meaning  of  her  letter  P  I  have  no  doubt  that 
it  means,  "Inasmuch  as  the  sum  of  336L  is  to  be 
paid  before  I  can  get  the  bonds,  here  is  my  cheque, 
get  the  proceeds  and  with  them  take  up  the  bonds 
in  the  most  convenient  way."  If  he  had  honestly 
paid  the  cheque  into  his  bankers,  all  would  have 
Deen  right  and  proper,  and  although  some  unfor- 
tunate occurrence  might  have  prevented  his 
applying  it  as  directed,  it  would  not  have  been  in 
violation  of  good  faith.  The  prosecutrix's  letter 
amounts  to  a  direction  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the 
cheque  for  a  particular  object,  viz.,  the  taking  up 
of  the  Japanese  bonds,  so  as  to  leave  the  prose- 
cutrix free  from  all  claim.  Was  that  a  direction 
within  the  statute  P  I  think  it  was,  for  the  defen- 
dant, an  agent  of  some  sort  as  a  broker,  bought 
the  bonds  and  wrote  that  he  had  secured  them  for 
the  prosecutrix,  and  she  sent  her  cheque  with  a 
written  direction  to  take  them  up  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  cheque.  The  question  was  left  to  the 
jury,  whether  the  prisoner  applied  the  proceeds  of 
the  cheque  in  violation  of  good  faith  and  contrary 
to  the  purpose  for  which  he  received  it,  and  they 
found  that  he  did.  The  conviction  must  therefore 
be  affirmed. 

Lush,  J. — The  only  question  reserved  for  this 
court  is,  whether  Mrs.  Spooner's  letter  of  the  27th 
Nov.,  coupled  with  the  prisoner's  letter  of  that 
date  and  the  contract  note  for  the  Japanese  bonds, 
was  a  sufficient  direction  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  The  question  of  mala  fides  is  not 
open,  and  it  must  be  taken  as  a  fact  by  us  that  the 
conversion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  cheque  was  such 
as  to  make  the  defendant  criminally  liable,  if  it 
was  contrary  to  a  sufficient  direction  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
question  is  free  from  much  doubt.  The  prisoner's 
letter  is  in  substance,  "  I  have  bought  for  you 
three  Japanese  bonds,  and  inclose  the  contract 
note  for  ^6i."  Her  letter  in  reply  clearly  means, 
"  If  you  have  not  paid  for  them,  apply  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  cheque  in  payment  of  them ;  if  you 
have,  apply  them  in  repaying  yourself."  This  wac 
a  ouite  sufficient  direction  within  the  statute. 

roLLOCK,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

HoNTMAN,  J. — No  point  was  raised  at  the  trial 
as  to  the  agency.    Tne  defendant  was  o^  ^gc^^wSx^^x^ 
agent,  ba^vng  «k\iax^^,  ^.«  Iot  ^^  ^x^'awso^srcs.  va. 
I  bis  own  name.     TAi'a  c^«eMvBn  ^-^xi.^  ^-^  "^^^ 
1  meanmg  ot  t»\i&^OT^  **Te«sm«iiC  YD,'Oaa^^«a«wir 
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triz*8  letter  of  the  27th  Not.  It  means  that  if  the 
defendant  had  paid  for  the  bonds  he  was  to  put 
the  proceeds  of  the  cheque  into  his  own  pocket ; 
and  if  he  had  not  paid  for  them,  he  was  to  pay  for 
them  with  the  proceeds  of  the  cheque,  and  deliver 
the  bonds  to  her.  The  letter  comes  to  that,  and 
is  therefore  a  written  direction  within  the  statute. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


COUBT  OF  QUEEN'S  BSITCH. 

Reported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKsuuiR,  Esqra., 

Barriaten-at-Law. 

Monday,  Nov.  17, 1873. 

Beg.  v.  Roberts. 

Payment  of  caste  of  prosecution  out  of  money  found 
on    prisoner — Prisoner    adjudicated    bankrupt 
before  conviction — Bight  of  trustee  in  ba/nkruptcy 
to  money  found  on  prisoner — Act  for  Abolition 
of  Forfeiture  for  Treason  and  Felony  1870  (33 
^  34  Vict,  c.  23)  8.  3— Bankruptcy  Act  1869  (32 
cy33  Vid.c.  71)  8.  17. 
After  the  conviction  of  a  prisoner  for  felony  tlie 
Central  Criminal  Court  made  an  order y  under 
sect.  3  o/33  ^  34  Vict.  c.  23,  for  the  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  prosecution  oui  of  the  moneys  found 
on  the  prisoner  ai  the  time  of  his  apprehension. 
The  validity  of  this  order  being  questioned  by  the 
trustee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  prisoner's  estate  on 
the  ground  thai  the  prisoner  had  been  adjudicated 
a  bankrupt  between  the  dates  of  his  apprehension 
and  conviction,  and  thai  on  such  adj  i^dicalion  all 
his  property  vested  in  the  trustee : 
Held,  that  the  order  was  rightly  made,  the  trustee  on 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  talcing  the  property 
of  the  bankrupt  prisoner,  subject  to  the  possibility 
of  the  criminal  court  snaking  tlis  order  in  question. 
QvuBve,  whether  such  an  order  would  be  valid  if  the 
prisoner  were  adjudicated  bankrupt  in  respect  of 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  before  his  appi'e- 
hension. 
In  this  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained,  calling 
upon  the  justices  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  to 
show  cause  why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  not  issue 
to  remove  into  this  court  an  order  made  at  the 
general  session  of  the  delivery  of  the  Queen's  gaol 
of  Newgate,  holden  on  the  5th  May  1873,  whereby 
it  was  ordered  that  the  costs  incurred  in  the  pro- 
secution of  one    William  Alexander  Roberts,  for 
feloniously  forging  an  order  for  the  payment  of 
ll,bOOl.,  should  be  paid  out  of  moneys  fouud  on 
Roberts  upon    his  apprehension,  a8  far  as  such 
moueys  should  extend. 

From  the  affidavits  filed  in  the  matter  it 
appeared  that  Roberts  was  taken  into  custody  on 
the  4th  April  1873,  on  a  charge  of  having  forged 
and  altered  a  cheque  for  11,500Z.  After  several 
remands  he  was  finally  committed  for  trial  at  the 
Central  Criminal  Court.  On  the  24th  April  he 
was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  by  the  London  Bank- 
ruptcy Court,  and  on  the  8th  May  a  trustee  of  the 
bankrupt's  estate  was  appointed.  On  the  same 
day  on  which  the  trustee  was  appointed,  but  later 
on  that  day,  Roberts  was  found  guilty  of  felony  at 
the  Central  Ciiminal  Court,  and  sentenced  to 
twelve  years'  penal  servitude.  On  the  9th  June 
an  application  was  made  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cution, to  the  Central  Criminal  CJourt,  for  an  order 
for  the  pay  meat  of  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  out 
of  the  moneys  found  upon  the  prisoner,  on  his 
pprebensioD,  and  then  taken  from  him,  under 


sect.  3  of  the  Act  for  the  Abolition  of  Forfeiture 
for  Treason  and  Felony  (33  d^  34  Yict.  c  23),  and 
the  court  made  the  order  asked  for. 

It  did  not  appear  when  the  act  of  bankraptc^ 
was'  coramitteo,  on  which  the  prisoner  was  aa- 
judicated  a  bankrupt. 

Oiffard,  Q.C.  and  Poland,  now  showed  cause 
against  the  rule. — Sect.  3  of  the  Act  to  abolish 
forfeitures  for  treason  and  felony,  and  to  other- 
wise amend  the  law  relating  thereto  (33  A  34 
Yict.  c.  23),  provides  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
any  court  by  which  judgment  shall  be  pronounced 
or  recorded  upon  the  conviction  of  any  person  for 
treason  or  felony,  in  addition  to  such  sentence  as 
may  otherwise  oy  law  be  passed,  to  condeom  such 
person  to  the  poyment  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  costs  or  expenses  incurred  in  or  about  the 
prosecution  and  conviction  for  the  offence  of  which 
ne  shall  be  convicted,  if  to  such  court  it  shall  seem 
fit  so  to  do ;  and  the  payment  of  such  costs  and 
expenses,  or  any  part  thereof,  may  be  ordered  to 
be  made  by  the  court  out  of  any  monejrs  taken 
from  such  person  on  his  apprehension.  This  sec- 
tion clearly  gave  the  Central  Criminal  Court  power 
to  make  the  order  now  sought  to  be  quashed. 

Metcalfe,  Q.C.  (with  whom  was  Uraham)  was 
here  called  on  to  support  tho  rule. — From  the  date 
of  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  t.e.,  the  24Ui 
April,  the  prisoner  was  devestea  of  all  his  property, 
which  from  that  date  became  the  property  (I)  of 
the  registrar  and  (2)  of  the  trustee.  Sect.  17  c£ 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869  (32  A  33  Vict.  c.  71) 
enacts  that  **  until  a  trustee  is  appointed  the 
re^strar  shall  be  the  trustee  for  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  and  immediately  upon  the  order  of  ad- 
judication bein^  made,  the  property  of  the  bank- 
rupt shall  vest  in  the  registrar.  On  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  trustee  the  property  shall  forthwith 
pass  to  and  vest  in  the  trustee  appointed." 
[Blackburn,  J. — So  far  as  any  interest  in  the 
prisoner  himself  was  concerned,  he  could  not,  by 
voluntarily  assigning  it,  get  rid  of  its  liabilitj 
under  the  Treason  and  Felony  Act,  and  if  that  be 
so,  1  do  not  see  how  a  compulsory  assignment  of  his 
property  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  can  make 
a  aiJfference.]  The  prisoner  could  np  to  the 
time  of  his  conviction,  dispose  of  his  property  as 
he  liked.  In  Whitaker  v.  Wishey  (12  C.  B.  44)  it 
was  held  that  an  assignment  of  a  felon's  goods, 
bond  jlde  made  for  a  good  consideration,  after  tbe 
commission  day  of  the  assizes,  but  before  the  day 
on  which  he  was  actually  tried  and  convicted,  will 
pass  the  property.  At  the  time  of  the  prisoner's 
apprehension  the  money  was  his,  but  subject  to 
the  right  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  to  make 
an  order  after  his  conviction,  for  the  payment  of 
the  costs  of  the  prosecution  out  of  it.  But  before 
any  such  order  is  made  the  Bankruptcy  Act  steps 
in  and  vests  all  the  property  of  the  prisoner  abso- 
lutely in  the  trustee ;  the  prisoner,  therefore,  hid 
no  longer  any  property  which  the  Criminal  Court 
can  lay  hold  of  by  its  order.  [Biackbublv,  J.— 
The  trustee  takes  only  that  property  which  is  tbe 
bankrupt*s,  and  if  that  property  is  subject  to  any 
lien  in  favour  of  another  person,  the  tiustee  must 
take  it  subject  to  that  lien.  Qxtaik,  J. — ^The  Act 
says  expressly  that  the  court  may  order  the 
costs  to  be  paid  out  of  whatever  moneys 
are  "  taken  from  such  person  on  his  appre- 
hension."] That  must  mean  moneys  b«ong* 
ing  to  him — not  moneys  belonging  to  another 
person   which  might  l>e   found   on  hii   penoo 
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at  the  time  of  apprehension.  [Blackburn,  J. — 
Perhaps  that  is  so.  If  the  act  of  bankruptcy  had 
taken  place  before  the  prisoner's  apprehension  the 
point  might  be  more  doubtful ;  but  that  point  does 
not  arise  in  the  present  case.]  The  prisoner  at  the 
time  of  his  apprehension  was  legal  owner  of  the 
moneys,  subject  only  to  a  contingency  which  might 
never  arise.  [Blackbubn,  J. — And  the  trustee 
holds  them  exactly  as  the  bankrupt  did.  His  right 
to  them  is  neither  greater  nor  less.  Boberts  held 
the  moneys  subject  to  the  contingency  of  an  order 
being  maae  after  his  conviction  for  the  payment  of 
the  costs  of  the  prosecution  out  of  them.  After 
his  bankruptcy  tne  trustee  held  them  subject  to 
the  same  contingency.]  Suppose  the  prisoner 
handed  over  to  his  attorney  some  of  the  money  in 
his  possession  at  the  time  of  his  apprehension,  to 
pay  the  costs  of  his  defence,  could  the  criminal 
court,  subsequently  to  his  conviction,  make  an 
order  on  the  attorney  for  the  payment  of  the  costs 
of  the  prosecution  out  of  the  same  money  P  This 
would  place  attorneys  in  a  very  awkward  position. 
[Blackbubn,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  there  is 
any  likeUhood  that  the  court  would  make 
any  order  having  such  an  effect  as  that.] 
In  any  case  notice  should  have  been  given  to  the 
trustee  to  show  cause  why  the  costs  of  the  pro- 
ceedings should  not  be  paid  out  of  the  moneys 
taken  from  the  person  of  the  bankrupt ;  and  on 
this  ground  also  it  is  submitted  the  order  was 
wrong. 

Blackbubn,  J. — In  this  case  I  think  the  rule 
should  be  discharged.  I  wish  to  guard  against 
being  supposed  to  say  that  simply  because  money 
is  foond  on  the  person  of  a  prisoner  at  the  time  of 
his  apprehension,  the  Criminal  Court  may  make  an 
order  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  prosecu- 
tion out  of  it.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  if 
moneys  belonging  to  someone  else  are  found  in  his 
possession,  e,g.,  if  the  person  arrested  is  a  banker's 
clerk  carrying  a  bag  of  gold  to  the  bank,  the 
banker  who  is  the  owner  of  the  money  would  have 
a  right  to  interfere  in  such  a  case  against  any  order 
being  made.  I  also  wish  to  guard  myself  against 
beinff  supposed  to  decide  thai  if  the  prisoner  was 
iftdjnaicated  bankrupt  by  reason  of  an  act  of  bank- 
mptoy  committed  before  his  arrest,  the  trustee 
might  not  have  a  right  to  intervene.  Nothing 
appears  in  the  present  case  to  raise  this  point.  So 
far  as  appears  the  prisoner  at  the  time  of  his  aiTest 
was  in  possession  of  moneys  which  he  might  have 
disposea  of  in  an^  way  he  pleased.  Then  sect.  3  of 
the  Act  for  Abohshing  Forfeitures  for  Treason  and 
Felony  provides  that  such  moneys  shall  be  subject 
to  the  power  of  the  criminal  court  to  make  an 
order  for  the  payment  out  of  them  of  the  costs  of 
the  prosecution.  That  power  may  be  exercised  by 
the  court  notwithstanding  every  effort  which  the 
prisoner  may  make,  whilst  8ui  juris,  to  make  away 
with  the  moneys.  In  case  of  bankruptcy  inter- 
yening — ^not  a  bankruptcy  by  reason  of  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  antecedent  to  the  arrest — the  trustee 
takes  wnat  was  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  and 
subject  to  all  the  rights  of  third  parties  previously 
exl;5tii]g.  I  think  there  did  exist  in  the  present 
cu  a,  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy, 
a  \  ousted  right,  or  lien,  or  hold,  by  virtue  of  the 
statute,  on  the  moneys  found  on  the  person  of  the 
prisoQer  at  the  time  of  his  arrest,  and  that  con- 
seqiiMitly  the  order  was  rightly  made. 

QuADit  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Sect.  3 
of   33  J^  34  Yict.  c.  23   expressly  enacts  that 


"the  payment  of  such  costs  and  expenses,  or 
any  part  thereof,  may  be  ordered  by  the 
court  to  be  made  out  of  any  moneys  taken  firom 
such  person  on  his  apprehension."  The  facts  of 
this  case  show  that  the  moneys,  out  of  which  the 
order  for  paying  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  was 
made,  were  taken  from  the  prisoner  on  his  appre- 
hension. The  money,  when  so  taken,  became  from 
that  time  liable  to  have  an  order  made  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  out  of  it.  It 
has  been  argued  that  that  liability  was  done  away 
with  by  the  subsequent  bankruptcy  of  the  prisoner 
— a  bankruptcy  taking  place  subsequently  to  the 
apprehension  of  the  prisoner.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  was  not,  and  that  the  property  taken  by  the 
trustee  was  subject  to  whatever  contingency  it  was 
subject  to  before  the  bankruptcy.  Whatever  lien  • 
or  hold  on  the  property  existed  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy cannot  be  affected  by  the  bankruptcy  in 
the  slightest  degree.  It  would  be  a  very  different 
thing,  as  observed  by  my  brother  Blackburn,  to 
hold  that  the  same  would  be  the  case  as  to  the 
property  of  a  stranger  found  on  the  prisoner  at  the 
time  of  his  arrest.  I  think  the  rule  should  be 
discharged.  Bible  discharged  with  costs. 

Attorneys  for  the  prosecution :  Humphreys  and 
Morgan, 
Attorneys  for  the  trustee:  Lewis  and  Leuois, 
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•        Tuesday,  Nov,  18, 1873. 

NosEwoBTHY  (app.)  V,  Thb  Ovebseebs  op  Buckland- 

iN-THE-MooB  (resps.) 

TAsts — Unauthorized  dUeraiion  of — Notice  of  06- 
jection  directed  according  to  altered  list — 6  Vict, 
c.  18. 
In  the  copy  of  the  reaister  oj  voters  jor  tne  counvy, 
sent  by  the  derk  of  tJie  peace  to  the  overseers,  tne 
avpeliant,  a  voter,  was  described  as  of  a  particular 
place.     The  overseers,  knowing  that  he  had  ceased 
to  reside  there,  struck  out  the  na*i*e  of  the  place, 
inserted  that  of  the  place  where  the  voter  actually 
did  reside,  and  published  the  list  so  altered.    Pre- 
viously  to  tlie  annudl  revision  of  the  lists,  a  notice 
of  objection  was  sent  by  post  to  the  voter,  directed 
to  his  true  address,  as  described  in  the  Ust  when 
altered.     The  revising  barrister  deemed  the  notice 
sujjicient,  and  expunged  the  voter's  name : 
Held,  thai  the  alteration  of  the  list  being  beyond  the 
powers  given  to  the  overseers  by  6  Vvct,  c,  8,  s.  5, 
the  list  so  altered  cotdd  not  be  *'  deemed  to  be  the 
list  of  voters,"  wUhin  sect,  6,  ai^d,  therefore,  that 
the  notice,  not  having  been  directed  to  the  appel- 
lant, "  at  his  place  of  abode,  as  described  in  the 
said  list  of  voters,"  according  to  the  provisions  of 
sect.  100,  was  improperly  served,  and  the  barrister's 
decision  erroneous. 
Appeal  from  the  revising  barrister  for  the  Eastern 
Division  of  the  County  of  Devon.    Robert  Tucker 
objected  to  the  name  of  Bobert  Noseworthy  being 
retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 
Buckland-in-the-Moor,  in  the  said  division. 

The  barrister  called  on  the  objector  to  prove  his 
notice  of  objection  to  the  voter,  when  the  fol- 
lowing fiEu^ts  appeared : 

Ou  the  copy  of  tbfi  Ue^  o1  -^c^N^t^Vst  "Oba^^i^kc^ 
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DiyiBion  of  the  Connty  of  Devon,  relating  to  the 
said  parish  of  Bnckland-in-the-Moor,  sent  by  the 
derk  of  the  peace  of  the  said  connty,  to  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  for  the  said  parish,  the  name  of 
the  said  voter  appeared  as  follows  : 


Bob«irtNo«e> 
worthy 


BoddadeATe,  in 
thiB  pariah 


house  and  land 
asooeopiar 


BoddaoIaaTe 


The  overseer,  knowing  that  the  said  Bobert 
Noseworthy  had  ceased  to  occupy  or  reside  at  the 
farm  callea  Boddacleave,  and  was  now  occapying 
and  residing  at  a  farm  called  Bowden,  in  the  same 
parish,  before  publishing  the  list,  erased  the  words 
Boddacleave,  in  the  second  column,  and  Bodda- 
cleave in  the  fourth  column,  and  insc^ed  the  word 
Bowden  in  each  column,  and  they  duly  signed  and 
published  the  list  so  altered. 

In  the  list  published  by  the  overseers,  therefore, 
the  name  appears  as  follows : 


Eob<wtNo— ■ 
worthj 


inthiapanah, 
Bowden 


honae  and  land  as 
ooonpier 


Bowden 


The  original  copy  of  the  register  sent  to  the 
overseers  was  printed,  and  the  alteration  was  in 
writing. 

The  objector  duly  sent  by  post  to  the  voter  a 
notice  of  objection,  founded  on  the  third  and  fourth 
columns  of  the  register,  which  was  in  all  respects 
in  the  form  given  by  28  A  29  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  A.,  No. 
2,  unless  it  was  defective  in  the  matters  herein- 
after mentioned,  and  such  notice  of  objection  was 
posted  in  due  time  by  the  objector. 

The  notice  of  objection  was  addressed  as  follows : 
"To  Mr.  Bobert  Noseworthj,  of  Bowden  Farm, 
Buckland-in-the-Moor."  This  was  the  correct  ad- 
dress of  the  voter  at  the  time  the  nq^^ioe  was 
■ent. 

On  behalf  of  the  voter,  it  was  objected  that 
the  notice  was  insufficient,  and  the  barrister  had 
no  power  to  erase  the  voter's  name : — First,  be- 
cause the  alteration  made  by  the  overseers  in  the 
copy  of  the  register  sent  to  them  was  unautho- 
rised and  void,  and  the  notice  ought  therefore  to 
have  been  addressed  to  Boddacleave,  and  not 
Bowden  Farm ;  secondly,  because  the  said  notice 
should  have,  at  any  rate,  been  addressed  ipsis- 
9wnU  verbis  of  the  list,  as  published  by  the 
overseers  the  second  time,  should  therefore  have 
been  "  this  parish,  Bowden,"  instead  of  Bowden 
Farm ;  thirdly,  it  was  further  contended,  on  behalf 
of  the  voter,  that  the  barrister  had  no  power  to 
expunge  his  name  from  the  register,  inasmuch  as 
the  alteration  was  a  mistake  of  the  overseers, 
within  the  meaning  of  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  40,  which 
the  barrister  was  bound  to  amend,  and  that,  having 
made  such  amendment,  and  restored  the  list  to 
its  original  condition,  no  person  of  the  name  of 
Bobert  Noseworthy  living  at  Bowden,  and  quali- 
fied in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  a  farm  called 
Bowden,  would  appear  on  the  list,  and  the  notice  of 
objection  would,  for  this  reason,  be  null  and  void. 

Arguments  were  heard  in  support  of  the  ob- 
jections, but  the  revising  barrister  held  that  the 
notice  of  objection  was  sufficient,  and  that   he 
ought  not  to  exercise  his  jurisdiction,  if  any,  to 
amend  the  list,  till  after  he  had  decided  upon  the 
notice  of  objection,  and  that  no  alteration,  if  made 
by  him  in  the  said  list,  would  affect  the  validity  of 
thr^  notice.    He  therefore  called  on  the  voter  to 
support  bis  qnaliBcation,  which  was  not  done  even 
in  respect  of  the  qaalification  appearing  ont^beVwafe 
or  as  altered  bj  the  ovorseer.  The  barnsterjUieT^ 


fore,  expunged  the  name  of  the  voter,  who  gave 
due  notice  of  appeal. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  ooort  was, 
whether  the  notice  of  objection  was  good,  and 
whether  the  barrister  had  power  to  expunge  the 
name  of  the  said  Bobert  Noseworthy  from  the 
register  of  voters.  The  lists  were  to  remain  un- 
altered, or  to  be  altered  aocordini;  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court. 

The  objector  declined  to  support  the  decision 
appealed  against.  The  overseers  were  made  re- 
spondents (a). 

Qeorge  Lewis,  for  the  appellant. — ^The  question 
is,  whether  the  notice  of  oojection  was  good,  and 
the  barrister  had  power  to  expunge  the  name : — 
First,  the  notice  was  badly  served.  It  was  sent  by 
post,  but  was  not  properly  directed  to  the  appel- 
lant, "  at  his  place  ot  abode  as  described  in  the  said 
list  of  voters,  within  the  meaning  of  6  &  7  Victc. 
118,  s.  100.  In  AUen  v.  QreemM  (4  G.  B.  100),  a 
notice  of  objection,  addressed  to  the  voter  at  A., 
described  as  his  place  of  abode  in  the  boronsh 
list,  was  left  at  his  office  at  B.  The  office  in  B. 
was  not  the  voter*s  place  of  abode,  and  he  had  no 
residence  in  it.  It  was  held  that  the  notice  was  in- 
sufficient, because  it  had  not  been  givan  to  or  left  at 
the  place  of  abode  of  the  voter,  as  stated  in  the 
list.  [Brett,  J. — ^There  they  did  not  prove  that 
it  was  delivered  to  the  voter,  nor  that  it  was 
properly  addressed.]  Yet  he  evidently  got  the 
notice,  for  it  appears  he  was  actually  present  before 
the  revising  oarrister.  [Brett,  J. — Sect.  17  pro- 
vides for  three  modes  of  service,  and  if  it  is  shown 
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(a)  6  Viot.  0. 18,  s.  5,  enacts  that  the  overseeis  of  tmaj 
puiflh  shall,  in  every  year,  make  oat  a  list  of  olaimuiti 
to  vote,  and  if  the  overBeers  "  shall  have  reasonable  omm 
to  believe  that  any  person  whose  name  shall  appear  io 
snoh  liat  of  olaimante,  or  in  the  oopv  of  the  ragiittr 
relating  to  their  parish  or  townahip,  and  received  bj  then 
from  the  olerk  of  the  peace,  is  not  entitled  to  have  liis 
name  upon  the  regiater  then  next  to  be  made,  shall  add 
the  word  ** objected'*  before  the  name  of  evvry  giek 
person  on  the  margin  of  every  anoh  liat  of  claimaats  or 
the  a&id  copy  of  the  regiater;  and  the  said  overseen 
shall  also  add  the  word  **  dead  "  before  the  name  <rf  aaf 

Krson  in  the  aaid  copy  of  the  regiater  whom  they  ahafi 
ve  reasonable  oanae  to  believe  to  be  dead ;  and  tbt 
overaeera  ahall  oanae  a  anffioient  nomber  of  oopiaa  of 
anoh  liat  of  claimants^  and  of  the  said  oopy  of  tba  regiatar, 
with  all  anoh  marginal  additiona  as  aforesaid,  to  bi 
written  or  printed,  and  ahall,  on  or  before  the  lit 
Angnat,  aini  and  pnbliah  the  same    .    .    . 

Sect.  6.  That  the  liat  of  olaimanta  (if  any)  so  to  bo 
made  ont  by  the  overaeera  of  every  parish  or  towaiUp, 
together  with  the  aaid  copy  of  the  register,  with  the  ma^ 
ginal  additiona  reapeotively  aa  aforeaaid,  for  tihe  HmM 
being,  relating  to  the  aame  pariah  or  township,  shall  bi 
deemed  to  be  the  liat  of  yoten  of  anoh  parish  or  towflskip 
for  the  oonnjhr    .    .    . 

Sect.  17.  That  every  person  whose  nama  shall  hsTt 
been  inserted  in  any  liat  of  votera  for  any  oi^  or  borosgb 
may  object  to  anj  other  person,  as  not  having  boos 
entitled,  on  the  laat  day  of  Jnly  neit  preoadinff,  to  haft 
hia  name  inserted  in  the  list,  and  ahall  give  aotioe  to  thi 
overaeera ;  and  alao  "  give  or  canae  to  be  Wt  at  thapbet 
of  abode  of  the  peraon  objected  to,  as  stated  in  the  aaid 
liat,"  a  notice  in  a  certain  form    .    .    . 

Seet.  27.  That  in  caae  no  liat  of  voters  shall  have  bets 
made  out  for  any  parish  ...  in  any  year,  or  in  cait 
anch  liat  ahall  not  have  been  affixed  in  any  plaoe  bsniB- 
before  mentioned  in  that  behalf,  the  regiater  of  votanfbr 
that  pariah  .  .  .  ahall  be  taken  to  be  the  list  of 
votera    .    .    . 

Sect  100.  That  it  ahall  be  snffioient  .  .  .  if  tlisw4ioi 
so  required  to  be  given  as  aforesaid  *'  shall  be  seat  by 
-^ft^.  .  .  .  directed  to  the  peraon  to  wImms  the  siM 
a^aXL>M  ««^V^^^^\^aRa^vMda|aa  dMosihad  falls 

^dL'\iaVi9i^^\«ca^^     «    .    . 
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that  the  notice  came  to  the  voter's  hands,  that  is  per- 
sonal service.    But  the  revising  barrister  does  not 
seem  to  have  found  the  fact  as  to  the  service.]  There 
was  no  evidence  that  it  came  to  the  voter's  hands. 
Sects   17  and  100  provide  for  service    by  post. 
[Denman,  J. — By  saying  that  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
but,  of  course,  tne  service  may  still  be  personal.] 
The  notice,  though  posted,  was  not  good,  because 
not  properly  directed  to  his  abode,  as  described  in 
the  list,  for  the  overseer  had  altered  the  list.    In 
Bishop  V.  Helps  (2  G.  B.  45),  to  the  argument. 
Suppose  this  notice  had  been  sent  by  post,  di- 
rected to  the  voter's  actual  place  of  abode,  and 
yet  had  never  reached  him  P    Maule,  J.,  answers 
(p.   52) :-— **  That  clearly  would  not  do ;  there  is 
no    provision    for    that."     The    overseer's    first 
duty  is  prescribed  by  sect.  4  as  to  the  publica- 
tion of  a  notice,  requiring  claims  to  be  sent  in. 
And  by  28  &  29  Vice,  c  36,  s.  3,  they  are  required, 
at  the  same  time  with  the  publication  of  the  notice, 
to  publish  a  copy  of  the  register.    They  must  now 
publish  the  precept  and  a  copy  of  the  register, 
'*just  as  they  receive  it  from  the  clerk  of  the 
peace."    Bogers  on  Elections  (11th  edit.  p.  129). 
[Dei^man,  J.^Have  they  not  published  the  list, 
although   they  have  altered   itP  the   Act  says, 
**  A  copy  of  the  said  list : "  what  list  P]    The  list 
sent  bjr  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  not  the  list  pub- 
lished in  an  altered  form.     [Bbxtt,  J. — Suppose 
the  overseers  omitted  to  publish  a  list  P]    Then  it  is 
enacted  that  the  old  list  shall  be  in  force  (s.  27). 
The  powers  of  the  overseers  to  alter  the  Ust  of 
claimants  is  strictly  confined  to  the  additions  pre- 
scribed by  6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  5.    They  may  write 
the  word  "  objected "  in  the  margin,  or  the  word 
"dead,"  but  nothing  else.    [Gbovb,  J.— What  is 
the  argument  contrd  r\    It  is  said  to  be  founded 
on  sect.  6.   [Qaovx,  J. — But  that  section  speaks  of 
the  list  "  so  to  be  made  out."]    Yes ;  but  the  con- 
tnury  argument  is  that  the  list  "  is  that  which  the 
overseers  publish,"  not  what  they  ought  to  pub- 
lish.    [B&BTT,  J. — Are  they  to  publish  what  they 
likeP]    Certainly  not.    The  other  side  also  rely 
on  Dams  v.  Hopkins  (3  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  376),  deciding 
that  the  sufficiency  of  a  notice  of  claim  under 
6  A  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  4,  is  for  the  overseers ;  and 
where  they  have  acted  upon  it,  by  inserting  the 
claimant's  name  in  their  ust,  pursuant  to  sect.  5, 
it  ijB  not  competent  to  the  revising  barrister  to  in- 
quire whether  its  form  is  in  compliance  with  the 
statute.   [Bbbtt,  J. — That  case  decided  a  point  long 
in  controversy.    There  the  claim  was  not  signed 
by  the  man  himself,  but,  being  apparently  good,  it 
was  held  the  revising  barrister  could  not  look 
behind  it  to  see  if  the  man  had  signed  personally.] 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondents. 

Keating,  J. — You  have  said  enough.  The  duties 
of  the  revising  barrister  are  prescribed  by  6  Vict. 
c  18,  s.  40,  and  very  precise  directions  are  given 
on  that  head,  as  well  as  indeed  for  all  steps  to  be 
taken  with  respect  to  the  revision.  The  Legis- 
lature probably  wished  to  leave  as  little  as  pos- 
sible to  discretion  in  such  matters,  and  to  pre- 
scribe distinct  rules  on  which  all  parties  might 
be  bound  to  act.  Sect.  40  provides  for  corrections 
which  may  be  made  by  the  barrister  on  the  re- 
ffiater.  [His  Lordship  read  the  section.]  There- 
UHre,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  calling  on  the  party 
objected  to  at  all  to  prove  his  qualification,  the 
party  objectiiig  must  appear  by  himself,  or  some 
one  acting  on  his  behair,  and  prove  he  gaye  the 
nofcios  or  JMiMSf  raspeotiyely  required  by  this  Act 
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to  be  given.  In  this  case  the  objector  did  appear 
before  the  revising  barrister  and  objected  to  the 
name  of  a  voter,  and  proved  he  had  sent  by  post 
certain  notices  of  objection.  Now  the  statute  says 
that  the  notice  must  be  such  a  notice  as  is  re- 
quired by  the  Act  to  be  given.  Let  us  inquire 
what  that  notice  is.  First,  what  is  to  be  done  by 
the  overseer  with  respect  to  the  preparation  of  the 
list  is  prescribed  by  28  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  3,  which 
provides  that  "The  clerk  of  the  peace  of  everj 
county  shall,  together  with  the  precept,  transmit 
to  the  overseers  of  every  parish  or  township  within 
such  county  a  sufficient  number  of  copies  of  the 
part  or  parts  of  the  register  relating  to  such 
parish  or  township,"  and  then  it  states  that  "  The 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  every  parish  and  town- 
ship shall,  on  or  before  the  twentieth  day  of  June 
in  every  year,  and  at  the  same  time  with  the  pub- 
lication of  the  notice  mentioned  in  the  fourth 
section  of  the  principal  Act,  publish  a  copy  of  the 
register  then  m  force  relating  to  their  parish  or 
township;  .  .  ."  Therefore  it  is  perfectly  clear 
that  the  duty  of  the  overseer  is  to  publish  that 
which  is  sent  to  him  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
viz.,  a  copy  of  the  re^ster.  That  being  published, 
the  voter  may  be  objected  to  either  by  the  over- 
seer, in  the  proper  way  (not  materiid  here,  because 
no  objection  was  made  by  the  overseer),  or  by  any 
person  entitled  to  vote ;  and  the  manner  in  which 
the  notice  is  to  be  given  is  prescribed  by  the  Act, 
which  provides  that  he  shall  send  a  notice  to  the 
voter  according  to  the  form  in  No.  11,  and  ac- 
cording to  that  form  in  No.  11  (6  Vict.  c.  18),  he 
is  to  address  the  notice  to  the  abode  of  the  voter 
as  described  in  the  list.  What  is  the  list  P  The 
Act  provides  that  the  list  is  that  which  is  sent  by 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  to  the  overseer,  and  the 
overseer  is  bound  to  publish ;  and  I  apprehend  it 
to  be  clear  that  the  overseer  must  publish  that  in  its 
integrity.  He  must  publish  it  as  he  receives  it. 
The  matter  giving  rise  to  difficulty  in  the  present 
case  results  from  the  act  of  the  overseer  who  did 
not  publish  a  copy  of  the  register  he  received, 
but  took  on  himself  to  alter  both  the  qualification 
of  the  party,  and  also  his  place  of  abode  as  de- 
scribed in  the  register.  The  objector  was  no 
doubt  misled  by  that,  and  adopted  the  alteration 
made  by  the  overseer,  and  drew  up  his  notice 
addressed  to  the  place  of  abode  as  altered  by  the 
overseer,  and  not  the  place  of  abode  on  the  re- 
gister transmitted  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  The 
objector  appeared  before  the  revising  barrister, 
and  the  Act  provides  that  the  party  appearing 
may  prove  he  gave  notice  of  objection  in  one  (3 
three  ways,  viz.,  either  that  he  served  it  person- 
ally on  the  voter,  or  left  it  at  his  place  of  abode  as 
described  in  che  list,  or  sent  it  bypost  to  his 
address  as  described  in  the  list.  The  objector 
here  adopted  the  last  of  the  three  methods,  and 
the  only  proof  before  the  revising  barrister  was, 
that  he  sent  the  notice  by  post  addressed  to  the 
abode  as  altered,  and  not  to  the  abode  as  in  the 
register.  The  simple  question  is,  whether  that  is 
in  compliance  with  the  statute.  We  are  not  em- 
barrassed here  by  any  question  which  might  arise 
if,  supposing  he  had  tiedled  to  prove  the  notice  sent 
through  the  post,  he  had  resorted  to  any  ot  the 
other  two  moaes  of  service ;  my  impression  is  that 
it  would  be  competent  to  him  to  ^t^-^^  ^i\^«c  ^ 
them,  if  he  oomd,  YATvn%  ^«^fii\.  \»  ^^sww^  «a^ 
But  here  we  mn»\.  \sJto  *\\»  ^Sim^.  ^i»  ^\wiwsc  X5S2«^ 
onikieiiOtioas«ate\>i^o^t.«^«aft-  T!\iiL  %3^V^«^^ 
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me  not  to  be  a  compliance  with  the  statute.  It  is 
to  be  observed  that,  before  the  voter  ooold  be 
even  called  upon  to  prove  hie  qualification,  proof  of 
service  of  notice  of  objection  must  be  given,  and  I 
think  the  meanin^^  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  when 
it  speaks  of  the  list  with  respect  to  notice  of  ob- 
jection, is  the  list  which  ought  to  be  published  by 
the  overseer,  and  if  he  takes  on  himself  to  alter 
the  list,  any  person  acting  on  the  alteration  does 
BO  at  his  peril.  One  can  quite  understand  the  re- 
vising barrister  acting  on  the  abstract  justice  of 
the  case,  and  taking  the  other  view,  because  the 
objector  was  misled,  and  therefore  it  is  not  sur- 
pnsing  the  revising  barrister  put  the  construction 
which  he  did  on  the  statute ;  and  on  the  right  of 
the  case  I  should  perhaps  be  disposed  also  to 
take  that  view.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
words  of  the  Act  are  express,  and  not  capable  of 
alteration,  and  that  here  there  was  not  such  a 
notice  given  as  the  statute  requires;  therefore 
that  the  voter  was  not  called  upon  to  prove  his 
qualification,  and  the  revising  barrister  was  in 
error  in  striking  him  off,  and  the  decision  must 
be  reversed. 

Brett,  J. — ^The  mere  question  in  this  case  seems 
to  be  whether  the  revising  barrister  was  in  a 
position  to  call  on  the  person  objected  to  to  prove 
nis  right  to  be  on  the  register.  The  revising  hfur- 
rister  has  not  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  call  on 
every  person  to  prove  his  right  to  vote,  and  has 
only  limited  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  call  on 
certain  persons.  The  authority  is  contained  in 
sect.  40  of  6  Vict.  c.  18,  and  it  depends  on  this 
condition  precedent,  viz.:  that  the  objector  shall 
appear  by  nimself  or  some  one  on  his  behalf,  and 
snail  prove  he  has  given  the  notice  or  notices  re- 
spectively bj  that  Act  required  to  be  given  by 
him.  That  is  shown  to  be  a  condition  precedent 
bj  the  following  words,  viz. :  "  Every  such  bar- 
rister shall  then  require  it  to  be  proved  that  the 
person  so  objected  to  was  entitled  on  the  last  day 
of  July  then  next  preceding,  to  have  his  name  in> 
serted  in  the  list  oi  voters  in  respect  of  the  quali- 
fication described  in  such  list."  The  condition 
precedent  is  that  the  objector  shall  prove  that  he 

gave  the  notice  or  notices  requirea  by  this  Act. 
ince  the  passing  of  that  Act  there  have  been 
other  Acts  which  we  must  take  to  be  incorporated 
therewith.  Therefore  it  means  the  notices  under 
that  Act  and  the  Acts  to  be  made  in  conjunction 
therewith.  Now  the  notices  required  by  this  Act 
in  case  of  counties  are  in  sect.  7;  the  objector 
must  prove  a  notice  to  the  overseer,  and  then  a 
notice  to  the  voter  himself;  he  must  prove  the 
service  of  the  notices  in  one  of  two  ways,  viz. :  he 
must  on  or  before  a  certain  day  **  give,  or  cause  to 
be  given  to  the  person  so  objected  to,  or  leave  or 
cause  to  be  left  at  his  place  of  abode,  as  described 
in  such  list,  a  notice,  according  to  the  form  num- 
bered 5  "  in  the  schedule.  But  a  further  mode  of 
proving  he  gave  the  notice  is  reserved  to  the  ob- 

iector  by  sect.  100.    He  may  prove  the  notice  to 
lave  been  "  sent  by  post,  directed  to  the  person  to 
whom  the  same  shall  be  sent,  at  his  place  of  abode 
as  described  in  the  said  list  of  voters.''    The  ob- 
jector, therefore,  may  satisfy  the  40th  section  in 
one    of    three  ways.     He    may  prove    personal 
service  of  the  notice,  or  service   of  the  notice 
at  the  place  of  abode,  or  avail  himself  of  the 
farther  privilege  (and  one  which  la  a  great  prwi- 
^^go)  f^vea  to  him,  viz.,  of  proving  the  aervic* 
of  notice  by  showing  it  to  have  been  Bent  by  i^t 


The  manner  of  provine  it  is  the  proof  adopted  for 
notices  sent  by  post  which,  according  to  JJUn  v. 
OreensiU  (4  C.  B.  100),  is  to  be  conclusive  proof 
that  the  notice  was  delivered,  and  delivered  in 
time,  and  it  is  not  open  to  the  voter  to  show  in 
point  of  fact  that  the  notice  was  never  received 
by  him,  or  received  after  due  time.  This  power  is 
therefore  a  great  privilege  given  to  the  objector, 
and  we  think,  therefore,  the  notice  must  be  strictly 
proved.  If  the  objector  does  assume  to  proye  the 
delivery  of  the  notice  by  post,  under  sect.  100, 
the  point  is  raised  as  to  what  is  to  be  the  direction; 
the  notice  is  to  be  "directed  to  the  person  to 
whom  the  same  shall  be  sent,  at  his  place  of  abode 
as  described  in  the  said  list  of  voters."  What  is 
the  list  of  voters?  Under  the  old  Act,  6  Yici. 
c.  18,  after  having  shown,  in  another  section,  that 
a  copy  of  the  old  register  is  sent  to  the  overseer  of 
the  parish,  and  a  list  of  claimante  to  yoto  made 
out,  section  6  provides,  **  That  the  list  of  claimants 
(if  any)  so  to  be  made  out  by  the  overseers  of 
every  parish  or  township,  together  with  the  said 
copy  of  the  register,  witn  the  marginal  additiom 
respectively  as  aforesaid,  for  the  time  beini^,  re- 
lating to  the. same  parish  or  township,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  lisc  of  voters  of  such  parish  or 
township  for  the  county  within  which  such  parish 
or  township  may  be  situate."  The  list  of  Yoters, 
therefore,  is  the  copy  of  the  old  register  and  the 
list  of  new  claimants.  Then  by  28  v  ict.  c.  36,  we 
see  that  in  counties  now  the  overseers  are  bound 
to  publish  a  copy  of  the  register  then  in  force. 
Therefore  the  list  of  the  parish  is  the  copy  of  the 
register  in  force  at  the  time  the  overseer  is  called 
on  to  publish  the  list  of  claimants  and  the  list  of 
occupiers  in  counties.  These  together  form  the 
list.  Therefore,  although  an  objector  proves  his 
notice  by  proving  delivery  to  the  post  office,  he 
must  take  care  to  prove  he  has  addressed  the 
voter  according  to  the  list  delivered  by  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  to  the  overseer.  He  must  take  care 
he  does  it  correctly.  It  may  be  that  the  over- 
seer has  wholly  failed  to  publish  any  oopy  of  the 
old  list.  Then  there  are  sections  in  the  Act 
which  say  the  list  is  "  still "  to  be  the  old  register, 
and,  if  that  be  the  case,  the  objector  must  take 
care  to  have  obtained  a  correct  copy  of  the  old 
list.  It  may  be  the  overseer  by  not  publishing  a 
copy  of  the  register  has  committed  a  breach  of 
the  Act ;  whether  he  could  be  punished  therefor  is 
immaterial,  but  it  does  not  relieve  the  objector 
from  following  the  plain  enactment  of  the  Act, 
which  is,  that  ne  should  serve  a  copy  aooording  to 
the  list  which  is  to  be  kept  and  the  existing  re- 
gister. Then  we  come  to  see  if  the  objector  has 
proved  in  this  case  what  he  is  bound  to  prove.  If 
we  are  to  take  it,  as  I  think  we  must  assume  in 
this  case,  that  the  only  evidence  of  service  of 
notice  offered  before  the  revising  barrister  wm 
service  by  post,  it  seems  to  me  the  objector  here 
failed  to  comply  with  that  condition  precedent 
He  did  not  prove  he  paid  postage,  or  that  the 
notice  was  addressed  according  to  the  list^  because 
his  notice  was  directed  not  according  to  tiie  list, 
but  according  to  something  which  the  overseer  bad 
imprudently  and  negligently  published  on  the 
church  door,  and  was  not  the  list.  I  think  tb^e 
is  an  authoritv  for  saving  that  after  the  objector 
had  failed  to  prove  this  service,  he  might  hats 

\gone  on  to  prove  personal  servioe,  or  semoe  at  the 
'^^acj&  ol  «X)^^.    \^  ^  vc^  Ti<ck>^^<Q(wever,  called  upon* 
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much  if  this  case  is  so  stated  as  to  enable  us  to 
see  whether  that  was  done  or  not,  bat  we  must 
assume  no  such  service  of  notice  of  objection  was 
attempted  to  be  proved,  and  that  the  revising 
barrister  did  not  put  the  voter  in  a  position  to 
sustain  his  vote. 

Gbovs,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  main 
point  in  question  seems  to  me  to  be  the  construe- 
to  be  put  on  sect.  100,  and  the  words  "  in  such 
respective  lists  as  aforesaid,"  and  the  subsequent 
word  "  described  in  the  said  list  of  voters."  Now, 
wrimdfcteie,  on  looking  at  that  sentence,  and  there 
having  been  a  provision  for  the  overseers  pub- 
lishing a  list,  it  would  not  improbably  convey  to 
ordinary  minds  that  it  referred  to  the  list  pub- 
lished by  the  overseer,  but  on  reading  through  all 
the  marginal  notes  attached  to  the  intervening 
sections  up  to  sect.  5,  I  cannot  find  that  there 
is  any  provision  making  the  list  published  by 
the  overseer  the  only  authorized  hst,  so  that  if 
the  overseer  had  entered  a  name  wrongly,  that 
being  the  published  list  would  become  the  only 
authorised  list  which  might  be  regarded.  The 
Legislature  could  have  so  provided  and  made  the 
published  list  the  only  authorize  one,  but  I  find 
no  provision  in  the  statute,  and  Mr.  Lewis  says 
there  is  none,  and  he  is  confirmed  by  the  state- 
ment of  the  objections  in  the  present  case,  which 
merely  refers  to  sect.  6.  We  must  therefore  fall 
back  upon  sect.  5,  whereby  overseers  are  directed 
to  prepare  lists  of  claimants.  [His  Lordship  read 
parts  of  the  section.]  Now  if  it  be  the  prop)er 
construction  of  the  words  in  sect.  100  to  read 
them  as  referring  to  "  such  list  as  is  directed  by 
sect.  5  to  be  published  by  the  overseer,"  this 
list  in  question  is  not  such  list,  as  it  was  not 
a  copy  of  the  register  or  list  of  claimants.  It 
was  a  list  amended  by  the  overseers,  who  had 
no  power  of  making  such  amendment  as  they  did 
mase  in  exercise  of  any  power  given  by  the  statute 
Then  has  the  objector  complied  with  the  con- 
ditions of  sect,  100,  which  gives  him  a  privilege 
of  sending  notice  by  postP  He  must  send  it 
directed  to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  sent,  "  at  his 
place  of  abode  as  described  in  the  said  list  of 
voters."  He  does  not,  however,  do  so,  but  sends 
it  to  some  other  place  of  abode,  which  may  be  his 
trae  place  of  abode,  but  is  not  prescribed  by  the 
list  of  voters.  No  doubt  there  are  hardships  on 
both  sides.  On  the  one  hand  it  may  be  hard  that 
the  objector  should  lose  his  objection,  and  pos- 
sibly an  unoualified  person  remain  on  the  re- 
ffiflter  throuflrn  mistake  of  the  overseers,  but  the 
Eardship  on  the  other  hand  is  much  greater,  viz., 
that  the  voter  should  be  disfranchisea  by  the  un- 
authorized changes  on  the  list  by  the  overseer. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  service  of  the  notice  did 
not  comply  with  sect.  100,  not  having  been  ad- 
dressed to  the  person's  place  of  abode  as  described 
on  the  list  of  voters,  ana  was  therefore  insufficient. 
DimiAH,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  must 
■ay  that  during  the  argument  I  was  a  good  deal 
struck  with  the  deduction  which  might  he  drawn 
from  the  subsequent  statute  and  its  requirements, 
and  it  seems  to  me  hard  that  the  objector  should 
be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  his  objection  from 
the  laches  of  the  overseer  who  published  this 
altered  list^  But  we  have  only  to  put  a  construc- 
tion on  sect.  100,  and  I  entirely  concur  in  that 
f*Ten  to  it  by  the  other  members  of  the  court. 
Unnk  the  words  "  said  Hat,"  maan  the  list  pub- 
Btbad  Job  the  register,  except  ao  far  bb  ii  may  be 


legally  altered  by  the  overseer ;  and,  inasmuch  as 
this  was  a  totally  unauthorized  act  of  the  overseer 
in  altering  the  list,  I  consider  that  it  was  still 
incumbent  on  the  objector  sending  the  notice  by 
post  to  send  it  to  the  address  on  the  old  register. 
Therefore,  I  agpree  with  the  rest  of  the  court ;  but 
should  have  preferred  to  have  heard  argument  on 
the  other  side,  although  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  appellant  stated  the  objections  contra  fairly 
enough  It  is  impossible  to  decide  satisfactorily 
where  counsel  are  heard  on  one  side  only. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant. 

Attorneys   for  the  appellant,   CootSt  Kingdon, 
andCoote,  for  DaWt  jwn.,  Elxeter. 


Wednesday,  Nov,  19, 1873. 

Lord  Bendlesham  v.  Tabor. 

Parliamentary  elections — Irish  peer — Right  to  vote. 

An  Irish  peer,  who  is  not  a  member  of  the  House  of 

Commons,  is  not  entiHed  to  have  his  name  kept 

on  the  register  so  as  to  be  able  to  vote,  in  the  event 

of  his  being  elected  to  the  House  of  Commons  at  a 

fiUure  time. 

Appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 

for  East  Suffolk. 

The  case  stated  that  Lord  Bendlesham  had  been 
upon  the  register  of  voters  for  East  Suffolk  for 
several  years  in  respect  of  his  estate  in  Bendlesham 
Hall,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  which  is  his  free- 
hold. He  is,  and  was  during  the  qualifying  period, 
an  Lrish  peer,  and  was  not,  nor  ever  had  been,  a 
representative  peer  or  a  member  of  Parliament. 
He  was  duly  qualified  to  be  on  the  register,  unless 
he  was  disqualified  by  reason  of  his  being  an  Irish 
peer.  It  was  contended  by  the  objector  that  the 
voter  was  not  entitled  to  be  upon  the  register, 
because  he  was  an  Irish  peer ;  and  on  the  appel- 
lant's behalf  it  was  contended  that  a  peer  of 
Ireland,  who  should  be  elected  as  member  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  should  not  decline  to 
serve  as  such  member,  would  be  entitled  to  vote 
for  the  election  of  knights  of  the  shire,  and  that  he 
was  entitled  to  be  upon  the  register,  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  exercise  his  right  to  vote,  in  the 
event  of  his  being  elected  to  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, and  not  declining  to  servo  there.  The 
revising  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  Lord 
Bendlesham,  not  being  at  that  time  a  member  of 
the  House  of  Commons  was  not  then  entitled  to 
vote  at  the  election  of  members  for  that  county, 
and  he  expunged  his  name  from  the  list  of  voters. 

O'MaUey,  Q.C.,  for  the  appellant.— After  the 

decision  of  this    court  in    Lord    BeoMchamp  v. 

Madresfield    (L.    Bep.  8,    C.  P.   245;   27  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  606),  I  cannot  contend  for  the  broad 

principle  that  a  peer  is  entitled  to  vote  for  raem- 

oers  of  the  House  of  Commons;  but  I  submit 

that  an  Irish  peer  is  an  exception  to  the  general 

rule.    One  of  the  sessional  orders  of  the  House 

of  Commons  states  that  no  peer  except  an  Irish 

peer,  who  should  for  the  time  being  have  been 

actually  elected,  and  should  not  decline  to  serve 

as  a  member  of  the  House  of  Commons,  shall 

have  any  right  to  vote  for  a  member  of  Parliament. 

There  is  no  statute  which  disqualifies  the  appellant 

from  voting  for  members  of  the  H.craA&  ^  Q»^\s^- 

mons,  and,  vn  accoT^sfiSicib  'mVJsi  ^'^  T^»s^'oSa^^'^^  ^ 

that  Ho\u»,  \ie  in^aYiV.  %fc  bskj  XAxaa^Xsi  ^«^'^*^^=^;^ 

mem\)er,  \)e  en\.\\\^  V>  ^^^fi^  ^««  «^1  ^"^"^  ""^^ 
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ber.  He  OBiiDOt,  however,  exerase  that  right  nn- 
leas  his  nsmo  is  allowed  to  remain  on  the  register, 
and  the  revising  barriater  should  therefore  have 
allowed  the  appellant's  name  to  remain,  so  as  to 
meet  any  contiDgencjr  ma;  oocnr. 

George  Browat,  for  the  respondent,  waa  not 
called  Dpon. 

C01.BIUD6B,  C.J.— In  this  case  the  decision  of  the 
revising  barrister  naa  right,  and  mnat  be  affirmed. 
It  has  been  decided  in  Eari  Beauchamp  v.  Madrei- 
jUld  (L.  Bep.  8  G.  P.  245 ;  27  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  606) 
that  peers  of  Parliament  are  by  immemorial  cnstom 
disentitled  to  vote  at  the  election  of  members  of 
Parliament.  The  question  is,  therefore,  whether 
IiOrd  Bendlesham,  who  is  an  Irish  peer,  comes 
within  the  case  of  Earl  BeaiKhamp  v.  Madrei^ld. 
I  think  it  does.  By  the  4th  article  of  the  Act  of 
Union  (39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  67)  it  is  enacted  that  any 
person  holding  any  peerage  of  Ireland  now  Bal>- 
sisting  or  hereafter  to  be  created  iihall  not  thereby 
bedisqaalified  from  being  elected  to  serve,  if  ho 
ahall  think  fit,  or  from  serving  or  continning  to 
■erve  for  any  county,  city,  or  borongh  of  Great 
Britain  in  the  Hoaee  of  Commons  of  the  United 
Kingdom  unless  he  ahall  have  been  previously 
elected  as  above  to  sit  iu  the  House  of  Lords  of  the 
United  Kingdom ;  but  that  bo  long  as  sach  peer 
of  Ireland  shall  so  continue  to  be  a  member  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  the 
privilege  of  peerage  nor  be  capable  ofbeing  elected 
to  serve  as  a  peer  on  the  part  of  Ireland,  or  of 
voting  at  any  such  election ;  and  that  he  shall  be 
liable  to  he  sued,  indicted,  proceeded  asainst,  and 
tried  as  a  commoner  for  any  offence  nitn  which  he 
may  be  charged."  The  effect  of  this  is  to  reduce 
him  from  the  status  of  a  peer  to  that  of  a  com- 
moner. This  appears  to  show  that  any  peer  of 
Ireland  is  in  the  same  position  as  a  peer  of  Eng- 
land, unless  he  chaoses  to  avail  himself  of  this 
special  Act;   and  the   auestion   is,   whether  the 

reasons  given.  Lord  Bendlesham  was  incapacitated 
by  law  from  voting.  If  I  am  right  that  the  inca- 
pacity of  Lord  Bendlesham  was  created  by  law, 
then  It  existed  at  the  day  of  registration,  and  the 
revising  barrister  was  not  only  right,  but  bound 
to  strike  him  off  the  register.  It  had  been  argued 
that  Lord  Rendlesham  was  entitled  to  be  put  on 
the  register  of  voters,  although  for  the  time  beicK 
he  was  incapacitated  from  voting,  because,  should 
he  be  elected,  as  was  possible,  a  member  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  he  would  acquire  the  status 
of  an  English  commoner,  and,  in  that  capacity, 
have  a  right  to  vote.  That  argnment,  however, 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  sound,  as  may  be  seen 
by  the  analogous  cases  to  which  it  might  oquaJlj 
be  applied — take,  for  instance,  the  case  of  a  minor, 
who,  on  reaching  full  age,  would  cease  to  be  inca- 
pacited ;  or  of  a  policeman,  who  is  onlydJsqnalified 
■o  long  as  he  remains  in  the  force.  The  decision 
of  the  revising  barrister  must  be  affirmed,  and  with 

E2ATD40,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for 
the  same  reasons. 
Bkbtt  and  Okovx,  JJ.,  concnrred. 

Deeition  affirmtd. 
Attorney  for  the  appellant,  Wood. 
Attomeja   for    the    respondent,   Aldridga  and 
7%ame,  for  Jenningt,  Ipswich. 


Shbewh)    It.    Whtxak. 
Biegiitraiion — Borough  voU — Natwn  of  quaUfita- 

lion^-"  Bentcharge  on  afreduiid  hotue," 
The  qutdificalion  of  aperton  onth«  lUt  <^vot«n  for 
the    borough  of  Derby  mat  deteribed  aa  "  rent- 
charge    on    a    freehold    koute."      The     rmting 
barritter  dUaUowed  the  vote,  thinking  tie  ctndi 
not    prefix    the  word    "freehold"    hefor*  "rmi- 
ckarge,'  the  casenotbeingoneofmiwnomar  ori*- 
accurate  deecription  untAin  teet.  101  ofthaBiegi*- 
tration  AU  1843  (6  Vict.  c.  18)  .- 
Held,  that  "  a  renteharge  on  a  freehold  Aowm  "  10M 
a  STiffieient  deecription  ;  and,  alto,  even  if  it  uwn 
not,  Ike  revieing  barrietKr  had  power  and  ought 
to  have  amended  Ihs  qvaiijicaiion. 
At  the  court  held  for  the  revision  of  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  parish  of  9t.  Alkmund,  Derby,  in 
the    southern   division  of   the   ooanty  of   Derb^, 
before  the  barrister  dulv  appointed  for  the  laid 
southern    division    of    tne  county   of   Derby,   in 
which  the  said  parish  of    St.  Afkmand  ia  oom- 
prised,   Robert  Whyman,  of  London -street,   Lil- 
church,  attended  the  said  court  on  this  day,  when 
the  revising  barrister  declared  that  Somnel  Sher- 
win,  of  Cherry -street,  Derby,  was  not  entitled  to 
have  his  name  inserted  in  the  register  of  voters 
for  the  said  parish,  and,  before  the  lising  of  (he 
said  Court,  delivered  a  notice  in   writing  that  h« 
is  desirous  to  appeal  against  the  decision. 

1.  The  respoudeut  duly  objeoted  to  the  nams 
of  the  appellant  being  retained  upon  the  list  of 
voters  tor  the  parish  of  St.  Alkmund,  Derby,  and 
grounded  hia  objection  on  the  third  column  ijtlu 
register,  in  respect  of  the  nature  of  appellant'i 
interest  in  the  qualifying  property. 

2,  The  entry  on  the  list  of  votera  was  as 
follows : — 


Dnfnehold 


W.  B.a3i» 


)   appdlsnt 

sufficient; 


3.  It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  objector 
that  the  qualification  of  the  said  appellant,  u 
stated  in  the  said  list  of  voters,  was  insufficient  in 
law  to  entitle  him  to  vote,  on  the  ground  that  the 
renteharge  was  not  stated  in  the  third  column  to 
be  a  freehold  renteharge. 

4.  It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  1 
that  the  qualification,  as  stated,  was  g 
that  a  freehold  renteharge  was  the  only  rentcharga 
which  could  confer  a  vote ;  and  that,  therefare,  tM 
omission  of  the  word  "  freehold  "  was  immateri^, 
and  at  most  amisnomeror  inaccurate  descriptions 
and  further,  that  I  had  power  to  amend,  by  adding 
the  word  "  freehold,"  if  amendment  was  rkocessaiy. 

5.  I  was  of  opinion  that,  under  8  Hen.  6  c  7,  ■ 
freehold  tenure  was  of  the  very  essence  of  tbii 
qualification,  and  that  this  did  not  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  list,  either  by  absolnte  statement  or  by 
necessary  implication.  From  this  it  followed  thtt 
in  my  opinion  the  case  was  not  one  of  misnonKr 
nor  inaccurate  description  vrithin  seot.  101  of  the 
Registration  Act  1843,  and  that  there  was  do 
power  to  amend  under  sect.  40  of  the  same  Ad ;  I 
consequently  expunged  the  name  from  the  list. 

6.  The  names  of  fourteen  other  persons,  con- 
tained in  a  schedule  annexed  to  this  case,  and  aQ 
iu  like  manner  duly  objected  to  by  the  said  mpoo- 
dent,  Robert  Whyman,  were  expunged  on  the 
same  grounds  from  the  list  of  voten  far  the 
MvQval  ^rishes   of    St.  Alkmnnd,  Dertry,  lit 
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sion  of  the  ooanty  of  Derby.  Their  several  cases 
depended  on  the  same  point  of  law  as  his  case,  and 
ought  to  be  considered  therewith. 

if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
decision  was  wrong,  then  the  names  of  the  appel- 
lant and  the  said  several  other  persons  are  to  be 
restored  to  the  said  several  lists  of  voters,  with 
or  without  amendment,  as  the  court  may  think  fit. 

The  Attomey-Oeneral  (Henry  James,  Q.C.),  with 
him  Edwards,  for  the  appellant. — The  qualifica- 
tion here  is  a  "  rentcharge  on  a  freehold  house." 
It  does  not  require  an  amendment  as  it  is  a  mere 
mis-description — no  rentcharge  but  a  freehold 
rentcharge  can  give  a  qualification:  (Warhurton 
v.  Denton,  L.  JElep.  6,  C.  P.  267;  23  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  729.)  Unless  there  were  some  words 
to  show  it  was  other  than  a  freehold,  no  objector 
could  be  mistaken.  [Brett,  J. — It  is  alleffea  that 
it  may  or  may  not  confer  a  vote,  can  that  be  suffi- 
cient r]  If  YOU  read  it  so  that  it  can  or  cannot 
give  a  qualincation,  then  I  submit  the  court  must 
read  for  the  benefit  of  the  voter,  to  give  a  qualifi- 
cation.   He  referred  to : 

Lonqfield  v.  0*  Connor,  died  in  Bogen  on  Eltotions, 

11th  edit.,  p.  141 ; 
West  V.  Rohson,  Keen  and  Grant's  Bep.  14 : 
Nicholla  v.  Buhoer,  40  L.  J.  82,  G.  P. ;  23  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.S.542: 
6  Yiot.  0. 18  (Soh.  A.),  No.  6. 

JBT.  Qiffard,  Q.O.  (Gorat  with  him),  for  the  respon- 
dent.— The  Legislature  intended  that  the  nature 
of  the  tenure  should  be  put  in  the  third  column, 
and  if  the  nature  of  the  C|ualification  is  insufficient 
in  law,  the  revising  hamster  is  bound  to  expunge 
it.  This  is  a  description  of  something  which  may 
or  may  not  be  a  qualification,  and  if  it  be  not  a 
Qualification  the  revising  barrister  was  right  in 
oiaallowing  the  vote. 

GoLSBiDGS,  C.J. — In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion 
the  appeal  should  be  allowed,  and  the  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister  reversed.  It  seems  we  have 
to  decide  two  Questions,  first,  whether  the  qualifi- 
cation was  sufficiently  described,  and,  secondly, 
if  it  was  not,  whether  the  revising  barrister  had 
power  to  amend.  He  thought  the  qualification 
insufficient,  and  that  he  could  not  amend  under 
the  statute.  It  is  a  similar  case  to  Hoioitt  v. 
Stephens  (28  L.  J.  105,  C.  P.),  and  either  the 
qualification  is  described,  or  nothing  is  described ; 
we  ought,  therefore,  to  answer  that  the  qualifica- 
tion is  described  rightly ;  but  even  if  it  was  not, 
the  revising  barrister  was  wron^  on  the  second 
point,  for  it  was  clearly  within  his  power  to 
amend.  If  the  matter  of  the  rentcharge  was  not 
dear,  the  Registration  Act  gave  him  power  to 
make  the  necessary  amendment. 

Kbatikg,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
the  revising  barrister  was  mistaken  in  both  points. 
A  rentcharge  on  a  freehold  house  was  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  name  to  \je  placed  on  the  register. 
If  one  rentcharge  will  give  a  vote,  why  it  should 
be  read  as  a  rentcharge  which  does  not  give  a 
vote  I  cannot  understand.  It  was  sufficient  as  it 
stood,  and  if  not  it  was  the  duty  of  the  revising 
barrister  to  make  it  sufficient.  The  decision  ought 
to  be  reversed. 

Bbbtt,  J. — I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  third  column  need  not  be  strictly 
accurate.  It  is  enough  if  so  described  as  to  be 
capable  of  identification.  If  this  had  been  equally 
applicable  to  two  qaaliGoationa  I  should  have  been 
xo  same  doabt,  ms  I  wm  in  the  caoe  of  Totomend 


V.  The  Overseers  of  8t  Mariflehone  (L.  Rep.  7 
Q.  B.  143).  But  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  in  Toums' 
end  V.  8t,  Marylebone,  the  description  was  appli- 
cable to  two  qualifications,  which  is  not  the  case 
here,  as  the  only  rentcharge  that  can  confer  the 
franchise  is  a  freehold  rentcharge.  Howitt  v; 
Stephens  is  a  sufficient  authority  to  show  that  the 
revising  barrister  might  have  made  the  alteration. 
He  says,  in  the  case,  that  the  rentcharge  did  not 
appear,  either  by  absolute  statement  or  necessary 
implication,  to  be  freehold  ;  and  that  the  case  not 
being  one  of  misnomer  or  inaccurate  description, 
he  had  no  power  to  amend.  This  is  absolutely 
wrong  in  point  of  law.  It  was  sufficient  for  the 
purpose  of  identification,  and  he  ought  to  have 
gone  on  and  taken  evidence  as  to  whether  the 
voter  had  a  freehold  rentcharge.  He  leaves  to  us 
the  question,  **  Was  my  decision  right  in  point  of 
law  ?      My  answer  is.  No. 

Grove,  J.-'  In  this  case  the  revising  barrister 
should  have  looked  at  the  objects  of  the  Act,  and 
the  real  nature  of  the  voter's  qualification,  whether 
the  rentcharge  be  freehold,  copyhold,  or  other- 
wise. It  is  necessary  to  put  down  the  qualification 
to  enable  persons  to  know  on  what  grounds  the 
applicant  claims  to  be  put  on  the  register,  when 
a  party  claims  for  a  freehold  rentcharge,  I  cannot 
conceive  any  person  being  misled ;  and  the  nature 
of  the  qualification  need  not  be  so  logically  ex- 
pressed as  to  exclude  any  imaginary  qualification ; 
nor  do  I  agree  that  a  barrister's  power  is  so 
limited  that  he  cannot  idter  the  qualificstion  and 
add  the  word  "  freehold."  decision  reversed. 

Attorney  for  appellant,  Qreenfield,  for  Leachp 
Derby. 

Attorneys  for  respondent,  SomervUle  and  HoU 
land. 


Friday,  Nov,  21, 1873. 

Dubant  V,  Cabter. 

ParliamenUury  elections — Ahseruse  without  intention 
to  return-,  2^3  WiU,  4.  c.  45 ;  30  ^  31  Vid. 
c.  102. 
A  clergyman  who  goes  abroad,  having  placed  a 
ourate  in  his  house,  and  having  locked  up  three  • 
rooms  for  his  own  use,  without  an  animus  rever* 
tendi  for  siob  months  previous  to  the  dlst  of  July, 
is  fiot  entiMed  to  a  vote  under  either  2^3  WiU,  4. 
c,  45.,  or  the  Representation  of  the  People  Act 
1870  (30  4-  31  Vict,  c  102). 
At  a  court  held  by  the  revising  barrister  appointed 
to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  of 
New  Windsor,  Benjamin  Chandler  Durant  duly 
objected  to  the  name  of  Thomas  Thellusson  Carter 
being  retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to 
vote  in  respect  of  property  occupied  within  the 
parish  of  Clewer,  at  the  election  of  a  member  for 
the  borough  of    New  Windsor.      The  name  of 
Thomas  Thellusson  Carter  appeared  in  the  list. 

The  following  facts  were  established  by  the 
evidence : — 

Mr.  Carter  is  and  has  been  for  some  years  the 
rector  of  Clewer.  In  the  year  1871  he  petitioned 
the  bishop  of  the  diocese  to  be  absent  from  his 
benefice.     On  the  17th  of  May  1871,  the  bishop 

S -anted  a  license  as  followa-.  **  3<jtex\.  Tv^^wc^a^ 

beloved  m  0\imt»  OwioTi  '^^^^^ J^^^^'vo. 
Garter,  derk  m  \io\j  at^«%.  wi\«t  cR.  ^\«««i-  ^^ 
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the  county  of  Berks,  within  onr  diocese,  greeting 
— We  do  hereby  license  you  to  be  absent  from 
your  said  benefice  until  the  31st  day  of  Dec,  1872, 
on  account  of  illness,  as  medically  certified  unto 
us,  you  having  provided  for  the  due  and  prop)er 
peru)rmance  of  the  duties  of  yoar  benefice  to  our 
satisfaction.  Given  under  our  hand  this  17th  day 
of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1871." 

N.B. — ^The  Act  directs  that  a  copy  of  this 
licence  shall  be  transmitted  by  the  incumbent  to 
the  churchwardens  within  one  month  from  the 
granting  thereof,  to  be  by  them  deposited  in  the 
parish  cnest,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  same  shall  be 
produced  by  the  churchwaraens,  and  publicly  read 
at  the  visitation  of  the  archdeacon.  Upon  the 
certified  copy  of  this  licence  produced  in  evidence 
was  the  following  endorsement : — 

Diocese  of  Oxford. 
The  Eev.  T.  T.  Carter,  Clewer. 
(Copy)    Lioenoe  of  non^Besidence, 
Under  1  A  2  Yiot.  o.  106,  sect  43,  Ao, 

On  the  18th  of  May  1871,  the  bishop  granted  a 
license  to  Mr.  Edward  Dunkin  Harrison,  whicli 
was  as  follows : — 

John  Fielder,  by  Divine  permission.  Lord  Bishop  of 
Oxford,  to  our  beloved  in  Christ,  JSdward  Dnnkm 
Harrison,  clerk  in  holy  orders,  M.A.,  greeting— We  do 
by  these  presents  give  and  grant  onto  yon,  in  whose 
fidelity,  morals,  learning,  soond  dootrine,  and  diligenoe 
we  do  fully  confide,  our  Uoenoe  and  authority  to  perform 
the  duty  of  stipendiary  clerk,  in  the  parish  of  Clewer,  in 
the  oounty  of  Berks,  and  within  our  diocese  and  jurisdic- 
tion, in  reading  the  common  prayers  and  perJForming 
other  ecclesiastical  duties  belon^ff  to  ;the  said  office, 
aecording  to  the  form  prescribed  in  uie  Book  of  Common 
Prayer,  made  and  published  by  authority  of  Parliament 
and  the  canons  and  constitutions  in  that  behalf  lawfully 
established  and  promulgated,  and  not  otherwise  or  in 
any  other  manner  (you  having  first  in  the  presence  of  our 
commissary  duly  appointed,  made,  and  subscribed  the 
declaration  of  absence,  and  taken  the  oath  of  canonical 
obedience  to  the  bishop,  as  required  by  law  to  be  made, 
subecribed,  and  taken).  And  we  do  by  these  presents 
assign  unto  you  the  yearly  stipend  of  jBIOO,  to  be  paid 
quarterly,  for  serving  the  said  cure.  And  we  require  you 
to  reside  in  the  parish.  In  witness  whereof  we  have 
eauKed  our  episcopal  seal  to  be  hereto  affixed. — Dated 
the  18th  dav  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1871,  and  in 
the  second  year  of  our  consecration.  (Stipendiary 
Curates'  Licences.) 

Upon  the  certified  copy  of  this  licence  produced 
in  evidence  was  the  following  endorsement : — 

(Copy.) 
Stipendiary  Curate*'  Licence. 

On  the  7th  Sept.  1871,  the  bishop  granted  a 
licence  to  Sydney  Malet  Scroggs,  which  was  as 
follows : 

John  Fielder,  by  Divine  permission  Lord  Bishop  of 
Oxford,  to  our  beloved  in  Christ,  Sydney  Malet  ScrogSTS, 
clerk  in  Holy  Orders,  M.A.,  greeting. 

We  do  b^  tiiese  presents  give  and  grant  unto  you,  in 
whose  fidehty,  moxals,  learning,  sound  dootrine,  and 
diliffenoe  we  do  fully  confide  our  licence  and  authoritv  to 

SBrform  the  office  of  stipendiary  curate  in  tiie  parish  of 
lower,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  and  within  our  diocese 
and  jurisdiction,  in  reading  the  Common  Prayers,  and 
p€rforming  other  ecclesiastical  duties  belonging  to  the 
said  office,  according  to  the  form  prescribed  in  the  Book 
of  Common  Prayer,  made  and  published  by  authoritv  of 
Parliament  and  the  canons  and  constitutions  in  that  behalf 
lawfully  established  and  promulgated,  and  not  otherwise 
or  in  aiiy  other  manner  (you  having  first,  in  the  presence 
of  our  commissary  duly  appointed,  made  and  subscribed 
the  declaratiou  ot  assent  and  taken  the  oath  of  canonical 
obedience  to  the  bishop  as  required  by  law  to  be  made, 
Bubacribed  Bnd  taken);  and  we  do  by  these  presents 
Mtfjig-a  joa  the  jearly  stipend  of  J675,  tp  be  uaid  quaxtexV^ 
for  aerriDg  the  tadd  core,  together  with  the  use  ol  ^a 
i^hbe  house  (wharm  we  require  jou  to  reside),  gacden^ 
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and  offices,  free  from  pejmont  of  any  rent  or  taxes  ia 
respect  of  the  same. 

In  witness  whereof  we  have  cauaed  oar  epiaoopal  seal 
to  be  hereto  affixed. 

Dated  the  7th  Sept.,  1871,  and  in  the  aeoond  year  of  our 
consecration. 

Upon  the  certified  copy  of  thia  lioenoe  prodaced 
in  evidence,  was  the  following  indorsement: 

(Copy.) 
[Stipendiary  Curate's  Lioenoe.] 

Mr.  Carter  remained  in  possession  of  his  honse 
until  some  day  in  the  early  part  of  Oct.  1872, 
when  he  left  the  honse  and  went  abroad  for  tiie 
winter,  with  the  intention  of  retnming  in  the 
spring.  Before  leaving  he  arranged  with  the  bishop 
that  Mr.  Scroggs '  should  be  in  the  parish  as  an 
additional  helper,  and  before  the  licence  to  Mr. 
Scroggs,  herembefore  set  out,  was  obtained,  he 
had  made  an  arrangement  with  Mr.  Scroggs  that 
he  should  be  there  as  an  additional  helper.  ^Hr. 
Carter  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  apphcation  of 
Mr.  ScrogRs  to  the  bishop  for  the  licence.     Before 
leaving,  Mr.  Carter  arranged  with  Mr.  Scroggs 
that  three  rooms  in  the  house  should  be  retained 
by  Mr.  Carter,  for  his  own  use.  Those  three  rooms 
in  the  house  where  locked  up,  and  the  key  left  in 
the  possession  of  a  servant  wno  had  been  employed 
by  Mr.  Carter,  but  who  was  paid  by  Mr.  Scr(^;g8 
after  Mr.  Carter  had  left  the  house.    Mr.  Carter 
having  left  the  house,  Mr.  Scroggs  went  to  reside 
in  it,  and  remained  there  till  the  month  of  Jane 
1873.    It  was  asserted  bv  Mr.  Carter  that  Mr. 
Scroggs  so  resided  in  the  house  by  his  permission, 
and  if  he  had  returned  from  abroad  before  the 
month  of  June  1873,  he  could  not  have  required 
Mr.  Scroggs  to  leaye  the  house  unless  he  had 

Provided  some  accommodation  for  him  elsewhere, 
here  was  no  evidence  before  me  to  show  that  Mr. 
Scroggs  did  not  so  reside  in  the  house  by  the 
permission  of  Mr.  Carter,  except  such  evidence  as 
IS  supplied  by  the  documents  set  out  in  this  cue. 
Mr.  Carter  did  not  return  to  the  house  until  the 
month  of  June  1873,  when  he  resumed  possession 
of  the  house.  Mr.  Carter  was  rated  for  the  house, 
and  paid  the  rates. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Carter  that 
the  residence  and  occupation  was  sufficient  to 
entitle  him  to  have  his  name  retained  on  the  list 
of  voters. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  obieotor  that 
the  question  rested  entirely  on  1  &  2  Yiot.  c.  106, 
that  the  licence  hereinbefore  set  out  were  fonnded 
upon  the  said  Act,  and  that  under  the  said  Act  it 
was  not  possible  to  make  any  reservation  of  roomt 
in  the  nouse.  The  revising  barrister  was  of 
opinion  that  there  was  proof  that  Mr.  Carter  bad 
occupied  the  house  and  resided  therein  soffimently 
to  entitle  him  to  vote  in  respect  thereof,  and  thst 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  above  refeired  to  did 
not  prevent  him  from  being  so  entitled.  He  was 
also  of  opinion  that  inasmuch  as  the  lioenoe 
granted  to  Mr.  Scroggs  was  not  shown  to  have 
been  granted  under  the  provisions  of  the  said 
statute,  and  did  not  on  the  face  of  it  or  by  reference 
appear  to  have  been  made  under  the  provisions 
thereof,  and  did  not  appear  to  be  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  said  statute  that  he  ought  not  to  hold 
that  the  residence  of  Mr.  Scroggs  in  the  house  was 
not,  as  alleged  by  fir.  Carter,  by  his  pemussiooi 
and  he  retained  the  name  upon  the  said  list  of 
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dedsion  was  wrong,  the  list  of  voters  is  to  be 
amended  by  ezpungins^  the  name  of  Thomas 
Thellasson  Garter  from  tne  said  list. 

Chrat  for  the  appellant. — I  shall  have  to  satisfy 
the  court  that  Mr.  Carter  either  resided  in  his 
house  or  was  an  inhabitant  occupier.  The  licence 
under  which  Mr.  Carter  was  absent  had  expired, 
and  therefore  he  was  bound  to  be  present  during 
the  last  seven  months.  In  the  case  of  B.  v.  St. 
Mary  Kalendar  (9  A.  Sd.  E.  626),  where  a  pauper 
took  a  house  at  a  yearly  rent,  payable  quarterly, 
the  tenancy  to  be  determined  at  any  time;  ten 
days  before  the  end  of  the  year  the  pauper  Quitted 
the  premises  with  his  family,  locked  up  the  nouse, 
leaving  only  a  few  things  in  it,  Lord  Denman  said 
**  It  cannot  have  been  meant  that  no  occupation 
coald  take  place  without  a  personal  residence.  A 
man  might  occupy  by  bales  of  goods."  And  in 
the  same  case,  Coleridge,  J.,  says  (at  p.  631)  **  Sup- 
pose he  had  gone  away  without  any  animus  reve- 
iendi,  but  had  left  a  person  on  the  premises,  would 
not  that  have  been  an  occupation?  and,  if  so, 
may  not  he  occupy  in  the  same  manner  by  his 
goods?"  [Brett,  J. — Did  not  the  curate  occupy?] 
Not  in  law.  The  occpation  was  permissive.  If 
the  appellant  had  the  intention  and  the  power  of 
returning  he  is  still  legally  entitled  to  vote.  He 
referred  to 

Daniel  v.  Coulating,  7  M.  A  0. 122 ;  1  Lntw.  El.  Oas. 
2S0: 

R,  T.  Inhabitants  of  Great  Bentley,  10  B.  A,  C.  520 ; 

R.  V.  Mwyor  of  Eye,  9  A.  A  E.  670 ; 

Lee*$  Caees,  Bar.  A  Ane.  El.  Cas.  12 ; 

Bolnntan'e  Com,  Bar.  A,  Aas.  El.  Cas.  335. 
Counsel  for  the  respondent  was  not  called  upon, 
CoLBRiDGS,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  the  decision 
of  the  revising  barrister  should  be  reversed.  The 
circumstances  appear  to  be  that  Mr.  Carter,  the 
incumbent,  had  ootained  a  license  from  the  bishop 
to  be  absent  for  a  year  from  May  1871,  to  Dec. 
31, 1872.  It  is  not  found  that  he  took  any  advan- 
tage of  the  licence  until  the  autumn  of  1872,  and 
previous  to  leaving  he  made  an  arrangement  with 
Mr.  Scroggs  to  do  the  work  while  he  was  absent. 
Mr.  Caiifer  then  went  away,  intending  to  be  absent 
and  spend  the  winter  in  foreign  parts.  During 
the  winter  Mr.  Scroggs  occupied  part  of  the  house 
under  a  licence  granted  by  the  bishop.  It  is  said 
on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  it  is  not  statod 
Carter  knew  anvthmg  of  the  license,  but  there 
can  be  no  doubt  ne  knew  of  it.  Scroggs  remained 
in  ooonpation  until  June  1873,  and  the  Question 
is  whetner  Carter  was  the  occupier  of  tne  resi- 
dence under  the  Act  of  Will.  4,  or  whether  under 
Uie  Bepresentation  of  the  People  Act  1867,  he  was 
an  inhabitant  occupier.  Under  the  Act  of  Will. 
4  he  might  have  occupied  in  another  sense  than 
by  rending,  but  he  must  have  resided  within  seven 
miles  of  the  borough;  there  was  then  no  vote 
ginned,  for  although  there  might  be  occupation 
there  was  no  residence,  for  it  is  quite  clear  he  was 
not  an  occupier  for  the  seven  months  preceding 
June  1873,  during  which  the  bishop  had  given 
power  to  the  curate  to  occupy  the  house,  and 
during  which  time  he  would  have  been  obliged  to 
i'.nd  another  house  for  the  curate  who  was  in  legal 
f  X  cnpation,  if  he  had  desired  to  return ;  it  is 
t '  crefore  impossible  to  say  that  under  either  Act 
of  Parliament  there  was  sufficient  qualification. 
Whether  he  claims  under  the  earlv  or  under  the 
later  Act  it  is  impossible  to  say  he  had  the  neces- 
sary reddence  to  give  him  a  vote,  and  the  deci- 
don  ol  iib0nvjsing  barrister  must  be  reversed. 


Keating,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Carter 
might  claim  a  vote  in  two  ways,  as  an  inhabitant 
occupier  under  the  Act  of  Will.  4.  As  an  in- 
habitant occupier  he  could  not  support  his  vote, 
for  he  must  have  resided  for  twelve  months,  while 
during  six  months  of  the  time  he  was  in  Rome, 
and  never  resided  at  all.  Mr.  Gk)rst,  therefore, 
seems  to  prefer  to  put  the  claim  under  the  earlier 
Act ;  but  the  difference  pointed  out  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  meets  him — ^he  must  establish  an 
occupation  within  seven  miles.  It  is  well  under- 
stood a  man  may  have  more  residences  than  one — 
a  corporal  residence  in  one  county  and  a  business 
residence  in  the  other.  It  is  sought  to  bring  this 
case  within  the  rule  by  sayins  he  could  have  re- 
turned within  six  months  if  he  had  liked;  but  he 
did  not  like,  and  the  curate  was  the  whole  time  in 
legal  possession  of  the  house.  The  curate  was 
living  in  the  house  by  the  authority  of  the  bishop, 
and  I  think  there  was  no  occupation  during  that 
time  by  Carter  to  entitle  him  to  a  vote. 

Brett,  J. — I  have  no  doubt  that  the  qualifica- 
tion before  the  revising  barrister  was  made  to  rest 
solely  on  the  Bepresentation  of  the  People  Act 
1867,  and  I  think  it  highly  inconvenient,  although 
I  cannot  call  it  illegal,  that  where  a  case  is  statod 
under  one  statute  tne  qualification  which^is  relied 
on  before  this  court  should  be  on  another.  Mr. 
Carter  had  occupied  the  house  and  resided  there 
sufficiently  long  to  entitle  him  to  vote,  and  there 
is  no  statement  of  the  value  of  the  house,  which 
there  would  have  been  if  the  qualification  had 
been  under  the  Act  of  Will.  4.  I  do  not  say  Mr. 
Gotst  should  not  be  allowed  to  support  the  deci- 
sion of  the  revising  barrister  if  he  could  have  done 
so,  but  I  obiect  to  the  practice.  In  the  Ee vision 
Court  the  barristers  act  upon  the  existing  facts. 
Mr.  Carter  could  not  have  gone  abroad  without  leave 
of  the  bishop.  It  is  then  stated  that  he  arranged 
with  the  curate  that  he  should  serve  the  church, 
and  that  three  rooms  should  be  retained  for  his 
own  use.  He  thereupon  locks  up  three  rooms, 
goes  away,  and  transfers  the  care  of  the  parish  to 
the  curate.  It  is  obvious  that  he  knew  he  was 
giving  up  his  house.  I  apprehend  that  the  curate 
resid^  there  in  such  a  manner  that  Mr.  Carter 
could  not  turn  him  out  at  any  moment.  Mr. 
Carter  must  have  known  of  the  license  from  the 
bishop,  for  he  savs,  '*He  could  not  turn  the 
curate  oui  unless  he  got  him  another  house,"  so 
he  must  have  considered  it  was  done  by  virtue  ot 
the  Pluralities  Act  and  the  licence  from  the 
bishop.  Can  Mr.  Carter  then  say  that  for  twelve 
months  before  July  1873  he  was  an  inhabitant  oc- 
cupier P  He  must  be  not  only  an  occupier,  but  an 
inhabitant  occupier.  It  is  not  necessary  to  deter- 
mine whether  he  was  an  occupier.  When  a 
person  goes  away  from  a  house  ror  an  uncertain 
period  with  an  animus  revertendi  it  is  one  thing, 
but  when  he  goes  for  six  months  without  any  in- 
tention of  returning,  and  someone  else  is  put  in 
his  house  on  the  ground  that  he  could  not  re- 
side, who  had  le^  possession  for  the  time, 
the  claim  is  no  qualification  under  the  Representa- 
tion of  the  People  Act  1867.  As  resrards  the  Act 
of  Will.  4,  he  might  be  an  occupier  without  being 
an  inhabitant  occupier  I  decline  to  say  whether 
he  was  such  an  occupier ;  but  it  is  neoessary  to 
prove  an  inhabiting  within  the  boroueh  ov  «^'*<^'Ck. 
miles  therefrom.    \Xi  \a  not  wyD^fcxAs^'OMb^V^'^ta^ 

I  any  otlier  YiaJb\ta\i\QtL  \i\MMi  V>dl\%,  wA\xxA%x  ;^^^^^^^ 

1  statute  do  l\.\mik.\i\ftcpjB3a^ci^^^^ 
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Groyx,  J. — If  we  held  this  was  a  residence  we 
should  iD  fact  oonvert  non -residence  into  resi- 
dence ;  and  in  deciding  this  case  except  in  the  way 
we  have  done  we  should  be  going  an  absurd 
length  in  the  way  of  constructive  residence. 

Decision  reversed. 

Attorney  for  appellant,  Durant,  Windsor. 

Attorney  for  respondent,   A.    8.   Lawsont  for 
PhiUips,  7,  Gray's-inn-square. 


Friday,  Nov,  21, 1873. 

Ford  v,  Pye. 

Borough  vote — Residence — Exchange  of  house. 
A  man  Mis  not  resided  within  the  borough  for  six 
calender  months  previous  to  the  last  dan  of  July, 
wiihi/n  the  27th  section  of  2   Will,  4,  c.  46,  when 
he  hasjor  a  portion  of  thai  time  exchanged  houses 
with  a  friend  in  another  part  of  England,  and 
has  no  intention  of  returning,  and  does  not  return 
until  the  expiration  of   the   time  agreed  upon 
between  them. 
At  a  court  held  by  the  Revising  Barrister  ap- 
pointed to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  city  of 
Exeter,  Brutton  John  Ford  duly  objected  to  the 
name  of  William  Pye  Pve  being  retained  in  the 
list  of  voters  for  the  said  city. 

The  following  facts  were  proved :  The  said 
William  Pye  Pjre  is  a  clergyman,  residing  within 
the  said  dty  or  Exeter,  and  is  incumbent  of  the 
district  parish  of  Countess  Weir,  near  the  said 
city,  ana  he  has  for  some  years  past,  except  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,  continuously  occupied  and 
resided  in  a  house  on  the  Topsham-road,  within 
the  said  city  and  district  parish. 

The  said  house  does  not  belong  to  him  as  such 
incumbent  as  aforesaid,  but  is  rented  by  him,  and 
is  of  greater  value  than  101.  a  year. 

In  June  1873,  a  clergyman  named  Tordiffe,  who 
was  vicar  of  Southbroom,  near  Devizes,  in  the 
county  of  Wilts  (more  than  seven  miles  from  the 
said  city  of  Exeter),  wrote  to  Mr.  Pye  offering  to  ex- 
change duties  with  him  for  the  months  of  July  and 
August  1873,  in  order  that  they  might  each  obtain 
for  themselves  and  families  change  of  air  and  re- 
laxation in  their  duties. 

The  said  William  Pye  Pye  and  the  said  Rev.  S. 
Tordiffe  knew  one  another  previously  as  brother 
clergymen  who  had  at  one  time  resided  in  neigh- 
bouring parishes,  but  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  whether  they  were  otherwise  acquainted. 

The  said  William  Pye  Pye  assented  to  this  pro- 
posal, and  a  correspondence  of  some  length  ensued, 
by  which  it  was  arranged  that  Mr.  Pye  and  his 
family  should,  during  the  said  two  months,  reside 
in  Mr.  Tordiffe's  vicarage,  and  Mr.  Tordiffe  and 
his  family  should  reside  at  Mr.  Pye*s  said  house  in 
the  Topsnam-road. 

It  was  further  arranged  that  Mr.  Pye  should 
take  one  servant  with  him,  and  leave  the  remainder 
in  his  house  to  wait  upon  Mr.  Tordiffe  and  his 
family,  and  Mr.   Pye  at  Mr.  Tordiffe's  reanest 
engaged  a  boy  to  attend  to  a  carriage  which  he 
took  with  him  to  Exeter.     Similarly  Mr.  Tordiffe 
agreed  to  leave  his  servants  to  wait  on  Mr.  Pye. 
It  was  also  arranged  that  each  party  should  use 
the  vegetables  and  fruit  in  the  garden  of   the 
house  to  which  they  went,  except  potatoes  and 
wbII  fruit 
There  was  no  agreement  between  the  parties 
ciher  tbun  was  contained  in  the  baid  0OTreBpon< 


dence,  and  no  payment  was  to  be  made  by  either 
of  them  to  the  other.  Mr.  Pye  paid  the  wages 
of  his  servants  during  the  two  said  months, 
although  they  waited  on  Mr.  Tordiffe,  and  wrote 
once  or  twice  during  his  absence  giving  directions 
to  his  servants  as  to  their  conduct.  Mr.  Pve's 
house  being  larger  than  was  required  by  Mr. 
Tordiffe,  Mr.  Pye  retained  two  rooms  (a  bearoom 
and  dressing  room),  these  either  being  locked  up 
or  occupied  by  one  of  Mr.  Pye's  servants  daring 
Mr.  Pye's  absence. 

These  rooms  were  not  retained  by  Mr.  Pye  with 
any  intention  of  his  using  them  while  Mr.  Tordiffe 
was  staying  in  his  house,  but  because  they  were 
usually  occupied  by  an  invalid  sister,  who  resided 
with  him,  and  he  was  desirous  that  they  shoold 
not  be  disturbed. 

There  was  nothing  to  prevent  Mr.  Pye  sleeping 
in  those  rooms  if  he  had  in  law  a  right  to  return 
to  his  house  during  the  said  two  months,  but  he 
did  not  in  fact  do  so,  and  never  contemplated  or 
intended  using  them  for  that  purpose. 

The  arrangement  between  Mr.  Pye  and  Mr. 
Tordiffe  was  fully  carried  out,  and  Mr.  Pye  re- 
turned to  Exeter  at  the  beginning  of  September 
1874.  Mr.  P^e  had  no  residence  apart  from  the 
said  house  m  the  Topsham-road  within  seven 
miles  of  Exeter. 

It  was  submitted  on  the  part  of  the  objeotoi^ 
First,  that  the  said  William  Pve  Pye  bad  not 
occupied  the  whole  of  his  said  house  in  the 
Topsham-road  during  the  month  of  Juljr  1873,  and 
that  he  had  not  resided  within  seven  miles  of  the 
city  of  Exeter  during  the  said  month  of  July  1873, 
and  in  support  of  these  propositions  the  objector 
contended — first,  that  the  agreement  entered  into 
by  Mr.  Pye  with  Mr.  Tordiffe  amounted  in  law  to 
a  demise  of  the  said  house  (or  at  any  rate  the  part 
of  it  not  retained  by  him)  to  Mr.  Tordiffe,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  similar  demise  to  him  by  the  said 
Mr.  Tordiffe  of  his  said  vicarage :  second,  that  the 
said  Mr.  Tordiffe  was  at  least  tenant  at  will  of  the 
said  house  or  the  part  of  it  retained  by  ^Ir.  Pye 
during  the  said  month  of  July,  and  that  Mr.  Pye 
not  residing  in  the  house,  Mr.  Tordiffe  had  com- 
plete control  over  the  part  occupied  by  him,  and 
was  not  a  lodger,  so  as  to  make  his  occupation  in 
law  the  occupation  of  Mr.  P^e;  third,  that  Mr. 
Pye*s  servants  became,  during  the  said  two 
months,  in  law  the  servants  of  Mr.  Tordiffe,  and 
were  bound  to  obey  his  orders,  and  therefore  did 
not  occupy  the  house  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Pye ;  fourth, 
that  the  legal  effect  of  the  agreement  between  Mr. 
Pye  and  Mr.  Tordiffe  was  that  Mr.  Pye  was  not 
entitled  to  return  to  or  live  in  his  said  house  in  the 
Topsham-road  during  the  months  of  July  and 
August  1873,  without  Mr.  Tordiffe's  consent,  the 
rooms  retained  by  him  not  having  been  retained 
for  the  purpose  of  residence,  and  not  being  capaUe 
of  being  so  used  by  him  without  the  use  of  other 
parts  of  the  house ;  fifth,  that  Mr.  Pye,  whether 
or  not  he  had  a  le^l  right  to  return,  having,  in 
fact,  abandoned  all  intention  of  returning  to  the 
said  house  during  the  said  months,  and  having 
allotted  it  to  another  purpose,  did  not  reside  there 
during  the  said  months  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Acts  relating  to  the  franchise,  even  if  in  law  he 
was  entitled  to  sleep  there. 

On  the  part  of  the  voter  it  was  contended — firsli 

thckt  the  said  Mr.  Tordiffe  was  during  the  aaid  two 
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\ 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


869 


C.  P.] 


Ford  v.  Hajlt. 


[O.P. 


in  law  the  oooapation  of  Mr.  Pje ;  second,  that  the 
servants  of  Mr.  Pye  continuea  his  servants,  and 
had  such  a  control  over  the  house  as  agents  for  Mr. 
Pye  as  prevented  the  residence  in  the  hoase  of  Mr. 
Tordiffe  amounting  to  an  independant  occupation 
in  point  of  law,  but  that  it  was  at  most  an  occupa- 
tion as  lodger;  third,  that  the  occupation  of  the 
house  being  Mr.  Pye's  occupation,  the  house  still 
remained  his  residence,  and  that  he  had  never 
abandoned  his  intention  of  returning  to  it.  and 
that  his  mere  temporary  absence  for  change  of 
air  was  no  such  abandonment ;  fourth,  that  not- 
withstanding the  said  agreement,  Mr.  Pye  had  a 
legal  right  to  return  to  his  house  at  any  time 
during  the  said  months,  and  that  it  was  consistent 
with  residence  within  the  meaning  of  the  Acts 
relating  to  the  franchise  that  he  should  have 
formed  the  intention  of  living  elsewhere  for  a  time 
for  the  sake  of  change  of  air  and  relaxation,  and 
made  arrangements  oy  which  his  return  during 
such  time  was  not  contemplated,  if  he  had  a  legs3 
right  to  return  at  anv  time,  and  intended  to  return 
after  a  short  interval. 

The  revising  barrister  expressed  great  doubt  as 
to  the  correct  legal  inferences  to  be  drawn  from 
the  facts  of  this  case,  but,  after  some  hesitation, 
held,  and,  as  far  as  it  is  consistent  with  the  facts 
above  stated,  found  as  a  fact  that  Mr.  Pye  did  not 
demise  his  house  to  the  said  Mr.  Tordiffe,  but 
only  gave  him  a  permission  to  remain  with  his 
family  in  the  said  house  during  the  said  months. 
He  held  further,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  under 
the  circumstances  hereinbefore  stated,  the  servants 
of  Mr.  Pye  continued  his  servants,  and  that  the 
occupation  of  the  house  by  Mr.  Tordiffe  and  by 
Mr.  Pye's  servants  was  in  law  an  occupation  of  the 
house  by  Mr.  Pye.  He  held,  further,  that  the  true 
effect  in  law  of  the  said  agreement  between  Mr. 
Pye  and  Mr.  Tordiffe,  and  the  facts  hereinbefore 
stated,  was  to  enable  Mr.  Tordiffe  and  his  familv 
to  reside  in  the  said  house  in  the  Topsham-road, 
but  not  to  prevent  Mr.  Pve  from  returning  to  his 
said  house  in  the  Topsham-road  at  any  times 
daring  the  said  month  of  July  1873,  and  occupying 
it  in  any  way  which  was  consistent  with  the 
residence  therein  of  the  said  Mr.  Tordiffe  and  his 
family,  and  that  Mr.  Pye  could,  in  fact,  have  re- 
tamed  and  slept  in  the  rooms  retained  by  him 
without  interfering  with  the  residence  of  the  said 
Mr.  Tordiffe  and  his  family  in  the  said  house.  He 
held  further  that  when  a  voter  has  a  legal  right  to 
return  and  sleep  in  a  house  when  he  pleases,  and 
an  intention  to  return  after  a  time  to  such  house, 
the  fact  that  he  has  no  intention  of  returning 
daring  a  given  short  period,  it  being  then  used  for 
another  purpose  not  physically  inconsistent  with 
his  returning  and  sleeping  therein,  is  not  a  break 
of  his  residence  in  tne  said  house  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  franchise.  He 
therefore  held  that  Mr.  rye  had  occupied  his 
bouse  in  the  Topsham-road  for  twelve  calendar 
months  previously  to  the  31st  July  1873,  and  had 
resided  within  seven  miles  of  the  city  of  Exeter 
daring  six  calendar  months  preceding  the  same 
date,  and  allowed  the  vote. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were : 
first,  whether  the  said  William  Pye  Pye  resided  in 
his  house  in  the  Topsham-road  during  the  month 
of  JoJy  1873.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  on 
both  qnestiona  in  the  affirmative,  the  list  is  to 
remain  analtered.  If  the  court  should  be  of 
opinioa  aa  eitbar  queation  in  the  nagatiye,  the  list 


of  voters  for  the  said  city  of  Exeter  is  to  be 
amended  by  erasing  the  name  of  the  said  William 
Pye  Pye. 

Kingdon,  Q.C.  for  the  appellant. — If  there  was  a 
non-residence  in  July  of  a  legal  kind,  that  puts  an 
end  to  the  vote.  There  was  a  consideration  for  the 
exchange,  viz.,  that  the  voter  should  live  in  his 
friend's  house.  It  was  in  fact  equivalent  to  a 
demise  for  two  months.  He  could  not  have  main- 
tained ejectment  against  his  friend.  Any  agree- 
ment by  which  one  man  agrees  to  take  a  house  for 
a  fixed  time,  even  without  rent,  amounts  to  a 
demise.  If  Mr.  Pye  had  returned  he  would  have 
been  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass,  or  for  breach 
of  agreement.  He  referred  to 
P<ywell  V.  Quest,  18  a  B..  N.  S.,  72. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respendent. 

Keating,  J. — I  this  case  the  revising  barrister 
entertained  considerable  doubt  whether  the  person 
was  entitled  to  a  vote.  I  am  of  opinion  the  vote 
cannot  be  sustained,  for  there  was  a  clear  breach  of 
residence.  Mr.  Pve  had  for  a  good  consideration 
given  up  his  residence ;  whether  he  let  it  or  con- 
stituted his  friend  tenant  by  strict  demise  it  is  not 
necessary  to  decide,  for  it  is  found  distinctly  in  the 
case  that  he  never  contemplated  returning  during 
the  term  of  two  months.  The  very  high  authority 
of  Erie,  G.J.  states  the  definition  of  residence,  and 
it  is  clear  by  such  a  definition  Mr.  Pye  would  be 
excluded.  He  says  in  Powell  v.  Gusst  (18  C.  B. 
N.  S.  72),  "  In  order  to  constitute  residence,  a 
party  must  possess  at  the  least  a  sleeping  apart- 
ment, but  that  an  uninterrupted  abiding  at  such 
dwelling  is  not  requisite.  Absence,  no  matter  how, 
if  there  be  the  liberty  of  returning  at  any  time, 
and  no  abandonment  of  the  intention  to  return 
whenever  it  may  suit  the  parties*  pleasure  or  con- 
venience to  do  so,  ?nll  not  prevent  a  constructive 
legal  residence.  But  if  he  has  debarred  himself  of 
the  liberty  of  returning  to  such  dwelling,  by  letting 
it  for  a  period,  however  short,  or  has  abandoned 
his  intention  of  returning,  he  cannot  any  longer  be 
said  to  have  even  a  leg^  residence  there/'  It 
seems  to  me  therefore  to  be  clear  law,  and  the 
decision  of  the  revising  barrister  must  be  reversed. 

Brett,  J. — It  seems  here  the  voter  had  g^iven  up 
his  intention  of  returning  for  two  months.  It  is 
not  as  if  he  had  reserved  the  liberty  of  returning 
in  a  certain  event,  but  as  he  had  abandoned  the 
intention  of  returning  he  could  not  have  his  vote. 

Gbove,  J. — I  cannot  help  thinking  the  revising 
barrister  adopted  the  principle  of  leaning  towards 
the  franchise,  but  his  own  nnding  makes  the  case 
clear. 

Denman,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is, 
however,  most  unsatisfactory  that  these  cases 
should  be  argued  without  the  court  having  the 
assistance  of  counsel  on  the  other  side. 

Decision  reversed. 

Attorneys  for  the  appellant,  Ooode,  Kingdon,  and 
Cotton,  for  Floudj  Exeter. 


Friday,  Nov.  21,  1873. 
Ford  v.  Hart. 

Parliamentary  election — Officer  in  army — AwimuB 

revertendi. 

An  officer  in  the  army  was  in  the  hahU  of  <iJMat>^ 
Uving  vntK  Kis  ^YvoiKer  \»Kww  cm  Aaqm^  it vww  >vV* 
regimtmi,  omd  Had  adua3DlA|  TW^a«d.\>vtwktww*J»* 
preoiout  to  ihe^lii  of  Zv3i/i  w^\^- 
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Held,  thai  ob  he  eotdd  noi  return  at  his  oum  opiionf 

and  only  with  the  permission  of  his  commanding 

officer  he  was  not  entitled  to  vote. 
At  a  court  held  on  the  22nd  Sept.  1873,  before 
the  revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  Exeter,  Brat- 
ton  John  Ford  dolj  objected  to  the  name  of  John 
Hart  being  retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled 
to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  said 
city  of  Exeter. 

The  following  facts  were  proved : — 

The  said  John  Hart  is  a  auly  admitted  freeman 
of  the  citj  of  Exeter. 

The  said  John  Hart  is  and  has  been  for  several 
years  an  officer  in  the  army,  and  except  when  on 
leave  of  absence  is  stationed  with  his  regiment 
more  that  seven  miles  from  the  city  of  Exeter. 

The  mother  of  the  said  John  Miart  (a  widow), 
lives  within  seven  miles  of  the  city  of  Exeter,  and 
previously  to  entering  the  army  and  since  he  has 
oeen  in  the  army,  whenever  he  has  obtained  leave 
of  absence  from  his  re^ment  he  has  lived  with  his 
said  mother  in  her  said  house. 

The  said  John  Hart  has  usually  obtained  leave 
of  absence  three  months  in  each  year,  and  was  in 
fact  living  in  Exeter  with  his  mother  during  the 
three  months  of  January,  February,  and  March  in 
the  present  year,  1873. 

The  mother  of  the  said  John  Hart  has  set  apart 
two  rooms  in  her  house  (one  being  a  sleeping 
apartment)  for  the  use  of  the  said  «fohn  Hart,  in 
which  some  of  his  clothes  and  other  property 
remain  while  he  is  with  his  regiment,  and  no  other 
person  sleeps  in  or  makes  any  use  of  the  said 
rooms  while  the  said  John  Hart  is  away. 

The  said  rooms  were  so  set  apart  for  the  exclu- 
sive use  of  the  said  John  Hart  during  the  whole  of 
the  six  monthspreceding  the  31  st  July  1873,  and 
the  said  John  Hart  had  during  the  whole  of  such 
time,  his  mother's  permission  to  occupy  the  said 
rooms  whenever  he  wished. 

The  said  John  Hart  is  not  married,  and  has  no 
home  except  the  said  house  of  his  mother,  and  his 
rooms  in  the  barracks  at  which  his  regiment  is 
stationed  for  the  time  being 

On  behalf  of  the  objector  it  was  urged,  that  the 
voter  had  no  residence  within  the  borough,  or 
seven  miles  thereof:  first,  because  the  room  which 
he  used  at  his  mother's  house  was  used  by  him  as 
her  guest,  and  to  which  he  had  no  power  in  him- 
self to  return  unless  she  pleased,  as  there  was  no 
hiring  of  such  rooms  or  consideration  for  its 
retention ;  secondly,  because  being  an  officer  in 
the  army,  he  had  no  power  of  going  home  or  any- 
where without  having  first  obtained  leave,  and 
that  he  had  no  power  as  a  voter  claimed,  of  throw- 
ing up  his  commission  in  the  army  at  any  time  and 
returning  home ;  thirdly,  because  according  to  the 
evidence,  he  had  only  three  months'  leave  every 
year,  and  therefore  there  could  be  no  six  months' 
residence  as  required  by  the  statute;  fourthly, 
because  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Mitchell  (10  East  511) 
did  not  apply,  as  that  was  held  to  be  an  inhabitancy 
by  means  of  the  family,  and  [the  voter  in  this  case 
was  unmarried ;  and  further  that  a  militiaman  was 
only  occasionally  called  out  for  duty. 

(3n  behalf  of  the  voter  it  was  urged  that  during 
the  whole  of  the  six  months  previously  to  the  31st 
July  1873,  he  did  reside  within  seven  miles  of  the 
said  borough.    That  the  arrangements  with  his 


and  residence.  That  he  had  never  abuidaiied  sach 
residence  or  the  intention  of  retnming  to  it,  and 
that  his  occasional  absence  on  the  duties  of  his 
profession  was  no  abandonment.  That  the  cir- 
cumstances of  an  officer  in  the  r^^lar  army  are 
the  same  as  those  of  a  militia  officer  on  active 
service,  and  that  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Mitehdl  (10 
East,  511)  as  affirmed  by  Potoell  v.  (Suewt  (1  Hop. 
&  Ph.  149),  is  an  authority  for  the  voter's  con- 
tention that  he  had  a  continuing  residence  at  hii 
mother's  house.  The  revising  barrister  decided 
that  the  said  voter  continued  to  form  part  of  hii 
mother's  family,  and  that  he  resided  with  her  the 
whole  of  the  six  months  preceding  the  Slst  Jolj 
1873.  That  as  the  mother  had  not  revoked  her 
permission  to  him  so  to  reside  with  her,  the  hid 
that  she  might  have  revoked  it  was  immateriaL 
That  the  fact  of  his  absence  on  his  professioiiil 
duties  with  the  army  did  not,  accoroing  to  the 
authority  of  Beg,  v.  Mitchell  (10  East,  511),  at 
explained  by  Powell  v.  Guest  (1  Hop.  &  Ph.  149), 
prevent  his  mother's  house  beine  nis  residence 
during  the  whole  of  the  aforesaid  period  of  six 
months,  and  allowed  his  vote. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was, 
whether,  consistently  with  the  facts  above  stated, 
the  revising  barrister  could  legally  find  the  said 
John  Hart  to  have  resided  witnin  seven  miles  of 
Exeter  during  the  six  months  preceding  the  Slst 
July  1873. 

If  the  court  are  of  opinion  in  the  affinnative»  the 
list  is  to  remain  unaltered. 

If  the  court  are  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  the 
list  of  freemen  for  the  said  city  of  Exeter  is  to  he 
amended  by  erasing  the  name  of  the  said  John 
Hart. 

Kingdon,  Q.C.,  for  the  appellant. — ^The  voter  hu 
no  settled  home,  and  can  only  return  by  permission 
of  his  commanding  officer.  He  had  only  three 
months  leave,  and  therefore  could  not  satisfy  the 
statute  by  residing  six  months.  He  referred  to 
Rex  y.  Mitchell,  10  East,  511. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

Keating,  J. — In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  the 
vote  is  not  established.  It  seems  to  me  according 
to  the  rules  and  decisions  as  to  what  constitates 
residence  that  the  voter  did  not  reside  in  the 
city,  or  within  a  distance  of  seven  miles  from  it, 
during  six  months  previous  to  the  Slst  July.  I 
do  not  mean  to  say  that  in  the  case  of  a  fireeman 
who  is  in  the  habit  of  living  with  his  xnothor,  this 
could  not  be  his  residence  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  so  as  to  give  him  a  vote.  But  the 
position  of  the  voter  in  this  case  is  pecoliar;  he  is 
an  officer  in  the  army,  and  is  thernbre  nnder  Her 
Majesty's  commands,  and  is  no  longer  a  free 
agent.  He  cannot  leave  his  barracks  and  go  home 
without  first  obtaining  the  leave  of  his  command- 
ing officer.  It  is  said  that  he  usually  resided  with 
his  mother  for  three  months  in  every  year,  and 
that  his  absence  on  the  duties  of  his  profession 
was  no  abandonment ;  and  from  the  case  it  does 
not  appear  whether  he  might  not  have  had  more 
or  less  leave.  But  he  is  not  sui  jurit — ^he  cannot 
return  to  his  mother's  at  his  free  will  and  pleasure. 
The  case  of  Bex  v.  MitcheU  (10  East,  511)  seems  at 
first  sight  in  favour  of  the  vote;  bnt  that  was 
decided  on  a  question  of  inhabitancy.  Tbere^  free- 
men of  Norwich,   in  the   militia   quaitsred  at 
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tbe  rent  fbr  their  hooBSB,  and  rates  and  taxes,  irere 
ihonght  by  the  ooort  to  be  inhabitants.  The 
qaestioD  here  is  a  qneation  ofresideace,  and  I  am 
not  aware  that  constructive  residence  can  take 
place  where  a  party  has  voluntarilj  incapacitated 
(umself  from  residence  in  the  borough.  The  case 
Bnda  he  had  only  resided  continually  for  three 
months,  whioh  naa  clearlj  insufficient,  and  the 
deosionof  the  revising  barrister  must  be  reversed- 
B&ITT,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  What  is 
the  application  of  the  rule  in  PoweU  t.  Quest  (18 
C.  B.,  N.  a..  72)  ?     Why,  that  there  must  be  a 

Cer  of  returning,  and  oJbd  an  intention  to  return. 
the  last  four  months  before  Che  Slst  July  he 
was  sleeping  more  than  seven  mites  from  Bieter, 
and  in  barracks.  Can  he,  then,  be  said  construe- 
tiTelv  to  reside  at  Exeter  F  It  is  said  that  he  had 
the  libertj  of  returning  by  the  licence  of  his 
mother  at  any  time.  Can  it  be  properly  said  that 
•n  officer  of  the  army,  who  cannot  leave  his  regi- 
ment without  first  obtaining  the  permission  of 
hia  commanding  officer,  or  can  leave  the  army 
withont  permission  of  Her  Majesty,  is  residing 
with  the  intention  of  returning  at  Exeter?  We 
have  this  gentleman  who  is  unable  to  retam  to 
Bxeter  whenever  he  pleased,  and  it  ia  therefore 
impossible  to  aay  he  had  the  intention  of  returning 
when  he  pleased.  The  case  of  Povjell  v.  Que^ 
jwoves  that  a  man  who  commits  an  act  whereby  ha 
la  put  into  prison,  and  therefore  prevented  m>m 
returning,  cannot  be  said  to  have  an  intention  of 
returning.  Bex  v.  Mitchell  is  the  only  case  that 
raises  a  difficulty,  but  that  was  decided  under  a 
diffttrent  statute, and  involved  the  proper  construc- 
tion of  the  Charter  of  the  city  of  Norwich,  and  it  was 
decided  that  under  that  charter  a  person  may  oon- 
stmotivel;  live  in  Norwich  without  dwelling  there. 
That  being  the  constmcfion  of  a  particular  charter, 
doee  not  ^ect  the  present  case ;  and  iu  this  case 
I  think  it  cannot  be  said  that  this  gentleman  dwelt 
for  ais  months  within  the  city  of  Exeter. 

Dbnuah,  J. — My  brother  Grove,  who  has  been 
obliged  to  leave  the  court,  requests  me  to  state  he 
agrees,  and  he  endorses  the  remark  I  made  in  the 
laat  case  [Ford  v.  Pye),  that  the  court  should  have 
the  assistance  of  connael  on  both  sides.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  residence  of  the  voter  is  made 
out.  The  revising  barrister  has  decided  in  favour 
of  the  fj^anohise,  and  has  held  a  residence  was  con- 
■titnted.  The  case,  however,  shows  an  absence  of 
reaidenoe,  and  that  the  voter  could  not  retam 
when  he  pleased.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  con- 
atmctive  residence,  but  that  cannot  he  shown  in  the 
present  case,  acd  in  my  opinion  there  is  not  enough 
here  to  oonatitnte  legal  residence. 

Deeition  rstieraed. 


ThuTtday,  Nov.  20,  1873. 
HoBBS  AHD  DTBiBS  (apps.)  V.  Dakcb  (resp.) 

"  Nmo  building  "—21  ^  22  Vict.  e.  98.  >.  34— Bye-Iou 
ofloeal  board— &e-eretiioTi—Oiue  italed  (20  ^  2i 
rial. «.  43)— Quedton  o/  lavs. 

21 4-  22  VieL  e.  98, «.  34.  empousra  onen/  local  board  to 
mak»  bye-Iaw(  (inl«r  alia),  " wiih-rti^peU  to  fh^ 
itrmdmn  of  waJit  of  new  buiUtn^i  for  laeuring 
•foMUy  amd  fht  prmimtien  of  firet,"  and  to 
"ynmtUfar  tka  obimuanea  of  tk»  tame  (y  anod- 


ing  therein  each  f  i 
eary  <u  to  ihegivmg  of  notices." 
The  appellantt,  a  loc-il   board,    acting   under   lAs 
above  section,  pasted  a  hye-lau>  requiring  notice  to 
he  given  to  tliem,  before  the  urnimancemmt  of  any 
n«to  building. 
The  respondent  possessed  a  stable  within  the  district 
of  the  local  board.     The  back  of  the  stable  ma* 
formed  by  a  wail  of  the  yard  in  vhich  it  stood ; 
the  other  three  sides  were  of  wood. 
Without  giving  notice  to  the  appellants,  he  pulled 
the  stable  down  and  rebuilt  it  in  an«f^er  part  of 
the  yard,  so  that  two  of  the  yard  waUs  formed  two 
sides  of  the  erection,  and  the  other  ttvo  sideswere  re- 
conBlructedwUhtheoldTnaterials.  He  put  on  afresh 
roof.  The  resvondenthaoing  been  summoned  before 
yiislieet  for  the  breach  of  the  above-mentioned  bye- 
law,  they  stated  a  case,  under  20  f  21  Fief.  c.  43, 
loherein  they  minutely  described  the  nature  ofths 
restored  stable,  and  decided  thai  Ihe  building  was 
not  a  "new  building,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
firet-nientioned  statute  and  bye-law,  hut  reserved 
the  question  as  one  of  law  upon  which  they  desired 
the  opinion  of  the  court : 
Held,  tliat  the  stable  in  question  was  a  "  new  build- 
ing," and  the  justices  were  wrong  in  their  judg- 
ment, but  were  right  in  remitting  the  question  for 
the  court. 
Case  stated  by  justices  under  20  A  21  Vict.  c.  43. 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was, 
whether  a  cerlun  building  erected  by  tbe  respon- 
dent was  a  "  new  building,"  within  sect.  34  of  tha 
Loc^  Government  Aot  1858  and  the  32nd  bye- 
law  of  the  local  board. 

The  material  statement  in  the  case  was  as 
follows ; 

The  respondent  is  the  occnpier  of  premises  in 
Tonbndge,  in  the  rear  ot  which  is  a  small  yard  in 
which  lately  stood  a  small  building  used  as  a 
stable.  Tbe  back  of  this  building  was  formed  of  a 
wall  which  forms  the  boundary  of  the  yard  on  the 
north  side;  the  other  three  sides  of  the  building 
were  constructed  of  wood.  The  dimensions  of  the 
building  were  about  lift.  6in.  by  8ft.,  and  the  height 
about  7ft.  8in.  In  Feb  .  1872,  the  appellant,  upon 
inspecting  the  premises,  found  that  uie  old  build- 
ing, with  the  exception  of  the  wall  whioh  joined 
the  hack  of  it,  had  been  removed  bodily,  and  a 
portion  of  it  re-erected  in  another  part  of  the  yard, 


.  _    _  side  of  the  present  building  being  placed 
part  of  the  foundation  of  the  previous  building. 


The  size  of  the  new  building,  as  altered,  i 
by  7ft.  6tn.  The  back  of  this  building  is  formed 
of  another  wall  (the  west  wall  of  the  vard),  which 
was  at  a  right  angle  to  the  north  wall,  which,  as 
already  mentioned,  formed  the  back  of  the  old 
bailding ;  a  second  side  is  formed  of  the  southern 
boundary  wall  of  the  respondent's  premises ;  and 
tbe  other  two  sides  of  tbe  present  building  are 
constracted  of  the  materials  used  in  the  previous 
building,  which  has  simply  been  removed,  baring 
an  end  cut  off,  and  thereby  also  shortening  the 
fivntage.  The  walls  forming  two  sides  of  tbe  new 
building  have  been  raised  oy  additional  tiers  of 
bricks—the  west  wall  to  the  extent  of  3ft.  lin.  The 
roof  has  also  been  raised  to  the  additional  height 
of  llin. ;  and  the  two  sides  (ooe  constracted  of 
wood  and  the  other  formed  of  the  raised  wall  on 
the  souUi  side)  are  also  proportionabl^  higher.  ia 
that  the  roof  oi  t,\»  ■oiftBBiA\«iMk'ai^^»  w»i«i^'Q»a. 
higher  tha.nftia.t^Aftift'Bwrv'aTO  (Ml*..  ■^V^twi'*™.*^ 
ot  the  preBBiit\>uaai»a  «  <A  \»i.'!.,'\»&.  oo.  ns^*  >»»■ 
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HoBBa  ARD  OTHEU  (appB.)  ff.  DaJICB  (TMp.). 


[O.P. 


roof.  The  present  bailding  covers  a  BinaUei- 
Bnperficial  space  tb&n  the  preyiona  one  did. 

The  JQHticw  decided  that  the  buildiue  was  noth 
"  new  boiiding,"  within  the  statute  and  bje-laws, 
bat  reserved  the  qnestion,  aa  one  of  law,  npon 
which  they  desired  the  cpinian  of  the  conTt(a). 

F.  if.  White,  for  the  appellsntB, — "niiB  is  a  new 
building  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  and  bje~ 
law.  It  cannot  be  described  I7  an;  other  term 
than  "new,"  and  the  jneticee  themselves  have 
need  that  adjective  in  describing  it.  [He  waa 
stopped.] 

'H'.  0.  HarrUoft,  for  the  respondent. — The  ques- 
tion is  cne  of  fact.  [Bbbtt,  J. — The  justices  saj 
it  is  one  of  law.]  The  court  will  not  entertain 
an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  a  magistnte  under 
20  &  21  Yict.  0.  43,  upon  a  question  of  fact :  (Nae- 
man  v.  Baker,  8  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  260.>  There  the 
rat^iistrate  having,  upon  the  construction  of  the 
fifth  rale  of  sect.  26  of  the  Metropolitan  Building 
Act  1855  (18  &  19  Vict.  o.  122),  decided  that  a 
certain  place,  being  a  row  of  bouses  forming  part 
of  a  line  of  tborougufare,  was  a  street,  tbe  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  declined  to  interfere  with  bis  deci- 
sion. Erie,  C.J.  said  (p.  208) :  "  There  clearly  is 
no  question  of  law  presented  for  onr  decision  in 
this  case.  The  decision  of  the  magistrate  must  be 
affirmed."  [Bbjbtt,  J. — Snppose  a  stable,  Ac, 
taken  down  and  erected  with  the  same  materials 
in  another  comer  of  tbe  same  yardP]  It 
would  be  an  old  building.  [Bsett,  J. — Suppose 
it  rebuilt  in  the  next  janlF]  Then  the  case  of 
Titeker  v.  Beei  (7  Jur.N.  8.  629)  applies,  where, 
under  the  same  statute  and  section,  a  local 
board  made  a  bye-law  that  wherever  anjr  open 
apace  hod  been  left  belonging  to  any  building, 
snch  space  should  never  afterwards  be  boilt  upon 
without  tbe  ooDsent  of,  &c.,  and  without  leaving 
an  open  space  belonging  to  such  building  of  a 
specified  size  and  dimensions.  Tbe  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  held,  that  if  the  bye-laws  applied 
to  open  spaces  belonging  to  old  bnildings,  it  was 
bad,  as  eiceeding  tbe  powers  conferred  by  sect.  34, 
Blackburn,  J.  saying :  "  It  could  not  be  intended 
that  buildings  might  not  be  erected  on  such  open 

(a)  ai  4  22  Viot.  .   ..,_    __.  

board  may  make  b;e-lkirB  with  rasptot 
■natten  (that  is  to  (47)1  (3)>  With  napaot  to  ins  itruo- 
tare  ot  wallt  of  new  baildmKS  tor  seanrin^  alability  and 
the  prerentioii  of  firei.  .  .  .  And  thej  m>7  further  pro- 
vide tor  the  obeervKnoe  of  the  aame  b;  euaotins  tfaerain 
iooh  ijroviiioua  aa  thej  think  neoeiury  aa  to  tbe 
of  Boticei,"  ke. 
-itforth.  ^      . 

»  the  ground 
„,  if  whioh  only  tbe  frame  work  shaJl 
ba  left  down  to  tbe  ground  floor,  01  the  oonversion  of  a 
dweUing.hauBe  of  any  building  not  originaUy  oon. 
■tructed  for  honiBn  habitationB  or  tbe  oonverBion  ioto 
more  tban  one  dweUing'-bonie  of  a  building  originally 
ooiutrDoted  as  one  direLing-honse  only,  sbaL  be  oonu- 
dered  the  ersetion  of  a  new  building. 

Bye-law  32  prorided,  "  that  every  person  who  should 
iutend  to  sreot  a  new  building,  should  gitD  a  fortnight*! 
notioe  of  anch  iiitantion," 

20*21Tiot.o.43,B.2,enBata,  "  that  after  tbe  hearing 
and  determinatiou  by  a  juitioe  or  jnstioes  of  tbe  peaoe 
of  any  information  or  complaint  whioh  he  or  Uiey  have 
power  to  datfrmina  in  a  anmmary  way  .  .  .  either  par^ 
.  .  .  may,  if  disBatiBfi»d  with  the  said  determination  as 
iMing  enoeeoua  in  point  of  law  .  .  . '  apply*  to  tbe  jnstioas 
to  state  and  aigu  a  oasa.  setting  forth  the  taoti  and  ths 
^mtUHf*  o/sDofi  tletenuinatjon,"  fto. 
Sect  8  proridoa  tbaC  "  the  court  to  wbiob  a  oaaa  ia 
^miumitted  under  (hia  Act,  shall  heai  and  detenabM 
us  queatiim  or  Questioiia  of  law  arising  tbeKon.  .  .  ." 


IS  giving 


spaces  aa  have  been  left  around  Idnedawne  Heoaa 
and  Chesterfield  Hoase,  without  the  oonaent  ol  the 
local  board."  And  Crompton,  J. ;  "  Such  a  bye- 
law,  if  convenient  with  reference  to  new  streets 
which  are  being  made,  is  not  reaaoiuble  when  ap- 

Elied  to  old  buildings."  Sect.  34  ia  limited  to  new 
nildings;  it  is  for  the  prevention  of  8re,  Hid 
does  not  cast  new  burthens  on  leaaaea  trfpfopwty. 
Here  the  justices  have  cHrefnlly  avoided  finding 
as  they  ought  to  have  done,  whether  tbie  w«a  a 
"  new  building."  The  respondent  ia  entitled  tD 
their  finding  npon  this  question  of  &ct. 

F.  M.  WhUe,  in  reply.— Tbe  same  point  wm 
taken  in  Bhield  v.  The  Mayor  of  Bundariamd  [6 
H.  4  N.  796),  and  Ifeioman  v.  Baker  (n*p.),  waa  than 
cited  as  ousting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  bot 
Bramwell,  B.  said  (p.  896) :  "  As  to  tbe  11th  bye- 
law,  it  appears  to  me  that  this  building  ia  a  dwel- 
ling-house, that  being  a  matter  of  &ot  which  tba 
C'  istices  have  found.  But  is  it  a  new  dwelling- 
ouseorpart  of  an  old.onep  If  the  jnstioea  had 
found  this  distinctly,  upon  the  anthorit;  ofJf«f- 
man  v.  Baker  (»uf.}  I  think  we  conld  BOt  have 
reviewed  their  decision;  but  I  think  the  joptieea 
have  not  determined  this  as  a  question  of  fiaot,  bat 
have  referred  it  to  us,  because  they  say,  '  We  weie 
o(  opinion  that  the  building  erected  in  tbe  yard 
being  a  new  building,  built  up  and  adjoining  the 
old  one,  must  either  be  considered  with  the  M 
building  aa  one  house,  or  that  the  old  honae  and 
tbe  new  erection  must  be  oonsiderad  aa  two  erae- 

CoLKaiDSB,  G.J.— This  is  a  case  stated  by  tba 
JQStices  of  Tnnbridge,  where  a  person  had  eracted 
a  building  in  bis  yard.  He  was  brought  beforellia 
magistrate  under  an  information  laid  by  the  local 
board  under  the  82nd  bye-law  passed  by  the  beard, 
which  enacted  "  that  every  person  who  shall  in- 
tend to  erect  a  new  building  shall  give  a  fortni^it'i 
notice  of  snch  intention,"  and  in  this  caae  the  re- 
spondent, in  whose  favour  the  justices  at  tbe  sea- 
aions  have  found,  erected  the  building  wiUumt 
such  notice.  He  was  brought  before  tbem,  and 
they  determined  in  bis  favour,  but  Temitt«d  the 
case  to  us,  after  setting  out  the  ^ta  fbnnd  by  them 
as  to  what  he  bad  done,  and  then  they  g;ive  the 
arguments  naed  for  and  against  tbe  appellanta  and 
respondent,  and  say  they  deoided  for  the  latter,  tbe 
ground  of  their  determination  being  that  the  build- 
ing vras  not  a  "  new  building,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  tbe  Act  and  bye-law.  The  qoeatioa  of  law 
on  which  the  case  is  stated,  and  the  qneettoo 
for  tbe  opinion  of  the  conrt  is,  whether  Uiis 
building  IS  "new"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  and  bye-law.  [His  Lordabip  read  the 
section.]  Certainly  I  am  of  opinioa  that  if 
this  matter  could  be  loft  for  ns  to  determine  on 
tbe  facts  before  us,  there  can  be  no  donbt  that  this 
is  a  new  building,  and  a  "  new  building  "  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act  and  bye-law,  and  the  ap- 
pellants would  be  entitled  to  euooeed,  and  tbe 
respondent  &il  becanse  he  has  not  giren  notice. 
But  Mr.  Harrison  (who  does  not  mnui  argue  the 
facts  or  dispute  that  it  is  a  new  building)  aays  we 
are  preclnded  &om  inquiring  into  that  qneetiaa; 
tbat  it  is  a  question  of  fact  which  tba  juiiltiiw 
ought  to  have  found,  aud  we  cannot  find  for  tbaia. 
For  tbat  proposition  he  cited  Titdter  r.  Bmhi 
(*up.),  but  when  that  case  is  examined  it  ia  aaan  te 
be  altogether  different  fWim  the  proeent  aaa.  It 
boBivAbLKni^tA  &o  Vx'Ca  "lAw"  bnildiiu^  Bad  Ilia 
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d  with  the  right  of  a  man  to  boild  in  "  any 
open  spftoe  belonging  to  Biaj  bailding,"  the  bfe- 
Ikw  wH  bad,  for  eioeediDg  the  power  siven  b; 
MCt.  34.  But  Uiere  ia  a  cage  which  Mr.  White  baa 
■ent  np  to  ns,  vis..  Shield  v.  The  Mcufor  qf  Sunder- 
iamd  (tttp.),  directlj  in  point,  where  the  qneatioD 
miaed  was  whether  to  brin^c  a  miui  within 
the  proviaions  of  the  Aot  of  Parliament  he 
bad  or  had  not  erected  a  new  building.  All 
the  faota  are  aet  oat  in  the  report,  and  the 
jadgment  of  the  conrt  proceeded  on  tbs  question 
whether  the  erection  was  or  was  not  a  new  build- 
ing, and  tbe  attention  of  the  court  woa  directed  to 
the  conaideration  of  the  very  qneation  which  Mr. 
Harriaon  asserts  we  cannot  considur.  I  think, 
therefore,  we  are  not  precluded  from  entertaining 
it.  We  think  tbe  josticeB  ask  us,  ''  Under  these 
oircumstancea,  dojouthiukitordo  jou  not  think  it 
a  new  building  F"  Now  the  facta  found  are  these ; 
[Hie  Lordship  atatod  tbem.]  No  doubt,  in  making 
that  new  atable,  a  good  deal  of  the  old  materials 
had  b«en  naed.  It  atanda  in  a  diSerent  place. 
Two  of  tbe  walls  are  difierent.  All  four  are  dif- 
ferent, inasmuch  as  different  parts  of  tbe  old  walla 
had  been  used.  Exoept  one  amall  portion  of  one 
aide  all  ia  new.  Now  if  we  are  asked  on  these 
beta,  found  with  great  elaboration  by  tbe  justicee, 
ifthatiaanew  building,  we  cannot  but  come  to 
one  conclusion.  It  wonld  be  plsjing  with  language 
if  we  doubted  whether  this  waa  a  "  new  building," 
Hid  evoTj  person,  but  one  struggling  againat  the 
Act,  would  say  it  was.  If  so,  it  seema  a  very 
reaaonable  thing  on  behalf  of  Tunbridge  that  the 
local  board  should  have  aorae  kind  of  oonCrol  over 
the  building.  Tbey  can  only  hare  control  b; 
■'  .  This  gentleman  haa  not 
:,  broken  the  bye- 

Ebatiho,  J".— fam  of  tbe  aame  opinion.  If  Mr. 
Harriaon  could  have  eatabliahed  that  the  justices 
were  referring  to  ns  merely  a  question  of  fact,  no 
doubt,  aa  the  atatuCe  of  '.!0  &  21  Vict,  c  43,  con- 
fines them  to  referring  to  us  (]ucationa  of  laic,  he 
might  have  sncceedeo.  But  it  aeems  to  me  the 
tuaticea  did  not  intend  to  refer  to  na  a  question  of 
fact  at  all.  They  intended  to  aak  ua  whether, 
looking  at  tbe  conatmction  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, this  was  a  new  building  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act.  That  is,  referring  to  ua  for  what  is  our 
Tiew  of  that  Act,  and  I  entirely  agree  with  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice,  that  thia  ia  quite  within  the 
miaohief  contemplated  by  tbe  statute,  and  that  the 
faots  stated  in  the  case  with  respect  to  this  build* 
ing  do  constitute  it  a  new  building  within  the 
Act. 

Banr,  J.— It  aeems  to  me  that  what  the  justices 
haTO  ati^ed  ia  thia.  Tbe  respondent  had  a  atable 
in  hia  own  back  yard,  leaning  against  a  wall,  and 
that  atable  haa  been  taken  down  and  aet  up  again 
OD  the  other  side  oE  the  yard  against  two  of 
tbe  walla  of  the  yard.  Some  new  materials  have 
been  used  in  aetting  it  up  again,  but  in  a 
great  measure  tbe  old  materials  have  been  used, 
and  one  small  part  of  the  stable  so  set  np  is  on  the 
•ame  foundation  as  the  old,  but  substantially  the 
■table  is  set  np  again  on  a  new  aile,  although  in 
the  aame  back  yard.  Tbe  justioes  say,  that  being 
tbe  state  of  things,  "  We  think  the  term  '  new 
bnilding '  in  the  bye-lawa  does  not  apply  to  that 
stabla  which  is  set  np,  aLthough  it  is  aubatantielly 
am  a  naw  cite,  because  the  etAle  set  np  is  built  in 
mgtmtfmrt  it  tb»  matmaJM  which  formed  the  old 


receiving  previons  notice.  This  g< 

E'ven  notice;  he  has,  therefore,  I 
w,  and  the  judgmmt  below  was 
Ebatiho,  J. — lam  of  tbe  aame 


stable,  and  were  merely  removed  from  one  side  of 
the  yard  to  the  other,  and  advantage  waa  taken  of 
the  two  old  walls  of  the  garden  to  aaaist  in  the 
aettingnpofthe  new  atable.  They  say, "  We  inter* 
pret  the  Act  to  be  inapplicable  to  the  new  state  of 
facts ;  we  ask  you,  are  we  right  or  wrong  in  so 
interpreting  the  Act  F  "  It  is  the  same  question  aa 
in  Shield  v.  The  Mayor  of  Swiderland  (sup.),  viz., 
what  is  tbe  interpretation  of  the  Act  with  respect 
to  the  facts  in  dispute  P  This  is  a  question  of  law, 
and  properly  left  to  tbe  court,  and  the  answer  ia, 
that  on  the  true  interpretation  of  the  Act  the  term 
"new  building"  does  apply  to  the  state  of  facts 
found.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  abjudication  of 
the  juatices  should  be  reversed. 

Deniun,  J. — I  am  of  the  aame  opinion.  My  only 
doubt  ia  owing  to  the  form  in  which  the  juattcea 
left  the  question  to  ns ;  and  if  they  mean  to  say, 
"  We  find  this  ia  not  a  new  building  on  the  facta, 
unlcaa  the  oourt  tell  ua  in  point  of  law  that  it  is," 
I  abould  be  disinclined  to  interfere  with  their 
decision,  believing  it  to  be  purely  a  qneation  of 
tact,  even  though  difficult.  But  I  should  have 
differed  bad  I  been  a  justice  myself,  for  I  incline 
to  think  that  what  tbey  meant  to  say  was,  "  We 
find  in  point  of  law  this  could  not  be  a  new  build  - 
ing,  and  it  is  for  the  court  to  aay  if  it  could."  I 
certainly  think  it  could,  and  tbe  justices  having 
anbmitted  that  point,  we  are  bound  to  find  it  the 
contrary  way  to  that  they  have  found  it. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Attorney  for  the  appellants.  Bole  and  Turner, 
for  Palmer. 

Attomeya  for  the  respondent.  Prior,  Bigg,  and 
(Jo.,  for  Qorham  and  Warner. 


Sofurdav,  Jan.  17, 1874. 

AnsTiH  V.  The  Boabd  of  Gcaksunb  of  St.  Matihxw, 

Brthhal  Gkeen. 
Appointtaenl  of  servant  6y  board  of  guardians — 
Corporation — Appointtaenl    not  undor  teal — Iit- 
ferior  servant — Po  r  Law  Orderi. 
The  appointment  of  a  cUrk  lo  the  maeter  of  a  loM-Jl- 
houte  by  the  guardiani  of  a  nnion  mutt  lo  bind 
them  be  under  the  teal  of  the  corporation. 
A  derk  to  the  master  of  a  taorklioiiee  is  not  siteh  an 
inferior   servant  a*   lh<U  his  appointment  eome* 
vithin   lite  recognized  exceptione  to  the   general 
rule  of  law  that  a  corporation  can  only  bind  itself 
by  seal. 
The  sanction  □/  the  Local  Qocemment  Board,  re- 
quired by  No.  153  of  the  Poor  Lam  Orders  to  be 
given  to  cert^ain  appointments  by  the  guardiane 
of  aesislatUs  that  they  think  necessary  is  a  sanc- 
tion of  Ihe  ofioe,  and  not  of  the  individual  nomi- 
nated to  fill  it. 
This    was    an    action   tried   before   Denman,  J., 
brought  for  wrongful  dismissal  by  tbe  neit  friend 
ofa^oung  man  who  claimed  to  have  been  duly 
appointea  by  the    Guardians  of  St.  Matthew's, 
Bethnal  Green,  aa  clerk  to  tbe  master  of  the  work- 
houae,  at  a  aalary  of  &2t.  per  annum  anH  certain 
allowances. 

The  plea  stated  that  at  the  time  of  making  tbe 
promise  alleged  in  the  declaration,  there  waa  an 
agreementbetween  tbe  defendants  and  the  plaintiff 
that  the  plaintift  fttwi\4  o^la^a(»^«^^Mas«i^s^_'v«s^a. 
the  Qnardiana  <sl  ft«.  CA^   lA  IatAoo.,  "\t>.  "^J'™^ 
service  ba  ■waa  at  iatf><aina<!S.  xiutoa^  •*»»  iB«e»- 
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promise,  and  that  upon  his  failing  to  produce  such 
testimonials,  the  defendants  should  dismiss  him 
without  notice. 

Averment,  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  produce 
the  testimonials,  and  that  therefore  the  defendants 
dismissed  him. 

The  facts  were  shortly  as  follows : 

The  guardians  advertised  for  some  one  to  fill  the 
position  of  clerk  to  the  master  of  the  workhouse, 
and  the  plaintiff  became  one  of  the  applicants.  At 
a  meeting  of  the  board  held  for  the  purpose,  a 
ballot  took  place  of  the  various  candidates,  and 
their  numbers,  by  eliminating  at  each  successive 
ballot  the  names  of  those  who  had  the  fewest  votes, 
were  at  length  reduced  to  two,  of  whom  the  plain- 
tiff was  one.  The  final  ballot  gave  the  plaintiff  a 
majority  of  two  votes,  and  he  was,  as  ap()eared  by 
the  minutes  signed  by  the  chairman,  declared 
"  duly  elected." 

There  was  no  mention  in  the  minutes  of  an^  con* 
dition  of  producing  testimonials,  but  at  the  trial  the 
members  of  the  board  who  were  called  swore  that 
the  plaintiff  was  informed  that  his  appointment 
was  subject  to  that  condition,  though-  it  was  de- 
nied by  the  plaintiff  that  he  ever  nad  any  such 
notice. 

The  meeting  was  on  the  15th  Oct.,  but  the 
plaintiff  received  verbal  permission  to  wait  before 
entering  upon  his  new  duties,  until  he  could  be 
set  free  from  the  service  he  was  in  at  the  datp  of 
his  appointment,  and  as  a  fact  he  did  not  therefore 
come  until  the  28th  Oct. 

On  the  28th  Oct.  the  cl€rk  to  the  guardians 
wrote  to  the  Local  Government  Board  announcing 
the  election  of  the  plaintiff,  and  asking  for  their 
sanction,  but  made  no  allusion  to  any  condition 
precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  assumption  of  the 
office. 

No  testimonial  was  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
from  the  City  of  London  Guardians,  and  certain 
rumours  affecting  his  conduct  while  in  that  service 
came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  St.  Matthew's  Guar- 
dians, whereupon  they  summarily  dismissed  him. 
The  duties  of  the  office  had  been  to  keep  the  work- 
house books,  including  those  referring  to  the  out- 
door relief,  and  it  was  admitted  that  the  accounts 
were  of  a  somewhat  intricate  nature. 

The  verdict  was  for  the  plnintiff,  but  the  learned 
judge  stayed  execution,  and  reserved  leave  to  the 
defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
ground,  fir^t,  that  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff 
was  not  under  seal ;  ana,  secondly,  that  the  ap- 
pointment was  a  contract  not  to  be  performed 
within  a  year,  and  that  there  was  no  memorandum 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  also 
to  move  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Accordingly,  a  rule  was  obtained  last  term  on 
all  these  points,  against  which 

Warfon  and  Poxdter  now  showed  cause. — First, 
it  was  not  necessary  that  the  appointment  should 
be  under  seal.    In  Comyn's  Digest,  tit.  "Fran- 
chise F.,No.  13,"  it  is  laid  down  that  a  corporation 
that  has  a  head  may  do  small  acts  without  deed, 
as  retain  a  servant,  a  cook,  a  butler;  and  in  1 
Ventris  47,  there  is  authority  for  the  employment 
of  one  in  ordinary  services  by  a  corporation  with- 
out the  formality  of  a  seal.    Admitting  the  general 
rule,  this  shows  that  there  have  always  been  ac- 
knowledged  exceptions  to  it ;  and  such  exceptions 
are  in  furtherance  <  f  general  convenience  in  re- 
Vect  of  amall  matters.    The  appoiutment  in  \,\i^ 


\ 


present  case  is  exactly  one  of  suoh  small  mattm 
and  comes  within  the  wordb  of  Comyn's  Digeai, 
"  retaining  a  servant."    In  Church  y.  The  Itrnperiail 
Oaa  Company  (6  A.  A  E.  846),  Lord  Deoman,  in 
delivering  judgment,  says  that  the  general  rule  of 
law  that  a  corporation  can  contract  only  under  its 
common  seal,  "  has  been  from  the  earlieBt  tno^ 
able  periods  subject  to  exceptions,  the  deciaiona  as 
to  which  furnish  the  principle  on  which  they  have 
been  established.     This  principle  appears  to  be 
convenience  amounting  to  necessity.'*  These  words 
of  Lord  Denman  are  repeated  and  adopted  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  Mayor  of  Ludlow  ▼. 
Charlton  (8  M.  &  W.  815).    [Lord  Golbridoi,  CJ. 
called  attention  to  Dyte  ▼.  The  St  Panerae  Qnar* 
dians  (27  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  942.  not  elsewhere  rs- 
ported),  where  it  was  held  that  a  medical  officer 
to  a  workhouse  appointed  by  a  board  of  gaardians 
must  be  appointed  under  seal.]     The  case  of  a 
medical  officer  is  different ;  he  is  a  fiur  more  im- 
portant official.    Here  the  plaintiff  is  only  derk  to 
the  master  of  the  workhouse  s  he  is  the  servant  of 
a  servant,  and  must  therefore  be  considered  an 
inferior   servant,  and  be  within   the    ezceptioQ. 
With  this  view  the  fact  of  his  salary  being  only  522 
per  year  agrees ;  in  Dyte  v.  8t  Panerae  Ouaraieme, 
th e  plaintiff's  salary  was  4001.   The  emancipatioii  of 
tradmg  companies  from  the  necessity  of  always 
contracting  under  seal,  recognised  by  Cookbam, 
G  J.  in  The  South  of  Ireland  Colliery  Company  v. 
Waddle  (18  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  405),  shows  that  the 
abolition  of  the  restrictions,  which  are  mere  relioB 
of  barbarous  antiquitv,  is  based  upon  oonvenieiioe. 
[Lord  Coleridge,  C.«f. — ^There  is  a  great  differenoe 
between  trading  and  municipal  corporations.  Does 
not  a  board  of  guardians  partake  of  the  character 
of  the  latter  more  than  of  the  former  P]    Socoodly, 
the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  at  the  meeting  of 
the  15th  Oct.,  wherein  the  plaintiff  was  dedved 
duly  elected,  and  which  were  signed  by  the  chair- 
man, constituted   a  sufficient    memorandam  to 
satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds.    Then  the  appoint- 
ment was  really  of  that  date,  and  it  was  only  after 
the  election  was  complete  that  he  received  permis- 
sion to  come  for  tne  purpose  of  beginning  his 
regular  work  on  a  later  day. 

Cawthom  V.  Cordrey^  13  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  400. 

The  judgment  given  on  the  first  point  renders  it 
unnecessary  to  ouote  further  the  argument  on  the 
second  and  third  points. 

Dixon,  in  support  of  the  rule. — It  is  tme  that  a 
corporation  may,  if  it  has  a  head,  do  small  thiii([t 
without  the  formality  of  a  seal,  the  reason  for  this 
being,  doubtless,  the  inconvenience  of  delay  in 
trifles.  Here,  however,  there  is  no  head  to  the 
corpoi^ation ;  the  guardians  can  only  act  together, 
and  the  chairman  for  the  time  being  is  not  sach  a 
head  as  is  contemplated  in  the  authorities  cited. 
Ltidlow  V.  Charlton  shows  that  the  matter  most  be 
one  of  "immediate  importance"  to  enable  the 
seal  to  be  dispensed  with.  From  Diggle  t.  The 
London  and  nlackwaU  Railway  Company  (5  Sx. 
442),  we  gather  the  principle  to  be  that  of  an 
"overruling  necessity;'*  and  in  Finlayr,  The 
Brief ol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company  (7  Bsc  409), 
Parke,  B.,  in  defining  the  exceptions,  says  tibej 
must  be  "  small  matters.*'  These  restrictioiui  on 
the  exceptions  are  all  upheld  in  the  jadgment  of 
Martin,  B.  in  Dyte  v.  The  Si.  Panerae  Siov^uM 
(ubi  eiip.),  and  this  case  is  certainly  not  one  of 
\rcvmed\»XA  Ti«ftfi»Kv^^>  «&  ^«a  ahown  by  the  ddi* 
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character  of  the  office  in  qaestioc.  Assaming  that 
if  the  plaintiff  were  an  inferior  servant,  he  might 
be  brought  within  the  exception,  can  he  be  said  to 
be  proved  to  be  merely  an  mferior  servant  P  His 
dutiee  consisted  in  the  keeping  of  intricate  ac- 
counts and  the  regulation  of  various  books  con- 
nected with  the  workhouse  management.  And  it 
is  to  be  noticed  that  the  sanction  of  the  Local 
Government  Board  was  requisite  to  his  appoint- 
ment, and  it  was  applied  for  and  obtained.  [Den- 
MAH,  J. — ^The  Local  Gk)vemment  Board  sanction 
the  office^  not  the  individual.]  True ;  but  that  is 
what  shows  the  character  of  the  office.  No.  153  of 
the  Poor  Law  Orders  says  that  the  guardians  may 
appoint  fit  persons  to  certain  posts,  enumerating 
thirteen,  among  which  is  master  of  the  workhouse, 
and  all  such  assistants  as  they,  with  the  consent  of 
the  Local  Government  Board,  may  think  neces- 
sary for  the  performance  of  those  offices.  In  this 
category  is  tne  plaintiff's  office.  [He  was  stopped 
by  the  court.] 

Lord  Ck)LBRiDaE,  G.J.  —  This  was  an  action, 
brought  by  his  next  friend,  by  a  young  man  who 
had  acted  as  assistant  to  the  master  of  a  work- 
house, and  his  duties  seem  to  have  consisted  in 
keeping  the  accounts  and  books.    The  jury  gave 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  leave  was  given  by 
the  learned  jud^  to  the  defendants  to  move  to 
enter  the  verdict  for  them  on  various  grounds. 
The  first  j^round  is  that  there  was  no  appointment 
of  the  plaintiff  under  seal ;  and  our  decision  upon 
this  will  render  the  consideration  of  the  others 
unnecessary  in  this  case.     The    defendants  are 
without  doubt  a  corporation,  and  have  a  seal  by 
which  their  will  can  be  expressed,  and  it  is  con- 
tended that  the^  are  not  bound  bv  a  parol  contract. 
As  a  prima  faeie  and  general  rule  of  law  corpora- 
tions can  be  bound  only  by  seal,  and  though  there 
are  exceptions,  it  is  argued  that  there  is  no  excep- 
tion here.  Now  certain  exceptions  have  from  ancient 
tunes  been  crafted  on  to  the  general  rule,  which 
may  be  found  stated  conveniently  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case  in  Church  v.  The  Imperial  Qa^  Com- 
pony  {ubi  tup.),  and  in  the  Mayor  of  Ludlow  v. 
CharUcn  (uh%  tup.),  and  their  limitation  is  recog- 
niaed  in  the  judgments  in  Byte  v.  Th^  tit  Pancraa 
Board  of  Guardians  {uhi  sup.).    This  is  a  case  of  a 
man  occupying  an  office  not  so  important,   no 
doabt,  as  that  of  a  medical  man  at  a  salary  of  400Z. 
a  year ;  he  is  the  assistant  to  the  master  of  the 
workhouse ;  but  the  employment   is   of   such  a 
character  that  the  office  has  to  be  communicated  to 
the  Local  Government  Board  before  it  can  be 
created  by  the  guardians,  and  that  is  an  element 
to  be  tafcen  into  account  in  estimating  its  im- 
portance.    It  is  very  difficult  to  lay  down  any  spe- 
cific role  as  to  what  is  on  one  side  of  the  line  and 
what  on  the  other ;  but  upon  the  question  whether 
this  is  within  the  general  rule,  or  is  covered  by  the 
exception,  we  feel  that  each  case  must  be  judged 
of  by  its  own  circumstances.    This  particular  case 
has  never  before  been  the  subject  matter  of  deci- 
sion ;  bat  finding,  as  we  do,  the  rule,  and  finding 
also  the  reoo|^nised  exceptions,  and  that  they  do 
not  indade  this  specifically,  I  am  not  bound  to  say 
that  this  case  is  within  them. 

EIiATiKO,  J.— I  agree  in  thinking  that  this  rale 
shoold  be  made  alwolute.  I  shall  simply  refer  to 
the  rule  in  the  Mayor  of  Ludlow  t.  CnarUon,  as 
found  stated  in  the  notes  to  Saunders*  Beports,  by 
Sir  B.  T.  Williams,  the  hut  edit,  p.  616:  ''The 
CoaitolJBxobeqtter  hud  down  that  the  ezceptioas 


to  the  general  rule  that  a  corporation  can  only  bind 
itself  by  deed  are  confined  to  (1.)  cases  so  con- 
stantly recurring,  or  of  so  small  importance,  or  so 
little  admitting  of  delay,  that  to  require  in  every 
such  case  the  previous  affixing  of  the  seal,  would 
be  greatly  to  obstruct  the  every-day  ordinary  con- 
venience of  the  body  corporate,  without  any  ade- 
quate object ;  in  which  instances  the  head  of  the 
corporation  is  considered  as  delegated  by  the  rest 
of  tne  members  to  act  for  them.  (2.)^  The  instances 
mentioned  above  of  trading  corporations."  This 
case  is,  in  my  opinion,  not  brought  within  the 
exceotion. 

DsNMAN,  J. — I  should  have  nonsuited  on  &is 
point,  but  the  counsel  at  the  trial  thought  he  was 
safe  in  going  to  the  jury,  who,  however,  found 
against  him.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether 
that  finding  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  as 
I  agree  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  on  the 
first  point,  as  to  which  leave  was  reserved. 

Bule  absolute. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  T.  /.  Holmes, 

Attorney  for  defendants,  W,  T,  Howard, 


Saturday,  Jan,  17,  1874. 

NiELD  V.  Batty. 

Corrupt  Practices  Municipal  Elections  Act    1872 
(36  ^  36  Vict,  c,  GO)— Delivery  of  list  of  objec- 
tions by  petitioners — Power  of  tne  court  under 
No,  7  UegulcB  Qenerales,  Michaelmas  Term  1868. 
Where  the  parties  required  by  No,  7  of  the  Regulm 
(Qenerales  of  Michaelmas  Term  1868  to  deliver  a 
list  of  objections  six  days  before  the  day  appointed 
for  the  hearing  of  a  petition  under  36  ^  36  VicL 
c,  60,  have  failed  to  do  so  within  thai  titne,  the 
court  has  no  power  to  allow  the  list  to  be  delivered 
subsequently,  the  discretionary  power  given  by 
the  rule  having  reference  only  to  the  amendmoiU 
of  a  list  thai  has  been  duly  delivered, 
A  BULE  was  obtained  by  Ambrose  on  16th  Jan. 
ordering  the  respondent  in  a  petition  under  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Municipal  Elections  Act  1872 
to  show  cause  on  the  morrow  "  why  the  petitioners 
should  not  be  at  liberty  upon  the  trial  of  this  peti- 
tion to  give  evidence  against  the  validity  of  the 
several  votes  specified  in  the    list    which   was 
offered  at  the  rule  office  and  to  the  respondent's, 
William  Batty*s,  agents,  on  the  13th  Jan.  inst., 
upon  the  several  heads  of  objections  specified  in 
such  list,  in  the  same  way  as  if  such  list  of  objec- 
tions had  been  duly  filed  and  delivered  within  the 
time  required  by  the  7th  rule,  and  why  the  said 
list  of  objections  should  not  be  now  duly  filed  and 
delivered  uwiic  pro  tunc."   . 

The  petition  was  in  respect  of  the  municipal 
election  at  Manchester,  and  the  hearing  had  been 
appointed  for  the  20th  Jan.  On  the  evening 
of  the  13th  Jan.,  at  6  p.m.,  the  petitioners  tendered 
at  the  Bule  Office,  and  also  to  the  respondent's 
agents,  a  list  of  the  votes  intended  to  be  objected 
to,  and  the  heads  of  objection  to  each  vote,  as 
required  by  the  seventh  of  the  rules  as  to  pro- 
ceedings on  election  petitions  in  England,  but  the 
officer  refused  receive  the  list,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  too  late,  and  it  was  not  presned,  nor  was  any 
protest  made  on  its  being  taken  away.  TV^^  ti^tXi 
morning,  the  14t\i,\^  'w«ka^'ftWi«^  Vi  ^scAt^r«^'^^^ 
by  the  respondeivVa  ai^enXA.  ^   ,^^ 

The  peUtionera  uo^  ^SaVe^L  \»  Twato  x»a  c\  ns^*  ^ 
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list  BO  tendered  as  having  been  delivered  in  time 
within  the  meaning  of  Bole  7  above  referred  to,  or 
supposing  the  deUvery  to  be  too  late,  to  indace 
the  court  to  make  an  order  permitting  it  to  be  now 
filed  and  delivered. 

HerseheU,    Q.C.    {Lanyon   with    him)    showed 
cause :  —  The   list   was    offered   too    late.      The 
Seventh  Bule  says  that  **  the  party  complaining 
of  or  defending  the  election  or  return  shall,  six 
days  defore  the  day  appointed  for  trial,  deliver  to 
the  Master,  and  also  at  the  add,re8s,  if  any,  given 
by  the  petitioners  and  respondents,  as  the  case 
may  be,  a  list,  &c,"  and  sect.  25  of  the  Corrupt 
Practices  Municipal  Elections  Act   1872,  enacts 
that  in  reckoning  time  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  Sundays  shall  be  excluded.    The  agents  of 
the  respondent  did  not  receive  the  list  till  the 
14th,  and  consequently  did  not  have  the  notice 
required  by  the  Act.    The  tender  on  the  13th  was 
null,  the  officer  refused  the  list  as  being  then  too 
late,  and  the  respondent  had  the  list  delivered  to 
him  lor  the  first  time  on  the  morning  of  the  14th. 
When  times  are  specifically  limited  for  the  various 
steps  to  be  taken  oy  the  parties,  as  is  the  case  on 
the  proceedings  on  election  petitions,  strict  com- 
pliance with  the  Act  is  necessary.     But  as  no  list 
has  been  delivered,  the  latter  part  of  Bule  7  does 
not  apply,  and  the  court  has  no  power  under  it  to 
permit  the  delivery  of  the  list  now.     The  peti 
tioners  not  having  complied  with  the  Act,  cannot 
now  file  their  list  of  objections ;  that  must  be  done 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Act,  or  not  at 
all.     Tke  rule  in  question  giving  discretion  to  the 
court  in  respect  of  the  list  is   only  to  allow  of 
amendments  that  parties  may  not  be  prejudiced 
by  not  being  able  to  make  use  of  information 
subsequently  obtained  which  the  court  may  think 
reasonable  and  just.    There  is  no  other  section 
giving  the  court  any  jurisdiction  in  the  matter, 
and  the  clear  meaning  of  this  rule  is :  Tou  shall 
deliver  a  list  six  days   before  the  hearing.      If 
there  is  any  error  it  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court  to  allow  addition  or  amendment.    Here, 
however,  there  is  nothing  to  amend  or  add  to, 
l)ec'ause  no  list  has  been  delivered. 

Ambrose  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  con- 
Htruction  contended  for  would  make  six  days 
really  equivalent  to  eight  days.  In  the  Act 
and  rules  wherever  the  exclusion  of  the  first 
day  is  intended,  it  is  specified  as  in  rules  13,  21, 
2t>,  and  52,  and  as  in  the  six  other  instances  in 
which  time  is  mentioned,  nothing  is  said  about 
excluding  the  day  of  service,  it  must  be  taken 
that  it  is  not  excluded.  [Lord  Coleridge,  CJ. — 
We  are  not  considering  whether  if  you  dehvered 
on  the  13th,  you  were  in  time.  There  was  no  de- 
livery on  that  day.]  To  enable  the  court  to  exer- 
cise their  discretionary  power,  why  need  a  list 
have  been  delivered  at  all  ?  The  addition  of  new 
names,  which  is  admitted  to  be  allowable  under 
rule  7,  makes  the  list  to  be,  so  far  as  it  goes,  just 
as  new  as  if  no  list  had  been  delivered,  and  then 
these  names  given,  and  so  the  interference  of  the 
court  under  rule  7  is  thus  substantially  the  fur- 
nishing of  a  new  list.  [Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — The 
discretion  is  wholly  as  to  the  amendment  of  an 
existing  list.  Is  there  any  other  rule  or  section 
giving  the  court  power?]  The  84th  rule  says 
that  all  interlocutory  questions  and  matters  shall 
be  beard  and  disposed  of  before  a  judge. 
Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — On  the  true  conatTuctivoTi 
oi  tbe  7tb  rule  we  have  no  power  to  make  ttn^ 


order.  The  list  was  not  delivered  six  days  before 
the  day  appointed  for  trial,  and  we  need  not  inti> 
mate  any  opinion  as  to  what  might  have  been  had 
the  facts  been  different.  The  court  has  no  juris- 
diction to  allow  the  list  to  be  delivered  after  the 
time  prescribed.  The  words  in  rule  7  reapectiiiff 
the  interference  of  the  court  are,  **  Upon  boA 
terms  as  to  amendment  of  the  list,"  which  dearly 
contemplate  the  existence  of  a  list.  I  ahoald  noi 
encourage  such  applications,  because  the  peti- 
tioners have  had  since  the  22nd  Nov.,  ample  time 
to  prepare  their  case.  The  Act  gives  twenty-one 
days  after  the  day  of  election  for  the  preeentatioD 
of  the  petition,  and  then  there  is  the  necessaiy 
interval  before  the  day  of  the  triad. 

Keating,  J. — I  agree  with  my  lord,  and  for  the 
reasons  given  by  him.  I  particularly  coincide 
with  reference  to  the  necessity  of  keeping  the 
parties  to  the  times  specified  m  the  A!ct.  The 
object  of  the  parties  is  doubtless  to  g^ve  as  little 
notice  as  possible  to  their  opponents,  and  as  little 
opportunitv  as  possible  for  inquiry.  This  decision 
will  have  the  effect  of  rendering  such  a  prooeeding 
perilous. 

Denman,  J. — Supposing  delivery  of  the  list  hsd 
been  effected  on  the  13th,  and  it  had  been  accepted 
at  the  office,  I  might  have  thought,  if  the  oourt 
had  the  power,  that  it  might  have  made  the  order; 
but  the  list  was  delivered  on  the  14th,  which  wis 
confessedly  too  late.  The  rule  does  not  apply  to 
a  case  in  which  no  list  was  delivered  witnm  the 
time  specified.  The  power  of  amendment  given  to 
the  court  is  in  furtherance  of  the  strictness  of  the 
time,  and  not  a  power  to  extend  the  time  for  the 
delivery  of  the  list.  The  discretionary  power 
vested  in  the  court  to  amend  the  list  makes  it  the 
more  unreasonable  to  put  off  delivering  it  till  the 
last  moment. 

Rule  discharged  wUh  co9U, 

Attorneys    for    petitioners,    Dangerfidd    and 
Fraser, 
Attorneys  for  respondent,  Cooke  and  TcdboL 


COUBT  OF  QUEEH'S  BfiVCK. 

Reported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKbxj.ab,  fia^n., 

BarriatenMit-LAw. 
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Nov.  13, 1873,  and  Jan.  14, 1874. 
Beg.  v.  Locax  (^ovebkhent  Boakd. 

Officer  of  parish — Salaried  solicitor — Right  to 
pensationr—Metropolitan  Poor  Act  1867  (30  Ir  31 
Vict.  c.  6,  s.  76). 

In  1857  the  trustees  of  a  parish  who^  vrnder  a  leesl 
Act,  managed  the  rdief  of  the  poor,  appointed  • 
solicitor  to  assist  tlieir  clerk  in  ^  arranaemmiirf 
legal  matters,  at  1001.  per  annunu  By  the  Metre' 
litan  Poor  Act  1867,  the  management  of  the  poor 
in  this  parish  was  transferred  to  g%u»rd^ane  ;  emd 
officers  and  persons  appointed^  or  acting  weier 
any  local  Act  for  any  purpose  of  the  reli^  ef  lie 
poor,  or  otherwise  in  the  service  of  the  guafdHamSt 
were  entitled  to  continue  in  offiee^  provided  OuU  ta 
case  any  officer  of  a  union  or  a  parieh  ekowUl  he 
deprived  of  his  offi>ce  by  reason  of  the  operatiom  ^ 
this  Act,  the  Poor  Law  Board  might  award  to  Atn 
compensation  for  the  loss  of  his  office  amd  Hi 
emoluments.  Tlie  Poor  Law  Board  refused  is 
sanction  the  continuance  of  the  eoUdUn^e  appoitd 
ment,  or  to  allow  him  compensation^  ontkeonsmi 
that  IhA  aigi^ovnimvtwC  vku  not  autkorieed  iy  tbk 
eaoydTMat; 
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Q.B.] 


Baa.  «.  Local  Govbbmusht  Board. 


[Q.B. 


Sdd,  upon  a  rtde  oliained  hy  the  soUcUor  for  a 

fnanaamus  to  the  defendcmts,  to  whom  the  Poor 

Law  Board* 8  duties  had  been  transferred,  that  he 

was  an  officer  of  a  parish  within  the  meaning  of 

the  Act;  thcU  he  was  deprived  of  his  office  liy 

reason  of  the  operation  of  the  Act :  and  thai  he 

fO€U  entitled  to  compensation. 

Thu  was  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  the  Local 

Gkyremment  Board.    The  following  facts  appeared 

from  the  affidavit  of  the  prosecutor,  Mr.  William 

Sparling,  attomey-at-law : — 

Under  the  4th  and  5th  sections  of  the  local  Act 
for  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington  (being  5  Greo. 
4,  a  oxzY.),  trustees  were  appointed,  and  after- 
wards, up  to  the  year  1857,  were  elected  triennially, 
for  the  management  of  all  the  parochial  afiairs  of 
the  said  parish,  as  by  the  said  Act  may  appear. 

By  the  14th  section  of  the*  said  local  Act,  the 
trostees  so  appointed  were  empowered  to  appoint 
certain  officers,  therein  specifically  mentionea,  in- 
cluding a  clerk  or  clerks,  and  such  other  "  officers 
ftnd  servants  "  as  they  should  think  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  the  said  Act,  and  to  pay  them  such 
salaries  and  gratuities  as  they  should  think  rea- 
sonable, as  by  the  said  Act  may  also  appear. 

In  the  year  1852  Mr.  Spnrlmg  was,  under  the 
aforesaid  power,  and  by  a  resolution  of  the  trus- 
tees, elected  as  clerk  to  the  trustees  at  a  salary  of 
2501.  a  year,  on  the  condition  that  in  addition  to 
the  duties  of  clerk,  he  should  act  as  solicitor  for 
the  trustees,  and  conduct  all  the  legal  business 
arising  under  the  Act,  without  any  charges  except 
for  disbursements. 

He  held  the  said  twofold  or  mixed  appointment 
of  olerk  and  solicitor  to  the  said  board  of  trustees 
flpom  the  said  year  of  1852  until  the  year  1857. 

In  the  said  year  1857»  by  virtue  of  an  Act  in- 
tituled, ''An  Act  for  the  better  Local  Management 
ol  the  Metropolis  "  (being  the  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120), 
all  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  said  trustees, 
under  the  above  mentioned  local  Act,  except  those 
relating  to  the  management  or  relief  of  the  poor, 
were  transferred  to  and  became  vested  in  the 
Testry  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington. 

On  the  18th  Feb.,  in  the  said  year  1857,  the  said 
board  of  trustees  (to  whom  the  management  of  the 
poor  and  the  administration  of  the  poor  rates  for 
their  relief  had  been  so  reserved),  at  a  special 
meeting  then  held,  passed  a  resolution  in  the 
following  terms,  viz. : 

*'That  the  board  having  fully  considered  the 
duties  of  the  olerk  and  assistant  clerk,  resolve  that 
on  Mid  after  Lady-day  next,  the  business  of  the 
bottrd  may  be  conducted  by  one  clerk,  at  a  salary 
oi  2501.  per  annum,  with  the  aid  of  a  solicitor  for 
tlie  arrangement  of  legal  matters  at  1001.  per 
anntim,  and  that  the  office  of  solicitor  be  ofierea  w 
Mr.  Sparling." 

The  office  of  solicitor  to  the  board  of  trustees  at 
lOOi.  a  year  so  offered  by  the  said  resolution  was 
aooepted  and  held  by  mr.  Sparling'  from  the  said 
Lady-day  1857  until  after  the  passmg  of  the  Me- 
tropolitan Poor  Act  1867  (being  the  13  Vict.  c.  6), 
until  the  29th  Sept.  1867,  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned. 

By  the  last  mentioned  Act,  the  Poor  Law  Board 
mre  empowered  to  order  and  direct,  and  by  an 
order  of  the  4th  June  1867  did  order  and  d&ect, 
thail  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the  said 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington,  should  from  and 
•ftor  the  8th  Jalj  then  next,  he  governed  and  ad- 
waamiandbjB  Board  of  gaardians,  to  be  elected 


in  manner  therein  described,  and  such  guardians 
were  afterwards  duly  elected  accordingly. 

By  sect.  76  of  the  laHt  mentioned  Act,  it  is  pro- 
vided that  in  case  any  officer  of  a  union  or  parish 
shall  be  deprived  oi  his  office  by  reason  of  the 
operation  of  this  Act,  the  Poor  Law  Board  may 
aword  to  him  such  compensation  for  the  loss  of 
his  office  and  its  emoluments,  either  by  way  of 
gross  sum  or  of  annuity,  as  to  them  shall  seem 
reasonable. 

On  the  8th  July  1867,  the  board  of  guardians, 
pursuant  to  the  last-mentioned  Act,  elected  for  the 
said  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington,  passed  resolu- 
tions appointing  all  the  old  officers  to  their  places 
(including  the  appointment  of  this  deponent  to  the 
office  of  solicitor,  at  his  former  salary  of  100{.  a 
year) ;  and  they  aJso  appointed  a  public  accountant 
and  a  surveyor  at  salaries  subject  to  the  approba- 
tion of  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

Upon  these  appointments  being  notified  to  the 
Poor  Law  Boara,  the  said  board  of  guardians,  in 
July  1867,  received  a  communication  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  of  which  an 
extract  is  in  the  following  terms,  viz. : — '*  As  re- 
gards the  proposed  appointmento  of  solicitor,  public 
accountant,  and  surveyor,  I  am  directed  to  point 
out  that  there  is  no  authority  for  the  appoinijnent 
of  such  officers  by  the  guardians,  under  the  order 
of  the  4th  inst.  If  the  guardians  should  find  it 
necessary  to  employ  persons  to  act  in  those  capa- 
cities, the  proper  course  will  be  to  pay  them  from 
time  to  time,  according  to  the  services  rendered." 

In  consequence  of  this  communication,  the  said 
board  of  guardians,  on  the  30th  July  1867,  gave 
notice  that  Mr.  Sparling's  appointment  as  their 
solicitor,  not  being  sanctioned  by  the  Poor  Law 
Board,  would  be  determined  on  the  29  th  Sept.  then 
next. 

Shortly  after  the  receipt,  and  in  consequence  of 
such  last-mentioned  notice,  he  applied  to  the  Poor 
Law  Board,  setting  forth  the  circumstances  of  his 
appointment,  and  of  ita  determination  as  herein- 
before mentioned,  and  inquiring  whether,  under 
such  circumstances,  they  would  entertain  any 
application  by  him  for  compensation  for  the  loss  of 
his  office,  and  a  len^hened  correspondence  took 
place  between  the  said  Poor  Law  Board  and  the 
said  board  of  guardians,  and  between  the  said  Poor 
Law  Board  and  Mr.  Sparling  in  reference  to  his 
cose. 

Certain  opinions  of  counsel  referred  to  in  the 
said  correspondence  were  obtained  by  Mr.  Sparling 
and  submitted  to  the  said  Poor  Law  Board  for 
their  satisfaction ;  but  the  said  board  declined  to 
entertain  his  claim,  on  the  ground  that  his  case 
was  not  one  for  compensation,  within  the  terms  or 
meaning  of  the  76th  section  of  the  said  Metropo- 
litan Poor  Act  1867. 

The  powers  and  functions  of  the  Poor  Law  Board 
having,  by  the  Local  Government  Board  Act  1871 
(being  the  34  &  35  Vict.  c.  70),  been  transferred 
to  and  become  vested  in  the  Local  Gruvernment 
Board,  as  constituted  by  the  last-mentioned  Act, 
Mr.  Sparling  renewed  his  application  to  the  said 
last- mentioned  board,  setting  forth  the  grounds  on 
which,  under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  stated, 
he  claimed  compensation  for  the  loss  of  his  said 
office  of  solicitor  to  the  said  trustees,  and  a  cor- 
respondence took  place  betweeu  tAi^  ^asA  \jnR»^ 
Government  BoaTdaaai^Llfb  .^^t\«\%  w\  VJoa  ^x^i\^*** 
of  tbia  claim.     A\\  XXi^i  ^\^  fOTt^v^wAw^;^^ 
part  of  ibe  caae,  Y>\xV.  \b  uoV.  TQ3ft.\«rffli^\»  ^^v<6  ^wcsKtfso.. 
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Q.B.] 


Bso.  V.  Local  Gotbritment  Boaxd. 


[Q.B. 


The  said  Local  Gk>Temment  Board  have  also 
refused  to  entertain  or  make  any  decision  or  award 
upon  this  said  claim  to  compensation  for  the  loss 
of  this  said  office,  on  the  same  eround  as  that  relied 
on  by  the  said  Poor  Law  Board ;  bat  the  said  Local 
Government  Board  have  expressed  their  willing- 
ness to  abide  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in  respect 
thereof,  as  by  the  said  last-mentioned  correspon- 
dence will  appear. 

Since  Mr.  Sparling's  said  dismissal  in  1867  from 
his  said  office  of  solicitor,  at  a  fixed  annual  salary, 
the  said  board  of  guardians  have  employed  him  m 
such  legal  matters  as  required  the  services  of  an 
attorney  or  solicitor,  and  have  paid  him  his  ordi- 
nary professional  charges,  as  taxed,  in  respect 
thereof. 

Mr.  Sparling  was,  as  he  said,  advised,  and  humbly 
submitted,  that  under  the  circumstances  herein- 
before appearing,  his  claim  to  compensation  was 
within  the  meaning  of  the  several  Acts  herein- 
before mentioned  or  referred  to,  and  was  not  thereby 
or  by  an  Act  excluded  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  Local  Government  Board ;  and  that  the  said 
board  were  lawfully  entitled  and  in  duty  bound  to 
exercise  such  jurisdiction. 

On  the  24th  April  last.  Bond  Coxe,  on  behalf  of 
the  said  William  Sparling,  and  upon  the  ^ts 
alle^^  in  this  said  affidavit,  obtained  a  rule  nisi, 
callmg  upon  the  Local  Government  Board  to  show 
cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue, 
commanding  them  to  inquire  into,  assess,  and 
make  an  award  for  such  compensation,  either  by 
way  of  gross  sum  or  of  annuity,  as  the  said  board 
should  deem  it  reasonable  to  award  to  the  said 
William  Sparling  for  the  loss  of  his  office  as  an 
officer  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  of  the  emoluments  thereof, 
by  reason  of  the  operation  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
passsed  in  the  thirtieth  year  of  her  present 
Majenty,  and  shortly  intituled,  "  The  Metropolitan 
Poor  Act  1867." 

The  rule  was  twice  enlarged,  and 

On  the  13th  Nov.,  the  Aiiomey-(hneral  (Sir  J. 
D.  Coleridge,  Q.C.)  (with  him  the  Soliciior-Oeneral 
(H.  James,  Q-C.),  and  Lumley),  showed  cause. — 
The  two  points  which  arise  imder  sect.  76  of  the 
Metropolitan  Poor  Act  1867,  are,  first,  whether 
this  gentleman  was  an  officer  of  a  parish;  and, 
secondly,  whether  he  was  deprived  of  his  office  by 
reason  of  the  operation  of  that  Act.  The  Local 
Grovemment  Board  are  willing  to  abide  by  the 
decision  of  this  court  upon  this  writ,  without  any 
further  proceedings. 

Coxe  supported  the  rule. — ^As  to  the  first  point, 
the  word  "  office  "  is  defined  by  Dr.  Johnson  to  be 
'*  a  public  charge  or  employment ;"  and  an  "  officer  " 
a  man  employed  by  the  public.  There  can  be  no 
reason  why  these  definitions  should  not  include 
the  office  of  a  solicitor.  In  Beg.  v.  Ths  Justices  of 
Cambridgeshire  (7  A.  &  £.  480),  the  court  had  to 
consider  the  effect  of  an  interpretation  clause  by 
which  the  word  **  overseer  "  was  to  be  construed  to 
mean  and  include  '*  assistant  overseer,  or  any  other 
subordinate  officer,  whether  paid  or  unpaid,  in  any 
parish  or  union,  who  shall  be  employed  therein  in 
carrying  this  Act  or  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  into  execution."  Lord  Denman  held,  at.  p.  491, 
that  an  interpretation  clause  was  not  to  receive  a 
rigid  constraction.  "  We  rather  think  (he  said) 
that  it  merely  declares  what  persons  may  be  com- 
prebended  within  that  term,  where  tho  c\Tcvmi- 
jstances  require  that  they  Bhould."    The  ordinar; 
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sense  of  the  word  "  office  "  inoludee  the  employ- 
ment of  a  solicitor ;  and,  aooording  to  Dwnrris  on 
Statutes,  p.  573 :  "  The  words  of  a  statute  are  to 
be  taken  in  their  ordinary  and  familiar  aignifioa- 
tion  and  import,  and  regard  is  to  be  had  to  their 

Sineral  ana  popular  use."  The  worda  in  the 
unicipal  Act,  in  sect.  66,  which  gives  oompenMb- 
tion  on  removal,  are  "  Every  officer  of  any  borough 
or  county,  who  shall  be  in  any  office  ol  profit ;"  ajid 
in  E.  V.  Mayor  of  Bridgwater  (6  A.  4  £.  339),  it 
was  held  that  a  clerk  to  the  justices  was  muAk  an 
officer.  [Blackburn,  J. — ^Those  words  are  mora 
extensive  than  the  provision  ci  this  Act.]  In 
Reg.  V.  Poor  Law  Board  (L.  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  785; 
26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  304),  it  was  held  that 
the  board  haa  not  exceeded  their  jurisdiction  in 
assessing  profits  obtained  by  proceedings  mider 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act  by  a  clerk  to  goardians  in 
the  amount  of  his  compensation  under  30  &  31  Yict 
c.  106,  s.  20,  [Blackburn,  J. — ^There  the  words  an 
"deprived  of  any  office  or  employment."  Tbs 
proviso  here  merely  relaiies  to  ac  office.]  Tbs 
words  "  office  '*  and  *'  officer  "  were- also  considerad 
in 

R.  V.  Cambridge  Union,  9  A  A  E.  911 ; 

ft.  V.  CorporcUion  qf  Warwick,  10  A.  &  E.  S86L 

[Blackburn,  J. — ^We  will  not  trouble  yon  to  argos 
the  second  point,  but  we  will  take  time  to  oon- 
sider  the  first.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Jan.  14. — Blackburn,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  court  (Blackburn,  Quain,  and  Archibald, 
J  J.) — In  this  case  a  rule  has  been  obtained  for  a 
mandamus  to  the  defendants  to  assess  the 
able  compensation  to  William  Sparling.  Cause 
shown  by  the  late  Attorney-General  (the  present 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas),  who  stated 
that  the  Board  were  contented  to  abide  bj  the 
decision  of  this  court  as  final  We  hare,  umbts- 
fore,  to  determine,  not  merely  whether  there  ii 
enough  doubt  to  make  it  proper  to  let  a  writ  m, 
but  whether  we  think  that  the  applicant  is  enti^d 
to  have  compensation,  the  amount  of  compensation 
not  being  a  question  before  us.  It  was  agreed 
that  the  facts  were  all  accurately  stated  in  the 
affidavit  of  Mr.  Sparling.  The  material  facts  are 
as  follows.  The  parish  of  St.  Mary's,  Islington, 
was  managed  by  trustees  under  a  local  Act  (5  Gea 
4.  c.  cxxv.)  On  the  1st  Jan.  1856,  the  Act  for  the 
better  LocueJ  Management  of  the  Metropolis  (18  A 
19  Yict.  c.  120),  came  into  operation,  and  by  tiie 
90th  section  of  that  Act  all  the  powers  of  the  tms- 
tees  (except  such  duties,  Ac.,  as  relate  to  the 
affairs  of  the  church,  or  the  management  or  reKef 
of  the  poor)  ceased,  and  were  transferred  to  Uie 
vestry.  The  trustees,  however,  continned  as  a 
body,  having  the  management  and  reliel  of  the 
poor.  On  the  18th  Feb.  1857,  a  reaolntion  wm 
passed  by  the  trustees,  which  was  in  the  foUowing 
terms :  "  That  the  board,  having  fully  oonsidend 
the  duties  of  the  clerk  and  assistant  clerk,  resolve 
that,  on  and  af1>er  Lady-day  next^  the  business  $f 
the  board  may  be  conduf^ted  bj  one  derk,  at  a 
salary  of  2501.  per  annum,  with  the  aid  of  a 
solicitor  for  the  arrangement  of  leg^  matters,  at 
lOOL  per  annum ;  and  that  the  office  of  sd&sitor  be 
offered  to  Mr.  Sparling."  Mr.  Sparling  aooepled 
this  offer,  and  we  appr^iend  that  it  ia  dear,  on  the 
one  hand,  that  he  did  not  thereby  acquire  say 
freehold  office  during  life  or  good  beliATOQr,biitaleo 
cXeax  on  V>[i<&  qV^i^t  ^?^  Vl5^  dvL  beooine  poMSSsed  of 
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tees,  and  that  if  he  had  been  dismissed  without 
sufficient  cause,  and  without  reasonable  notice  to 
terminate  his  employment,  he  would  have  had  a 
remedy  for  such  dismissal.  On  thepossing  of  the 
Metropolitan  Poor  Act  1867  (30  Vict.  c.  6),  the 
Poor  Law  Board,  under  the  73rd  section,  directed 
that,  from  and  alter  the  7th  July  1867,  the  relief 
of  the  poor  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington, 
should  be  managed  by  a  board  of  guar£an8, 
elected  according  to  the  Poor  Law  Acts ;  and  hj 
the  74th  section  of  that  Act,  the  guardians  consti- 
tuted under  this  Act  are  subject  to  the  same  regu- 
lations as  guardians  elected  under  the  Poor  Law 
Acts.  The  76th  section  provides  that  "Officers 
amd  persons  appointed  or  acting  under  any  such 
local  Act,  for  any  purpose  of  the  relief  of  the  poor 
or  otherwise  in  the  service  of  the  guardians  and 
superintendent  registrars  of  births,  deaths,  and 
marriages,  and  registrars  of  births  and  deaths,  and 
registrars  of  marriages,  shall  be  entitled  to  con- 
tinuo  in  office  after  the  institution  of  the  new  board 
of  euardians  under  this  Act,  to  the  same  extent  as 
if  this  Act  had  not  been  passed ;  and  their  service 
before  the  constitution  of  that  board  shall  be 
reckoned  in  the  computation  of  any  superannuation 
allowance  to  which  they  may  become  entitled. 
Provided  that  in  case  any  officer  of  a  union  or 
a  parish  shall  be  deprived  of  his  office  by  reason 
of  the  operation  of  this  Act,  the  Poor  Law  Board 
may  award  to  him  such  compensation  for  the  loss 
of  his  office  and  its  emoluments,  either  by  way  of 
gross  sum  or  by  way  of  annuity,  as  to  them  shall 
seem  reasonable."  it  la  on  the  proper  construc- 
tion of  this  section  that  our  judgment  in  the 
present  case  depends.  Before,  however,  proceed- 
ing to  discuss  tne  construction  of  that  section,  it 
is  convenient  to  state  the  remaining  facts.  The 
board  of  guardians,  on  their  first  meeting,  con- 
tinued the  appointment  of  the  applicant  as  solicitor, 
but  the  Poor  Law  Board  refuscKi  to  sanction  this 
appointment,  as  it  was  not  authorised  by  the  regu- 
lations to  which  the  guardians  were  subject  by 
▼irtue  of  the  74th  section  above  quoted.  The 
board  of  guardians,  on  the  30th  July  1867,  gave 
notice  to  Mr.  Sparling  that  his  appointment,  not 
being  sanctioned  by  the  Poor  Law  Board,  would 
be  determined  on  tne  29th  Sept.  then  next.  Mr. 
Sparling  made  application  to  the  Poor  Law  Board 
to  award  him  compensation  for  the  loss  of  his 
office,  as  to  them  snould  seem  reasonable.  They 
declined  to  entertain  his  claim.  Subsequent  to  the 
passing  of  the  Local  Oovemment  Board  Act  1871 
(34  &  35  Vict.  o.  70),  the  application  was  renewed 
to  the  now  defendants,  and  they  also  refused  to 
entertain  the  application.  This  rule  was  then  ob- 
tained. Two  points  were  made  for  the  defendants  : 
— First,  It  was  said  that  the  applicant  was  not 
deprived  of  his  situation  by  reason  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Act.  But  we  expressed  our  opinion 
on  the  argument  that,  as  the  effect  of  the  Act  was 
to  subject  his  employers  to  the  regulations  which 
rendered  it  illegal  in  them  to  continue  his  employ- 
ment, he  had  been  deprived  of  it  by  reason  of  the 
operation  of  the  Act.  The  second  objection  was, 
tnat  this  employment  was  not  an  office  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act.  On  this  Question  we  took 
time  to  consider.  We  agree  that  tne  word  *'  office," 
in  its  strictly  legal  meaning,  would  not  include 
snch  an  employment  as  this.  iVe  doubt  vexr  much 
whether  there  was  any  person  employed  for  any 
pnrpoae  oonneoted  with  the  relief  under  a  local 
Ae^  whtme  employment  could  be  called  an  office  in 


the  strict  legal  sense  of  the  word ;  if  there  were 
such  persons  they  must  be  very  few,  and  to  give 
the  word  this  strict  le^i^al  sense  would  be  to  render 
the  Act  nugatory.  But  we  think  that  we  must 
construe  the  words  of  this  Act  with  reference  to 
the  subject-matter  of  the  context.  The  Municipal 
Corporation  Act  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  76),  s.  66,  gave 
compensation  to  those  who  had  lost  "  an  office  of 
profit."  In  B.  V.  Mayor,  Sfc,  of  Bridgewater  (6 
A.  &  E.  339),  the  person  claiming  compensation 
was  clerk  to  the  justices  of  the  borough,  and  it  was 
argued  that  this  was  not  an  "office;"  but  Williams, 
J.,  there  says — "  This  may  in  some  sense  possibly 
be  considered  no  office,  but  not  in  the  sense  used 
in  the  Act.  The  effect  of  the  66th  section,  especially 
that  part  of  it  in  which  the  party  claiming  is  di- 
rected to  distinguish  the  office,  place,  situation, 
employment,  or  appointment,  seems  to  bcv  that  a 
reasonable  interpretation  is  to  be  given,  and  that 
the  word  office  must  be  understood  in  a  greater 
latitude  than  office  strictly  legal."  And  this  was,  ' 
we  think,  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  that  case. 
And  we  think  that  we  ought  to  apply  the  prin- 
ciple to  this  case.  Now,  when  we  find  in  the  enact- 
ing part  of  the  section,  that  "officers  and  persons  ap- 
pointed or  acting  under  any  such  local  Act,  for  any 
purpose  of  the  relief  of  the  poor "  .  .  .  "  shall 
be  entitled  to  continue  in  office  aflor  the  new  con- 
stitution of  the  board ;"  and  that  then,  in  the 
proviso  immediately  following  the  words  "  officer" 
and  *' office"  are  again  useo,  we  think  that  the 
word  office  must  be  understood  in  a  greater  lati- 
tude than  an  office  strictly  le^l,  and  muse  be  con- 
strued to  include  the  situation  of  those  persons 
appointed  or  acting  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  who, 
under  the  earlier  part  of  the  section,  would  be  en- 
titled to  continue  in  office.  And  we  are  the  more 
induced  to  put  this  construction  on  the  Act  because 
we  think  that  to  put  the  strict  legal  construction 
on  the  word  office  would  render  the  Act  nugatory, 
and  give  compensation  to  very  f jw,  if  any,  persons. 
This  we  cannot  believe  to  have  been  the  object  of 
the  Legislature.  It  was  argued  that  in  the  2nd 
section  of  the  Act  it  was  enacted  that  "  words  shall 
have  the  same  meaning  as  in  the  Poor  Law  Acts," 
and  that  this  Act,  therefore,  incorporates  the  inter- 
pretation clause  of  4  ^  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  109,  which 
enacts  that "  officer  shall  be  construed  to  extend  to 
any  clergyman,  schoolmaster,  person  duly  licensed 
to  practise  as  a  medical  man,  vestry  clerk,  trea- 
surer, collector,  assistant  governor,  master,  or 
mistress  of  a  workhouse,  or  any  other  person  who 
shall  be  employed  in  carrying  this  Act,  or  the  laws 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  into  execution,"  and  it  was 
said  that  a  solicitor  is  not  there  named.  We  do 
not  agree  that  where,  from  the  context,  it  appears 
that  a  word  is  used  in  a  particular  sense,  we  are  to 
depart  from  that  sense  because,  in  the  interpre- 
tation clause,  it  appears  that  the  word  is  to  be 
extended  to  include  other  things ;  but  if  we  did, 
we  should  say  that  a  solicitor  employed  to  transact 
the  legal  poor  law  business  of  the  parish  is  a  per- 
son employed  in  carrying  the  Acts  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  into  operation.  And  it  may  not  un- 
reasonably be  said,  that  a  solicitor  employed  at  a 
fixed  salary  to  do  this  is  very  much  ejiudem  generis 
with  a  medical  man  who  receives  a  fixed  salary  for 
attending  the  sick  poor;  and  a  medical  man  is 
mentiouMl  as  an  officer.  But  our  iudgtaew**  ^qr^ 
not  depend  on.  tVi^  \ii\«r^T^\.^\I\wi  O^jaa*^  ^owXsisxNS^ 
1  in  t\i©  ksX  ol  \^a\A>ciO\x^\stoxi?!ci\.\svV>  '^^- ^^\^^ 
I  1867.    YTe  proQfeftd  OTL  ^\Ma.\»  ^^m^  ^J^  >^^>^^^^^ 
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object  of  the  67th  section  of  the  Act  of  1867,  and 
the  language  there  used,  to  be  the  intention  ex- 
pressed in  that  enactment.  We  are,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  the  local  board  ought  to  inquire  into 
the  circumstances,  and  award  such  compensation 
as  to  them  shall  seem  reasonable.  We  give  no 
opinion  as  to  what  that  should  be. 

Jvdgmentfor  the  prosecution. 

Attorneys  for  prosecutor,  ScUchell  and  Chappie. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Parkers,  Pritehard, 
and  Sharpe, 

Saturday,  Jan.  17, 1874. 
Reg.  v.  Haslingfield. 

Justices^  clerks^  fees — Verification  of  jury  lists — 
Overseers*  accounts — Disallowance  by  poor  law 
auditor—^  Geo.  4,  c.  60—7  ^  8  Vict.  c.  101— 
11  ^  12  Vict.  c.  43—25  ^  26  Vict.  c.  107. 

Apoor  law  auditor  disallowed  from  overseers*  o^ 
counts  a  sum  o/4».  6d.  charged  to  the  ^oor  rates  for 
fees  paid  to  a  justices*  clerk  for  notices  and  oaih 
uvon  verification  of  the  jury  lists.  These  fees  were 
allowed  in  the  table  of  justices*  clerks*  fees 
sanctioned  for  the  county  by  tlie  Home  Secretary 
under  11  ^  12  Vict.  c.  43,  s,  30. 

Held  that  the  overseers*  duties  in  respect  of  the  jury 
lists  under  6  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  and  25  ^  26  Vict, 
c.  107,  were  conclmied  upon  the  production  at 
petty  sessions ;  thai  these  fees  for  the  subsequent 
verification  were  not  costs  properly  incurred  by 
the  officers  of  the  parish  in  preparing  and  collect' 
ing  tlie  lists  under  7^8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  60;  that 
the  justices*  derk  was  not  entitled  to  demand  this 
amount ;  and  that  the  disallowance  was  right. 

This  was  a  rule  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  directed 
to  Edward  Brent  Prest,  Poor  Law  Auditor  of  the 
Cambridgeshire  and  Huntingdonshire  Poor  Law 
Audit  District,  to  show  cause  why  a  certain  item 
of  disallowance  of  4s.  6d.  made  by  him  in  the 
accounts  of  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Has* 
lingfield,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge,  and  within 
the  said  audii  district,  should  not  be  quashed. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  the  secretary 
to  the  Justices*  Clerks*  Society,  on  whose  behalf 
the  rule  was  granted,  that  in  the  receipt  and  pay- 
ment book  of  the  said  overseers  containing  the 
receipts  and  pavments  for  the  half  year  ending 
Michaelmas  187'A  was  an  entry  as  follows :  "  Aug. 
31.  Cost  of  jury  list,  Ss.  6d.  Against  this  item 
the  said  auditor  had  written  "  4s.  6d.  fees  dis- 
allowed,** and  had  made  the  following  entry  in 
the  said  book,  "  I  hereby  certify  that  in  the 
accounts  of  R.  Hall,  and  W.  Coxall,  overseers  of 
Haslingfield,  I  have  disallowed  the  sum  of  4s.  6d., 
and  that  I  find  the  said  sum  from  them  to  be  due. 
As  witness  my  hand  this  6th  Dec.  1872.  £.  B. 
Prest,  Auditor  of  the  Cambs  and  Hunts  Districts, 
which  comprise  the  said  parish.  Mem. — Justices* 
clerks*  fees  for  jury  list,  a  payment  for  charging 
which  on  the  poor  rate  the  overseers  have  no 
statutory  authority.** 

It  appeared  that  the  said  overseers  at  the  time 

of  verifying  their  jury  list  and  getting  the  same 

allowed,  paid  this  sum  as  demanded  by  the  clerk 

to  the  justices  for  the  petty  sessional  division  in 

which  the  said  parish  of  Haslingfield  is  situate. 

Unless  they  are  allowed  such  payment    by  the 

auditor   in    their   accounts    they    will   lose   the 

amount ;  and  on  the  next  occasion  of  passing  buc\i 

lista  will  be  compelled  to  Bustain  a  simvLar  loaa  or 


else  neglect  to  pass  sach  list,  and  thereby  reodflr 
themselves  liable  to  a  penalty  of  5L  each. 

In  the  year  1854  the  chairman  of  qnarter 
sessions  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  coantj 
of  Cambridge,  published  **  A  table  of  fees  to  be 
taken  by  the  clerks  to  the  justices  of  the  pesos 
within  the  county  of  Cambridge,  made  by  the 
justices  in  general  sessions  assembled  on  Thmi- 
day,  29th  June  1854,  and  certified  by  Her 
Majesty's  Principal  Secretaiy  of  btate,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict,  a  43,  s.  90." 
This  table  of  fees  is  similar  to  those  issued 
and  published  in  other  counties.  The  folLowing, 
amongst  other  items,  is  contained  therein : 


\ 


t.  d. 
Jnron.— Notice    to   high  oonstables 
and  pariah  officers  to  re- 
turn and  Tcxify  jury  lists, 
with  notices  to  jnsUoes,  i     »_ 

eachparUai 1    6^    ^ 

For  allowance  of  list,  and 
return  thereof,  and  oath, 
each  parish 2    0, 

The  said  auditor  in  an  affidavit  to  show  csnae 
alleged  the  following  grounds  for  his  disallowanoe 
of  this  item ;  "  First,  that  the  overseers  bad  no 
statutory  authority  for  making  the  said  payment 
to  the  said  justices'  clerk.  Secondly,  that  the 
said  4s.  6d,  did  not  consist  of  costs,  charges*  and 
expenses,  properly  incurred  by  the  officers  of  the 
parish  in  making  out,  preparing,  printing,  and 
collecting  the  lists  of  persons  qualified  to  serve  on 
juries  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  7  A  8. 
Vict.  c.  101,  s.  60.  Thirdly,  that  the  table  ol  fees 
pavable  to  the  justices'  clerks  cannot  impose  any 
liability  to  pay  them.  Fourthly,  that  the  justioeB' 
clerk  was  not  set  in  motion  by  the  overseers,  and 
was  bound  to  perform  the  duty  gratuitously." 

Lumley  Smith,  on  behalf  of  the  auditor,  showed 
cause  against  the  rule. — These  items  were  properly 
disallowed ;  for  although  contained  in  the  list  of 
fees  allowed  to  justices  clerks — or  I  should  rather 
oay,  in  the  list  which  enables  clerks  (by  11  A  12 
Vict.  c.  43,  s.  30),  to  demand  the  fees  mentioned 
therein  without  exposing  them  to  a  penalty — ^yet 
unless  there  is  some  slAtutory  authority  for  tiieir 
payment  by  the  overseers,  they  cannot  be  charged 
to  the  poor  rates.  The  Juries  Act  1825  (6  (m. 
4.  c.  50),  sect.  4  empowers  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  of  each  county  to  issue  warrants  to  the  high 
constables  of  each  hundred ;  sect.  6  directs  high 
constables  to  issue  precepts  to  charchwardeos 
and  overseers  of  every  parish.  The  form  d  pre- 
cept which  states  precisely  the  duties  of  the  over- 
seers is  contained  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act^  and 
concludes  thus,  "And  when  you  have  made  cot 
such  list,  you  are  authorised  to  order  a  safficieiit 
number  of  copies  thereof  to  be  printed  (the  expense 
of  which  printing  will  be  allowed  you  by  the  parish 
or  townsnip),  and  you  are  required,  on  the  three 
first  Sundays  in  September  next,  to  fix  a  copy  of 
such  list,  signed  by  you,  on  the  principal  door  of 
every  church,  chapel,  or  other  pubbo  place  of 
religious  worship  within  your  parish  or  townahipk 
and  also  to  subjoin  to  every  such  copy  a  notice  to 
the  following  effect,  insertmg  the  time  and  ^'O^ 
of  which  you  shall  be  previously  informed :  '  xake 
notice,  that  all  objections  to  the  foregoing  list  will 
be  heard  by  the  justices  in  petty  sessions  oo  the 

day  ot  September  next,  at  the  hour  of 

at  ;'  and  yon  most  allow  anj  inhsbitflil 

o^  ^owT  '^^nsv^  QT  \Ai^Tv&h\^  to  inspect  the  origiatl 
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weeks  of  September  next,  gratis ;  and  you  are  also 
further  required  to  produce  the  said  list  at  such 
petty  sessions,  and  there  to  answer  on  oath,  such 
^pestions  as  shall  be  put  to  you  by  his  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  there  present,  touching  the 
said  list,  and  these  several  matters  you  are  no  wise 
to  omit,  upon  the  peril  that  may  ensue."  By 
sect.  8,  it  is  enacted  *'  That  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  every  parish,  and  the  overseers  of 
every  township  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act 
shall  forthwith,  after  the  receipt  of  such  precept 
firom  the  high  constable,  prepare  and  make  out  in 
alphabetical  order  a  true  list  of  every  man  residing 
within  their  respective  parishes  or  townships,  who 
shall  be  qualified  and  liable  to  serve  on  juries  as 
aforesaid,  with  the  christian  and  surname  written 
at  full  len^h,  and  with  the  true  place  of  abode,  the 
title,  quality,  calling,  or  business,  and  the  nature 
of  the  qualification  of  every  such  man  in  the  proper 
columns  of  the  form  of  returns  set  forth  in  the 
schedule  hereunto  annexed."  The  10th  section  fixes 
the  day  for  the  s{)ecial  petty  sessions  for  the  purposes 
mentioned,  and  provides  that  the  overseers  "  shall 
then  and  there  produce  the  list  of  men  qualified  and 
liable  to  serve  on  juries  as  aforesaid,  within  their 
respective  parishes  or  townships  by  them  prepared 
ana  made  out,  as  hereinbefore  directed,  and  shall 
answer  upon  oath  such  questions  touching  the 
same  as  snail  be  put  to  them  or  any  of  them  by 
the  lustices  then  present ;  and  if  any  man  not 
qualified  and  liable  to  serve  on  juries  as  aforesaid, 
is  inserted  in  any  such  list,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  said  justices,  upon  satisfaction  from  the  oath 
of  the  party  complaining,  or  other  proof,  or  upon 
their  own  knowledge,  that  he  is  not  quidified  and 
liable  to  serve  on  juries,  to  strike  his  name  out  of 
sach  list,  and  also  to  strike  thereout  the  names  of 
men  disabled  bj  lunacy,  or  imbecility  of  mind,  or 
by  deafness,  blindness,  or  other  permanent  infir- 
mity of  body,  from  serving  on  juries."  Justices 
may  also  insert  names  omitted,  and  reform  errors 
and  omissions.  The  section  concludes,  "  and  when 
eveiT  such  list  shall  be  duly  corrected  at  such 
sessions,  or  at  such  adjournment  thereof,  it  shall 
be  allowed  by  the  just  ices  present,  or  two  of  them, 
at  such  sessions  or  such  adjournment,  who  shall 
sign  the  same  with  their  allowance  thereof ;  and 
the  high  constable  shall  receive  every  list  so 
allowed,  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  court  of 
qaarter  sessions  next  holden  for  the  county,  riding, 
or  division  on  the  first  day  of  its  sitting,  at  the 
same  time  attesting  on  oath  his  receipt  of  every 
such  list  from  the  petty  sessions,  and  that  no 
alteration  hath  been  made  therein  since  his  receipt 
thereof."  By  sect.  12  the  lists  afler  being 
returned  to  the  quarter  sessions  by  the  high  con- 
stable are  to  be  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace. 
llie  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1844  (7  &  8  Vict. 
c  101),  s.  60  enacts,  "  that  the  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  properly  incurred  by  the  officers  of  the 
parish  in  making  out,  preparing,  printing,  and 
collecting  the  lists  of  persons  qualified  to  serve  on 
jaries,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  just 
referred  to,  "  shall  be  paid  and  allowed  to  them 
out  of  the  poor-rates  of  the  parish."  By  25  &  26 
Vict.  c.  107,  s.  9,  the  justices*  clerk  is  to  send  the 
jnry  lists,  when  allowed  and  signed,  by  post  to  the 
clerk  of  the  peace,  "  and  the  clerk  to  the  justices 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  fee  of  2«.  6d,,  to  be  paid 
oat  of  the  county  rate  for  the  discharge  of  the 
duties  hereby  imposed  upon  him."  It  may  be 
•eea  that  febm  is  in  these  aeotiona  no  aathority 


I 


for  any  payment  to  clerks  of  justices  out  of  the 
poor-rates,  and  if  these  fees  are  payable  by  over- 
seers under  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43  (Jervis*s  Act),  they 
must  be  paid  out  of  the  overseers'  pockets.     Sect. 
30  of  that  Act  provides  "  that  the  fees  to  which 
any  clerk  of  the  peace,  clerk  ot  the  special  sessions, 
or  clerk  of  the  petty  sessions,  or  clerk  to  any 
justice  or  justices  out  of  sessions  shall  be  entitled, 
shall  be  ascertained,  appointed,  and  regulated  in 
manner  following  (that  is  to  say) :  "  The  justices, 
of   the   peace   at  their  quarter  sessions  for  the 
several  counties,  ridings,    divisions   of   counties 
and  liberties  throughout  England  and  Wales,  and 
the  council  or  other  governing  body  of    every 
borough  in  England  and  Wales,  shall,  from  time  to 
time  as  they  shall  see  fit  respectively,  make  tables 
of  the  fees  which  in  their  opinion  should  be  paid 
to   the    clerks    of   the    peace,   to    the  clerks  of 
special  and  petty  sessionn,  and  to  the  clerks  of  the 
justices  of    the  peace  within  their  several  jurisdic- 
tions, and  which  said  tables  respectively,  being 
signed  by  the  chairman  of  every  such  court  of 
quarter  session,  or  by  the  mayor  or  other  head 
officer  of  any  such  borough  respectively,  shall  be 
laid  before  her  Majesty's  principal  Secretary  of 
State ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  secretary  of 
state  if  he  thinks  fit  to  alter  such  table  or  tables 
of  fees,  and  to  subscribe  a  certificate  or  declaration 
that  such  fees  are  proper  to  be  demanded  and 
received  by  the  several  clerks  of  the  peace,  clerks 
of  special  and  petty  sessions,  and  the  clerks  to  the 
several  justices  of  the  peace  throughout  England 
and  Wales;    and   sucn    secretary   of   state  shall 
cause  copies  of  such  table  or  set  of  tables  of  fees 
to  be  transmitted  to  the  several  clerks  of  the  peace 
throughout  England  and  Wales,  to  be  by  them 
distributed  to  the  several  clerks  of  special  sessions 
and  petty  sessions,*    and  to    the    clerks  to  the  * 
justices  within  their  several  districts  respectively ; 
and  if  after  such  copy  shall  be  received  by  such 
clerks  or  clerk  he  or  they  shall  demand  or  receive 
any  other  or  greater  fee  or  gratuity  for  any  busi- 
ness or  act  transacted  or  done  by  him  as  such 
clerk,  than  such  as  is  set  down  in  such  table  or 
set  of  tables,  he  shall  forfeit  for  every  such  demand 
or  receipt  the  sum  of  20i.,  to  be  recovered  by 
action  of  debt  in  any  of  the  Superior  Courts  of  Law 
at  Westminster,  by  any  person  who  will  sue  for 
the  same."     This  section    gives  the  justices  at 
quarter  sessions  no  power  to  make  persons  liable 
for  fees  who  were  not  so  before,  nor  does  it  enable 
them  to  invent  any  new  fees.    They  can  by  this 
.only  fix  the  amount    of    fees    already    allowed. 
[Blackburn,  J. — But  if  the  Legislature  imposes 
new   work   upon   the  justices'  clerks,  cannot  the 
justices  allow  them  fees  for  it,  provided  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  secretary  of  state  be  obtained  ?]    They 
have  no  power  to  compel  the  overseers  to  pay 
them  out  of  their  pockets,  and  these  fees  cannot 
be  in  the  words  of  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  seot.  60, 
costs,  charges,  or  expenses  properly  incurred  by 
the  officers  of  the  parish  in  making  out,  preparing, 
printin|^,  and  collecting  the  lists.    The  overseers 
do  not  incur  them  at  all,  and  they  are  not  payable 
until  after  the  lists  are  completed,  so  far  as  the 
overseers  are  concerned.    In  the  case  of  Wray  v. 
Chapman,  as  reported  in  14  L.  T.  Rep.  439,  440, 
Coleridge,  J.,  with  reference  to  a  table  of  fees  made 
under  a  similar  provision  in  26  Geo.  2,  c.   14^ 
which  stated  the  foes  tob^x^s'^^Jwj^^  '^•^.^^ic^ftXsii 
the  appWcanta,  'mc^xvvNi^  **\%  t^^*^  >i5ckSw\.\!wN»^\  ^^ 
table  wYkidh    apecAea  \ii    ^Vom  \«lii^^   ^'^w'*^ 
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virt»r'     [BucKBUKH,    J. — That  b   one    of   the 

aaestions  we  have  now  to  answer.]  Lord  Denman 
lOH  ennnciated  the  daties  oC  overseers  in  Reg.  t. 
8lev>aTl  (12  A.  &  E.  773,  777) :  "  The  orerseer  is  a 
swtutable  officer,  dealing  with  a  statutable  fend, 
and  accountable  for  ita  application  to  statutable 
porpoBes.  Tbe  language  or  that  BtatLit«  (43  Elii. 
0.  2.)  leaves  no  donbt.  The  relief  and  the  employ- 
meot  of  the  ohai^eable  poor  are  its  objects  ;  tbe 
ftmd  is  created  for  them,  and  cannot  be  diverted 
from  them  nnlees  to  oliijects  specificallv  engrafted 
on  them  by  subsequent  statates,  of  which  this  is 
not  one.  No  uftage,  however  proper  in  itselF,  or 
however  uninterrupted,  can  prevail  against  that 
which  the  plain  construction  of  a  statute  forbids." 
Field,  Q.C.and  Silii  snpported  the  rule.— There 
are  threepropoaitions  which  should  be  treated  sepa- 
rately :  first,  the  justices'  clerk  is  entitled  to  the 
fees  \  secondly,  he  should  be  paid  by  the  overseers ; 
and,  thirdly,  the  fees  should  be  charged  to  the 
pooi  rates.  As  ta  the  first,  the  duty  to  do  this 
work  is  imposed  upon  the  clerk  by  sect.  10  of  the 
Juries  Act  1825,  and  a  forther  duty,  for  which  he 
is  paid  in  another  wa^,  is  imposed  by  the  Juries 
Act  1862.  The  provision  in  the  latter  Act  is  an 
iUostration  of  the  general  principle  which  shonld 
apply  o  the  former,  vii.,  that  payment  ought  to 
be  made  for  work  done.  [Blackbukk  J. — Yonr 
position  is  that  a  person  who  does  fresh  work 
imposed  upon  him  by  statute  should  have  a  rea- 
sonable fee.}  Yes.  A«  to  the  third  point,  in 
Vdey  V.  Pertwee  (L.  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  S73 ;  22  L.  T. 
Eep.  N.  S.  713)  the  principle  upon  which  wo 
rely  is  laid  down  b^  Cookbom,  G.  J.;  he  said, 
at  p.  579  "  According  to  common  right,  a  man 
who  is  bound  to  perform  the  duties  of  an  office, 
and  is  liable  to  tbe  expenses  incidental  to  that 
office,  is  not  bound  to  pay  ont  of  bis  owu 
pocket  the  fees  of  officers  tor  tho  performance  of 
duties  not  connected  with  that  office."    There  the 


when  they  had  no  funds  arising  from  church  rates. 
Cockbum,  C.  J.,  eaid,fuitheron,  "The  true  ground 
oo  which  this  fee  is  payable  is  that,  though  the 
registrar  is  the  officer  of  the  archdeacon,  yet  the 
system  of  visitations  is  essential  to  the  intorosts  of 
each  parish  iiicludcd  in  the  archdiaconal  visitation ; 
and  ai<  such  fees  have  been  paid  from  time  imme 
morial  to  tho  registrars,  the  churchwardens  as  tho 
custodians  of  the  church  fund  ousht  to  pay  them. 
That  is  a  very  different  liability  from  an  absolute 
liability  to  pay  ont  of  the  churchwardens'  own 
pocket.  I  have,  therefore,  come  to  tbe  conc- 
lusion that  tho  liability  affeots  the  parish,  and 
not  the  churchwardens  personally.  Concern 
ing  the  second  point,  in  Wia<j  v.  Chapman 
(14  A.  &  G.  74''2),  the  question  considered  was 
whether  certain  clerks  of  iuatices  could  deduct 
fees  for  summonses  granted  on  appUcation  of  the 
police,  from  the  amount  payable  by  them  to  tbe 
receiver  of  the  poiice  ditttrict.  The  court  held 
Chat  tho  clerks  were  entitled  to  the  fees,  but  the 
reasons  given  for  the  non-liability  of  the  receiver 
apply  here  in  fitvour  of  the  overseers'  liability ; 
"Howthetab1eof^ecB,"BaysErle,  J.atp.75S,"poiutB 
out  tho  applicant  as  the  person  who  is  to  pay  the 
fee ;  and  in  Ufg.  v.  Colei  (8  Q.  B.  82).  ray  brother 
Colci'idge  paints  out  tbe  principle  ;  '  Whnover 
WAtiis  the  tiling  in  respect  of  which  the  fee  is 
made  payable  must  pny  the  toe.'  The  receiver  u 
aoi  coiiuacted  witii  tha  applicaUon.    There  u  uu 


enactment  that  I  oaa  find  which  makea  it  his  duty 
to  apply  for  these  thinga."  [Blackxukk,  J.  How 
are  tae  overseers  benefited  by  tbe  payment  ol 
these  fees,  and  how  is  it  their  duty  to  apply  for 
these  acts  of  the  clerk  P]  They  cannot  otherwiM 
complete  the  lists.  [Buckbuss,  J.  Tbc^  ban 
by  ttidt  time  completed  their  duties  in  connectiaa 
with  them.]  That  depends  upon  tbe  effe«)t  of  tlia 
words  in  7  ft  B  Vict.  o.  101,  s.  60.  Now  the  word 
"  collecting "  can  have  no  meaning  aa  it  ia  tiwn 
need,  and  the  word  is  probably  a  miatake  tar 
"  correcting."  The  verb  "  to  correct "  thronghoot 
the  Juries  Acts  includes  the  whole  pmaeas  of 
verifying  the  lists,  and  if  it  were  used  in  Uiii 
section  it  would  cover  these  expenses.  So,  if  it 
should  be  intended  to  refer  to  the  collection  of  the 
lists  of  the  various  parishes  by  the  clerk  of  the 

feace,  these  expenses  would  be  included.  [Qcii5,J. 
□  a  sense  there  is  a  "collecting"  of  the  lists  at  - 
pett^  sessions.]  (a)  Without  contending  that 
the  justices  have  power  to  fix  the  liabilLtf  for  thcar 
clerks'  fees  upon  any  particular  person,  it  is  anS- 
cient  that  the  overseers  are  bound  to  make  ont  the 
lists  and  get  them  allowed;  they  cannot  do  so 
without  paying  these  fees,  and  they  must  tberefuie 
pay  them.  [BLACKsnair,  J, — If  the  justices' cleik  is 
entitled  to  have  these  fees  at  all,  I  tJiink  they  should 
be  paid  by  the  overseers,  and  out  of  the  rates.] 

BucKBOBN,  J. — Three  questions  have  been 
raised,  and  have  very  properly  been  aeparaldy 
argued.  The  two  items  in  dispute  which  have 
been  disallowed  by  the  auditors  are  it.  6(1.  for 
notice  to  certain  persons  to  verify  the  jury  lists, 
and  2*.  tor  the  allowance  and  return  of  the  list, 
and  for  the  oath  administered  to  the  overseers  in 
verification  thereof  Botb  are  allowed  in  the  table 
of  fees  to  be  paid  to  the  justices'  clerks,  which 
has  been  sanctioned  by  the  Some  Secretary;  and 
the  overseers  of  this  parish,  baviug  paid  these 
sums  upon  the  demand  of  the  clerk  to  justiceeof 
the  district,  charged  the  expense  to  the  poor 
rates.  The  only  efiect  of  the  30th  section  cf 
Jervis's  Act  is  to  prevent  the  clerk  of  justaoes 
from  demanding  more  than  the  amonntaaanotioaed 
in  his  list  of  fees,  and  the  aueetiou  still  remains 
whether  be  is  entitled  to  toeee  items,  although 
they  are  payments  for  work  actually  done  and  are 
allowed  in  the  list.  It  is  clear  that  thie  was  not 
work  which  the  clerk  did  at  the  request  of  the 
The  scheme  of  the  Jury  Act  i     '  ' 


tho  overseers'  duty  with  respect  to  too  jury  Uat  is 
concluded  upon  tne  production  of  the  list  to  tits 
justices  at  petty  sessions.  What  is  then  done  ii 
for  the  satisfaction  of  the  justices,  before  thor 
clerk  sends  tho  lists  to  the  olerk  of  the  peace. 
Supposing  that  it  were  established  and  clear  that 
tbe  clerk  was  entitled  to  these  fees,  and  that  the 
were  compelled  to  pay  them,  my  im- 
I  strong  that  they  ougnt  to  charge  them 
s.  But  inasmuoh  aa  it  is  no  port  of  tbe 
duty  to  pay  any  fees  for  this  woric  of 
the  clerk,  which  fees  are  nut  oosts  incDrred  nndv 
7  A  8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  60,  it  follows  therefore  Uiat 
the  clerk  had  no  rigbt  to  demand  them  from  tbe 
overaeem,  and  their  payment  therefore  cannot  be 
required  from  the  poor  rates.  I  am  of  opinkn 
that  the  disallowance  was  correct. 


(,  J— I  fl 


1  of  the  same  opinion.    I  think 


(a)  At  the  deure  of  the  oourt,  the  Master  i 
^MWimvaV  ^M  Qt  tiuK  «t*itnta  {  the  word 
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the  clerk  of  the  justices  was  not  entitled  to  obtain 
this  fee  from  the  .oyerseers,  and  therefore  the  dis- 
allowance by  the  auditor  was  right.  According 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Jory  Act  the  overseers 
have  dearly  done  their  duty  when  they  produce 
the  lists  at  pettv  sessions.  The  precept  shows 
that  is  aU  they  have  to  do;  their  functions  and 
duties  are  then  at  an  end,  and  they  have  nothing 
to  do  with  correcting  and  allowing  them,  u 
cannot  be  said  that  these  notices  and  oaths  were 
administered  at  the  reouebt  of  the  overseers,  nor 
that  they  obtained  any  benefit  thereby :  upon  the 
principle  therefore  that  the  law  imposes  fees  upon 
persons  for  whose  benefit  wort  is  to  be  done, 
there  is  no  liability  here.  And  further  it  cannot 
be  said  that  these  clerk's  fees  are  expenses  properly 
incurred  in  preparing  the  lists.  What  the  word 
"collecting"  may  mean  in  the  60th  section  of 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  I  cannot  say;  but  although  I 
am  inclined  to  think  it  was  intended  to  have  been 
*'  correcting,"  it  is  not  for  us  to  make  such  an 
unendment  in  the  statute.  The  auditor  was  quite 
right,  and  the  disallowance  must  be  affirmed. 

Bvie  discharged. 

Attorney   for   overseers   and  justices'   clerks, 
Stanley  Harris,  Bamet. 

Attorneys  for  the  Poor  Law  Auditor,  Sharps, 
Parker,  and  Olaaiee. 


Satwrday,  Jan,  17, 1874>. 
HoA&B  V.  Met&opolitan  Boa&o  of  Works. 

Right  to  renew  a  tavern  sign  post — Metropolitan 
cowimow— 29  ^  30  Vict.  c.  122—34  j-  35  VicL 
c.  Ivii, 

By  the  Metropolitan  Commons  Act  1866,  the  respon- 
dents  are  empowered  to  make  a  scheme  for  manag' 
ing  Blcukheaih,  hut  no  right  of  a  profitable  or 
heneficial  naiure  in,  over,  or  affecting  the  heath 
shau,  except  with  the  consent  of  the  person  entitled 
thereto,  he  taken  away  or  injuriously  affected  hy 
any  scheme  without  compensation  heing  mxide  or 
provided  for  the  same. 

By  a  scheme  thus  made  hy  the  respondents,  and 
confirmed  hy  the  Metropolitan  Commons  Supple- 
mental  Act  1871,  no  posts  shaU  he  jnaintained, 
fixed,  or  erected  on  the  heath  without  the  consent 
in  writing  of  the  respondents.  One  clause  of  the 
scheme  saves  to  aU  nersons  dU  such  rights  of  a 
profUahle  or  heneficial  naiure  in,  over,  or  affecting 
the  heaih,  or  any  part  thereof  as  they  hefore 
enjoyed. 

By  the  hye  laws,  made  in  pursuance  of  this  scheme 
and  the  said  Ads  of  Parliament,  a  penalty  is  im- 
posed  for  erecting  on  the  heaih,  unless  with  tlie 
consent  of  the  respondents  in  writing,  any  posts. 

The  appellant,  the  owner  of  a  tavern  fronting  the 
heaih,  was  convicted  and  fined  for  erecting  a  new 
signpost  on  the  heath  opposite  tJie  tavern,  in  phice 
of  an  old  one  which  had  heen  llown  down.  The 
occupiers  of  this  tavern  had,  for  more  than  forty 
years  as  of  right,  without  interruption,  and  for 
the  more  profiiahle  and  heneficial  occupation  of 
the  same,  kept  erected  on  and  fixed  into  the  soil 
of  the  heath  at  this  spot  a  signpost  of  this  hind, 
and  hadfrom  time  to  tims  replaced  it  when  desir- 
<Me.  The  appellant  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
chove-mentioned  sdieme,  and  had  received  no  com- 
pensationfor  the  right  to  have  this  post. 

SMy  wpon  a  case  stated  hy  the  convicting  maais' 
iraie,  thai  the  appellant's  nghi  to  renew  the  stgn- 


post  was  a  right  in  over  or  affecting  the  heath ; 

that  it  was  therefore  saved  hy  the  scheme  ;  and  thai 

the  conviction  must  he  quashed. 
This  was  a  case  stated  by  B.  Maude,  Esq.,  one  of 
the  ma^strates  of  the  police  courts  of  the  Metro- 
polis, sitting  at  the  Police  Court,  Ghreenwich,  in 
the  county  of  Kent,  and  within  the  Metropolitan 
Police  District,  under  the  statute  20  A  21  Yict. 
c.  43,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  opinion  of 
this  court  on  the  questions  of  law  which  arose 
before  him  as  hereinafter  stated. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  a  certain  complaint  pre- 
ferred by  the  respondents  against  the  appellant, 
for  that  she,  the  appellant,  on  the  7th  Jan.  1873, 
in  the  parish  of  Greenwich,  in  the  said  county  of 
Kent,  and  within  the  said  district,  did  unlawfully 
erect  or  cause  to  be  erected  on  Blackheath,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  respondents  in  writing,  a 
certain  new  signpost  contrary  to  the  bye-laws 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  Metropolitan  Commons 
Supplemental  Act  1871,  the  mi^istrate  convicted 
the  appellant  in  the  penalty  of  409. ;  but  she,  being 
dissatisfied  with  his  determination  in  point  of  law, 
duly  applied  to  him  to  state  and  sign  a  case  pur- 
suant to  the  said  first  mentioned  statute ;  wnich 
was  done  accordingly. 

The  common  of  Blackheath,  in  the  county  of 
Kent,  is  in  whole  or  in  part  situate  within  the 
Metropolitan  Police  District  as    defined  at  the 

!)as8ing  of  the  Metropolitan  Commons  Act,  1866 
29  <&  30  Yict.  c.  122),  and  is  one  of  the  com- 
mons in  that  Act  referred  to  as  a  metropolitan 
common. 

By  sect.  6  of  the  said  Act  it  is  provided  that  a 
scheme  for  the  establishment  of  local  manage- 
ment with  a  view  to  the  making  of  bye  laws  and 
regulations  for  the  prevention  of  nmsances  on  a 
metropolitan  common  may  be  made  uiider  that 
Act,  on  a  memorial  in  that  behalf  presented  to  the 
Inclosure  Commissioners  for  England  and  Wales, 
in  the  said  Act,  and  hereinafter  called  "  the  com- 
missioners/' by  the  local  authority. 

By  sect.  14  of  the  said  Act  it  is  provided  that 
"Every  scheme  shall  state  what  rights  (if  any) 
claimed  by  any  person  or  class  of  persons  are 
affected  by  the  scheme,  and  in  what  manner  and 
to  what  extent  they  are  affected  thereby,  and 
whether  or  not  the  scheme  has  been  in  relation 
thereto  consented  to  by  that  person  or  class  of 
persons  or  any  of  them."  And  by  sect.  15  that 
"  No  estate  interest  or.  right  of  a  profitable  or 
beneficial  nature  in,  over,  or  affecting  a  common 
shall,  except  with  the  consent  of  the  person 
entitled  thereto,  be  taken  away  or  injuriously 
affected  by  any  scheme,  without  compensation 
being  made  or  provided  for  the  same." 

By  sect.  18,  "  Every  scheme  when  approved  by 
the  commissioners  shall  be  certified  by  them, 
and  sealed  with  their  common  seal." 

By  sect.  22  it  is  provided  that  "A  scheme 
certified  by  the  Commissioners  shall  not  of  itself 
have  any  operation,  but  the  same  shall  have  full 
operation  when  and  as  confirmed  by  Act  of  Par- 
liament, with  such  modifications  (if  any)  as  to 
Parliament  seem  fit." 

The  local  authoritv  for  the  said  common  of 
Blackheath  was  and  is,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  2nd  section  of  the  said  Act,  and  the  first 
schedule  thereto,  the  respondents. 

On  a  memorisd  in  that  b^ViaX^  Yc^%fcT>Xfc^  \Rk^Qc».^ 
said  commi&&\OTvec%  >a^  >i>aft  T^s'^cnjAwoX^^^  ^^^ww^ 
waa  made  for  t\ie  ©a\a)aYkE>Miift^X.  o1  \«»^  Ta»x»««^ 
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ment  with  a  view  to  the  making  of  hyo-laws  and 
regulations  for  the  prevention  of  nuisances  and 
the  preservation  of  order  on  the  said  common  of 
BlacKheath ;  and  the  same  was  on  the  3rd  Nov. 
1870,  certified  hy  the  said  commissioners  and 
sealed  with  their  common  seal;  and  the  same 
scheme  was,  with  a  certain  modification,  confirmed 
hy  the  Metropolitan  Commons  Supplemental  Act 
1871 ;  hut  although  an  abstract  thereof  was  pub- 
lished and  circulated  in  such  manner  as  the  said 
commissioners  thought  sufficient  for  giving  infor- 
mation to  all  parties  interested,  that  is  to  say,  by 
advertisement  in  a  London  paper  and  in  local 
papers,  and  by  notice  posted  on  the  church  and 
chapel  doors  of  the  several  adjoining  parishes, 
stating  that  a  meeting  would  be  held  at  the 
Alexandra  Booms,  Blackheath,  by  one  of  the 
assistant  commissioners,  the  said  scheme  and  plan 
of  Blackheath  referred  to  therein  having  been 
before  deposited  for  one  month  in  the  same  rooms, 
such  notices  and  advertisements  and  scheme  did 
not  nor  did  any  of  them  come  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  appellant,  nor  did  she  know  of  the  said 
meeting;  and  no  such  right  as  that  hereinafter 
mentioned  was  claimed  by  the  apoellant  at  the 
said  meeting. 

By  the  said  scheme  so  modified  it  is  by  sect.  1 
provided  that  the  said  common  of  Blackeath  there- 
inafter and  hereinafter  called  "  the  Heath  "  shall 
thenceforth  for  all  the  purposes  of  that  scheme  be 
regulated  and  managea  by  the  respondents. 

By  sect.  4  of  the  said  scheme  so  modified,  it  is 
provided  that  the  respondents  shall  maintain  the 
heath  as  delineated  in  the  plan  deposited  with  the 
said  commissioners,  free  of  all  encroachment,  and 
shall  permit  no  trespass  on  or  partial,  or  other  ^ 
enclosure  of  any  part  thereof  ;  and  no  fences, 
posts,  rails,  or  other  matters  or  things  shall  be 
maintained,  fixed,  or  erected  thereon,  without  the 
consent  in  writing  of  the  respondents. 

By  sect.  5  of  the  said  scheme  so  modified  it  is 
provided  that  the  respondents  shall  frame  bye  laws 
and  regulations  against  encroachments,  tor  the 
preservation  of  order  on  the  heath  for  the  provon- 
tion  of  nuisances,  and  to  prevent  any  trespassers 
or  persons  who  by  any  erections  or  otherwise 
shall  occupy  any  portion  of  the  Heath  without  the 
consent  of  the  respondents,  so  that  all  such  per- 
sons may  be  dealt  with  according  to  law.  And  it 
is  provided  that  all  such  bye-laws  made  by  the 
respondents  shall  be  in  writing  under  their  seal, 
ana  that  the  respondents  may  by  any  such  bye-laws 
impose  upon  offenders  against  the  same  certain 
penalties  provided  that  no  such  bye-laws  shall  be 
repugnant  to  the  laws  of  England  or  the  provisions 
of  that  scheme,  and  that  no  such  bye-laws  shall 
be  of  any  force  or  efiect,  unless  sanctioned  and 
confirmed  by  one  of  Her  Majesty *s  Secretaries  of 
State. 

By  sect.  3  of  the  said  scheme  so  modified  it 
is  provided  that  any  penalty,  imposed  by  or  under 
the  authority  of  thai  scheme  be  recovered,  together 
with  the  costs  of  the  proceedings,  in  such  manner 
and  with  such  remedies  by  distress  or  otherwise 
as  are  given  in  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act  1855,  and  the  Acts  amending  the  same. 

Sect.  13  of  the  said  scheme  so  modified  saves  to 

all  persons  and  bodies,  politic,  and  corporate,  and 

their  respective  heirs,  successors,  executors,  and 

administratorSf  all  such  estates,  interests,  or  rights 

of  a  proB table  or  beneficial  nature  in,  over,  w 

iUfiXiting  the  Heath  or  any  part  thereof,  aa  tViey  or 


any  of  them  had  before  the  confirmation  of  that 
scheme  by  Act  of  Parliament,  or  could  or  might 
have  enjoyed,  if  that  scheme  had  noi  been  con- 
firmed by  Act  of  Parliament. 

On  the  17th  Nov.  1871,  and  after  the  passing  of 
the  said  Metropolitan  Commons  Supplemental  Act 
1871,  the  respondents  made  certam  bve-laws  in 
writing  under  their  seal  for  the  regulation  and 
preservation  of  the  said  Heath ;  and  the  same  was 
on  the  21st  Nov.  1871,  sanctioned  and  confirmed 
by  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Secretaries  of  State. 

By  the  1st  of  those  bye-laws  the  matters  in 
certain  rules  are  prohibited,  and  are  declared  to  be 
offences  pursuant  £o  the  said  last-mentioned  statute 
including,  "  4.  Erecting  on  the  Heath,  unless  with 
the  consent  of  the  board  in  writing,  any  posts, 
rails,  fences,  poles,  tents,  booths,  or  any  building 
of  any  kind  whatsoever." 

Adjacent  to  the  said  Heath  as  delineated  in  the 
said  plan  deposited  with  the  said  commissioners, 
and  facing  a  certain  road  thereon  is  a  house  used 
as  a  tavern  or  public-house  called,  "  The  Princess 
of  Wales,"  ana  on  the  same  Heath,  and  close  to 
the  said  tavern  or  public-house,  and  on  the  opposite 
side  of  the  said  road  is  a  signpost  fixed  into  the 
soil  of  the  said  Heath,  with  the  sign  or  name  of 
the  said  tavern  or  public-house,  or  other  inscrip- 
tion relating  to  the  said  tavern  or  public-house 
thereon,  for  the  purpose  of  the  more  profitable 
and  beneficial  occupation  of  the  said  tavern  or 
public-house. 

The  said  house  has  always  during  more  than 
forty  years  before  the  confirmation  of  the  said 
scheme  by  the  said  Metropolitan  Commons  Sup- 
plemental Act  1871,  and  until  the  erection  of  the 
said  new  signpost,  complained  of  by  the  respon- 
dents, been  occupied  as  a  tavern  or  public-house ; 
and  during  all  that  time  the  occupiers  of  the  same 
have  always,  as  of  right  without  interruption  and 
for  the  more  profitable  and  beneficial  occupation 
of  the  same,  kept  erected  on  and  fixed  into  tne  soil 
of  the  said  Heath  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  road, 
and  upon  the  spot  where  the  said  new  signpost  is 
erected,  a  sign  pest  with  the  sign  or  name  of  the 
said  tavern  or  public-house  or  other  inscription 
relating  to  the  said  tavern  or  public-house  thereon; 
and  from  time  to  time  as  any  signpost  became 
broken  or  decayed  or  fell  down,  or  from  any  other 
cause  it  became  desirable  to  replace  the  same, 
have  removed  such  signpost  and  replaced  the  same 
by  another. 

At  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  said  Metro- 
pdlitan  Commons  Supplemental  Act  1871,  and 
of  the  erection  of  the  said  new  signpost  com* 
plained  of  by  the  respondents,  the  said  tavern  or 

Sublic-house  was  and  still  is  in  the  occupation  of 
[r.  Wm.  Wise,  under  a  certain  lease  of  the  2nd 
Dec.  1858,  from  the  owner  thereof,  whereby  the 
same  was  demised  to  the  lessee  of  the  same,  to- 
gether with  all  rights,  easements,  profits,  com- 
modities, advantages,  and  appurtancea  whatsoever 
to  the  same  belonging,  or  appertaining,  or  there- 
with theretofore  usually  held,  used,  occupied,  or 
enjoyed  ;  and  the  appellant  was  and  is  mortgasee 
of  the  said  lease.  The  appellant  and  her  prrae- 
cessors  in  business  under  the  style  or  filrm  of 
"  Hoare  and  Co.,"  have  ever  since  the  year  1846 
held  a  mortgage  from  the  lessee  and  occupier 
for  the  time  being  of  the  said  tavern  or  poblie- 
house. 

^VioxW^  V^^QT^  the  making  of  the  same  oon- 
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politan  Commons  Sapplemental  Act  1871,  and 
the  making  and  confirmation  of  the  said  hye-laws, 
the  si^post  which  had  heen  erected  in  the  year 
1857,  in  place  of  another  then  removed,  was 
broken  by  the  wind,  and  thereupon  the  appellant 
at  the  request  of  the  said  Mr.  Wm.  Wise  caused 
the  same  to  be  removed  and  a  new  one  to  be 
erected  in  its  place  upon  the  spot  previously 
oocnpied  by  it. 

The  respondents  contended  that,  the  old  sign- 
poet  having  been  removed,  the  said  Wm.  Wise 
iiad  not  nor  had  the  appellant  at  his  request  any 
right  to  erect  a  new  one  in  its  place,  and  that  by 
its  erection  she  was  guilty  of  an  offence  within  the 
meaning  of  the  bye-laws. 

The  appellant  contended  that  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  the  Metropolitan  Commons  Supple- 
mental Act  1871,  the  occupier  of  the  said  tavern 
or  pablic-honse  under  the  owner  thereof,  had  in 
respect  thereof  a  right  to  have  and  keep  a  sign- 
post erected  at  the  said  spot,  and  from  time  to 
time  to  remove  any  one  so  erected  as  it  became 
broken,  or  decayed,  or  fell  down,  and  replace  it  by 
another,  and  that  such  right  is  a  profitable  and 
beneficial  right,  and  is  a  right  reserved  by  the  said 
Metropolitan  Commons  Act  1866,  and  by  the  said 
scheme,  and  that  consequently  she  was  not  by 
removing  the  said  signpost  and  erecting  a  new  one 
in  its  place  under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore 
stated  guilty  of  any  ofience  within  the  meaning  of 
the  said  bye-laws;  or  that  if  she  was  guilty  of 
any  offence  within  their  meaning,  then,  the  said 
bye-laws  are  so  far  as  they  constitute  such  act  an 
offence  not  authorised  by  the  said  scheme  and 
Act  confirming  the  same,  and  are  to  that  extent 
invalid. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 
whether  the  said  Wm.  Wise,  or  the  appellant  at 
his  request  or  otherwise,  had  a  right  to  erect  or 
caose  to  be  erected  the  said  new  signpost  without 
the  consent  of  the  respondents  in  writing. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  neither 
the  said  Wm.  Wise  nor  the  appellant  at  his 
request  or  o^^herwise,  had  such  right,  then  the 
conviction  is  to  stand ;  if  otherwise  to  be  quashed. 

Dixon  argued  for  the  appellant. — As  far  as  I  can 
find  there  is  no  direct  autnority  upon  this  matter, 
and  the  only  case  at  all  like  it  is  that  of  stalls 
fixed  at  a  fair  which  have  been  justified  by  an 
all^;ed  custom.  It  was  held  by  the  Exchequer 
.Chamber  in  Tyson  v.  Smith  (9  A.  &  S.  406),  that 
tnch  a  custom  was  reasonable,  and  a  plea  alleging 
the  custom  was  a  good  justification  in  trespass 
brought  by  the  owner  of  the  soil.  [Quad?,  J. — 
This  is  an  easement,  not  a  custom.] 

Lard  for  the  respondents. — ^The  effect  of  sections 
14  Sd  15  of  the  Metropolitan  Commons  Act  1866, 
is  merely  to  give  compensation  for  such  a  right  as 
this;  it  does  not  continue  the  right.  [Blackburn, 
J. — What  is  there  to  prevent  the  general  reserva- 
tion of  rights  in  the  13th  clause  of  the  scheme 
from  applyinir  to  this  P]  This  is  not  a  right  in, 
awer,  or  affecting/  the  Heath ;  it  is  alleged  to  be  a 
right  in  the  owner  of  the  house.  [Quain,  J. — The 
owner  enjoys  it,  bat  it  affects  the  Heath.]  On 
this  point  Lancaster  v.  Eve,  5  C.  B.,  N.S.  717,  is 
oartamlr  an  authority  against  me;  there  the 
tjaiTiiafftt  were  possessed  of  a  wharf  on  the 
Thames,  in  front  of  which  was  a  pile  which  had 
more  than  twenty  years  before  been  driven  into 
Iha  bed  of  the  river  by  the  then  ocoapiers  of  the 
whaxl^  and  had  remained  there  Tfithoat  intermp- 


tion  from  the  Crown,  or  the  conservators  of  the 
river,  and  which  was  essential  to  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  wharf ;  it  was  held,  the  fact  of 
the  ownership  not  bein^  disputed,  that  the  court 
were  justified  in  presuming  tnat  the  pile  had  been 
placed  there  in  virtue  of  an  easement  with  the 
consent  of  the  owners  of  the  soil,  and  that  a 
sufficient  possession  remained  in  the  plaintiff  to 
entitle  them  to  maintain  an  action  against  the 
defendants  for  negligently  running  against  and 
destroying  the  pile.  [Blackburn,  J. — Taking 
clauses  4  and  13  of  the  scheme  together,  how  can 
it  be  said  that  the  appellant's  right  is  not 
reserved  ?] 

Blackburn,  J. — It  is  impossible  but  that  we 
should  say  this  conviction  must  be  quashed.  This 
was  an  easement  which  the  appellants  enjoyed. 
The  scheme  saves  to  all  persons  all  such  rights  of  a 
profitable  or  beneficial  nature  in,  over,  or  affectinfi^ 
the  Heath,  or  any  part  thereof,  as  they  or  any  of 
them  had  before  the  confirmation  of  this  scheme 
by  Act  of  Parliament,  or  could  or  might  have 
enjoyed  if  this  scheme  had  not  been  confirmed. 
Then  the  question  arises  whether  this  right  to 
have  the  post  in  the  ground  which  the  occupiers 
of  the  house  are  found  by  the  case  to  have  kept 
erected  on  and  fixed  into  the  soil  of  the  Heath  for 
forty  years,  as  of  right  without  interruption,  and 
for  the  more  profitable  and  beneficial  occupation 
of  the  house,  is  in  the  words  of  the  scheme  "  in, 
over,  or  affecting  the  Heath,  or  any  part  thereof." 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  such  a  right,  and 
that  the  scheme  does  not  take  away  such  rights 
unless  the  person  enjoying  them  consent  to  take 
compensation  for  them.  The  case  of  Lancaster  v. 
Eve  is  closely  in  point,  for  it  matters  not  whether 
a  post  is  fixed  in  land  or  in  the  soil  under  water, 
as  far  as  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  post  is  con- 
cerned. 

Quain,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Judgment  for  appellant. 

Attorneys  for  appellant,  WWiaU  and  Compton. 
Attorney  for  respondents,  W.  W,  Smith. 


COVBT  OF  EXGEEQUSB. 

Beported  by  T.  W.  Sauitdxbb  and  H.  LxxoK,  E*qn., 

Bftnricten^kt-Law. 


Nov  19  and  21, 1873. 
Dawson  and  others  v.  Lord  Otho  Fitzgerald. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Contract — Agreement  to  pay 
compensation  for  damage  done  by  hares  and 
rabbits — Arbitration  clause — "  Fair  and  reckon* 
able  comperhsaiion" — Reference  to  arbitration  a 
condition  precedent  to  action — Indivieible  a^ee* 
m>ent. 

Declaration,  thai  the  plaintiffs  demised  lands,  ^c, 
to  the  defendant  upon  the  terms  that  he  wotdd  keep 
upon  the  demised  premises  such  a  number  only  of 
hares  and  rahbits  as  would  do  iw  injury  to  the 
trees  and  plantaiions,  ^c,  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiffs,  or  to  their  growing  crops,  or  the  growing, 
crops  of  any  of  their  tenants,  and  that  in  case  the 
defendant  should  ke^  such  a  number  of  ha^rea 
and  rahbiis  aa  slhoula  injure  the  trees,  Sf^.y  or  the 
growing  crops,  ^Cn  the  defendant  should  andwouhl 
pay  to  the  plaintiffs  or  their  tenants^  a  foM  axs.^ 
reasonoMe  oomipensolvm  Jot  «u«Aw  vfv,i>wf>^«    "Bt^oAw 
assigned  tKoA  the  defwdaMAtept  «>w>w  a  xwwOwjt 
0/  hores  and  rohbUs  aa  dVA  ^eo*.  -wvivif^  V>  ^^^ 
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[El. 


irec8,  Sfc,  respectivdyt  and  aithottgh  frequency 
requested  so  to  do,  had  not  paid  a  fair  and 
reasonable  or  any  compensation. 
Plea,  thai  "  one  of  the  terms  of  the  said  tenancy  was 
that,  in  case  any  such  injury  should  be  done  by 
the  defendant,  he  would  pay  a  fair  and  reason- 
able  compensation  for  the  same,  the  amownt  of 
such  compensaiion,  in  case  of  difference,  to  ie 
referred  to  the  arbitration  of  two  arbitrators,  or 
an  umpire,  to  be  chosen  respectively  as  therein 
mentioned ;  that  a  difference  arose,  and  thai  no 
arbitrators  had  been  appointed,  nor  had  an  award 
ever  been  made  deciding  the  amount  of  stich  com- 
pensation  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said 
tenancy,** 
On  demurrer  it  was 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (Kelly,  C,B.,  and 
Pigott,  B.,  duhitante  BramweU,  B.),  that  the 
plea  was  a  good  plea,  inasmuch  as  the  cove* 
nant  in  question  was  one  and  indivisible  to 
pay  such  amount  of  compensaiion  as  should  be 
settled  by  arbitration  and  not  otherwise,  and  was 
not  two  separate  and  independent  covenants,  the 
one  to  pay  a  compensation,  and  the  other  to  refer 
the  amount  of  it  to  arbitration. 
The  declaration  by  the  fint  count  charged  that 
the  defendant  became  and  was  tenant  to  the  plidn* 
tiffs,  of  a  messuage  or  mansion  house  and  pleasure 
grounds  called  West  Park,  and  certain  coach 
nouses,  stables,  gardens,  and  hothouses,  yards, 
and  outbuildings  thereunto  belonging,  and  also  of 
two  pieces  of  pasture  land,  called  Home  Field 
and  Ice  House  Field,  with  the  liberty  and  right 
by  himself,  and  his  gamekeepers  and  servants,  or 
other  persons  or  person  duly  authorised  by  him  or 
them,  of  searching  for,  pursuing,  hunting,  cours- 
ing, shooting,  fowling  and  sporting  in,  upon  and 
over  certain  manors  and  Isolds  of  the  plaintiffs, 
upon  the  terms  (among  other  things)  that  the 
defendant  should  and  would,  at  all  times  during 
his  said  tenancy,  keep  and  cause  to  be  kept 
or  encouraged  such  a  number  only  of  hares  and 
rabbits  upon  the  said  manor  or  any  part  thereof, 
as  would  do  no  injury  to  the  trees,  woods,  under- 
woods, and  plantations  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs, 
or  to  their  {showing  crops,  or  to  the  growing  crops 
of  any  of  their  tenants  or  farmers ;  and  that,  in 
case  the  defendant  should  keep  or  encourage  such 
a  number  of  hares  and  rabbits  upon  the  said  manor 
or  any  part  thereof,  as  should  injure  the  trees, 
woods,  underwoods,  and  plantations  belonging  to 
the  plaintiffs,  or  their  growing  crops,  or  the  grow- 
ing crops  of  any  of  their  tenants  or  farmers,  the 
defendant  should  and  would  pay  to  the  plaintiffs, 
or  their  tenants,  or  farmers,  a  rair  and  reasonable 
compensation  for  such  injuries.  The  declaration 
then,  after  setting  out  other  terms  and  condi- 
tion of  the  tenancy,  and  amongst  others,  that  he 
would  not  do  or  permit  any  wilful  waste,  damage 
or  spoil,  to  the  aforesaid  hereditaments,  or  to  the 
said  furniture  and  fixtures,  proceeded  to  assign 
breeches  by  the  defendant  of  the  said  conditions, 
infer  alia,  as  follows,  "nor  did  the  defendant, 
during  his  tenancy,  keep  or  cause  to  be  kept,  or 
encouraged,  such  a  number  only  of  hares  and 
rabbits,  upon  the  said  manors  or  any  part  thereof, 
as  would  do  no  injury  to  the  trees,  woods, 
underwoods,  and  plaiitations,  belonging  to  the 
plaintiffs,  or  to  their  growing  crops,  or  to  tne  grow- 
MDg  crops  of  any  of  their  tenants  or  farmers,  but,  on 


growing  crops  respectiyely ;  and*  although  fro* 
quently  requested  so  to  do,  the  defendant  would 
not  pay,  nor  has  he  paid,  to  the  plaintifb  or  to 
their  tenants  or  farmers,  or  any  of  them,  a  ftir 
and  reasonable  or  any  compensation  for  Bocfa 
injury,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  defendant  has 
further  permitted  to  be  done  wilful  waste,  damage^ 
and  spoil  to  the  hereditaments  of  which  he  became 
and  was  tenant  as  aforesaid,  and  to  the  fnrDitnre 
and  fixtures  in  the  same. 

By  his  third  plea,  to  so  much  of  the  said  first 
count  as  alleged  that  the  defendant  kei>t  such  a 
number  of  hares  and  rabbits  on  the  said  manor 
as  did  injury  to  trees,  woods,  underwoods,  planta- 
tions, and  (oprowing  crops,  and  would  not  pay  and 
has  not  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  tenants  or 
farmers,  or  any  of  them,  compensaiion  for  such 
injury,  the  defendant  said  that  one  of  the  terms  of 
the  said  tenancy  was  that,  in  case  any  ench  injury 
should  be  done  by  the  defendant  he,  the  defen- 
dant, would  pay  a  fair  and  reasonable  oompensa- 
tion  for  the  same,  the  amount  c/t  such  compensa- 
tion, in  case  of  difference,  to  be  referred  to  the 
arbitration  of  two  arbitrators,  one  to  be  chosen  by 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  other  by  the  defendant,  tM 
said  arbitrators,  when  chosen,  to  agree  upon  and 
nominate  an  umpire,  and  the  decision  of  Bnch.  arbi* 
.  trators  or  umpire  to  be  binding  and  oondosiye 
on  the  plaintiffs  and  on  the  defendant.  And 
the  defendant,  by  his  third  plea,  further  said  that 
a  difference  arose  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
defendant  as  to  the  amount  of  tne  said  compensa- 
tion, as  in  the  said  count  claimed,  and  that  no 
arbitrators  haye  eyer  been  appointed  by,  nor  has 
the  defendant  been  requestea  by  the  pudntiflb  to 
appoint  an  arbitrator,  nor  has  an  award  efsr 
been  made  deciding  the  amount  of  the  said  com- 
pensation, according  to  the  terms  of  the  said 
tenancy. 

Demurrer,  and  ioinder  in  demurrer,  to  the  said 
plea  on  the  ground  that  the  agreement  to  refer  is 
collateral  to,  and  not  a  condition  precedent  to,  the 
right  to  sue  on  the  agreement. 

The  plaintiffs*  points  for  argument. — f^rst,  thst 
the  derendant's  third  plea  is  bad  in  substance; 
secondly,  that  the  arbitration  clause  therein  set 
forth  is  a  clause  regulating  the  amount  of  corn- 
pensation  merely,  and  is  collateral,  and  that  the 
appointment  of  arbitrators  and  the  making  of  an 
award  are  not  conditions  precedent  to  the  plaintiffs' 
right  to  maintain  this  action  ;  thirdly,  that  the 
defendant  became  liable,  upon  the  happening  of 
the  said  injury,  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  a  fiur  and 
reasonable  compensation. 

The  defendant's  points  for  argument. — First, 
that  the  settling  the  alleged  compensation  byartM- 
tration,  as  proyided  for  by  the  terms  of  the 
tenancy,  was  a  condition  precedent  to  a  right  of 
action  for  the  alleged  injury ;  secondly,  that  the 
third  pica  is  good,  on  general  demurrer,  as  an 
argumentative  trayerse  of  the  terms  of  the 
tenancy,  as  stated  in  the  declaration. 

Kingdon,  Q.C.  (with  whom  was  A,  Chailes),  for 
the  plaintiffs,  supported  the  demurrer. — ^The  pka 
is  bad,  and  no  answer  to  the  action  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, because  the  clause  proyiding  for  reference  to 
arbitration  is  a  collatem  and  independent  agree- 
ment, and  is  not  pleadable  in  bar  in  the  piesent 
action.  The  word  *'  reasonable  "  would  be  wiUKnt 
meaning  if  a  reference  to  arbitration  is  to  be  a 
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arbitrator  might  award,  bo  it  reasonable  or  uu- 
re«eoDab)e.  Ooe  broad  distinotion  hae  been  reoog- 
nised  hj  the  courts  in  eeveral  ooaes,  similar  to  the 
present,  the  deciaiouH  in  which  would  seem  to  be 
otherwise  conflicting  and  irreconcilable.  That 
distinotton  ia  that  which  Tras  pnt  bj  Bramwell,  3,, 
in  the  conrBe  of  the  argument  of  the  case  oE  Tredwen 
T.  Eolmcm  and  another  (1  H.  &  C.  72,  at  p.  79).  in 
'  the  following  words :  "  If  a  tenant  covenanta  that  he 
will  coltivate  the  demised  lands  in  a  husbandlike 
manner,  and  also  covenants  that,  if  an;  dispute 
ahall  arise  in  respect  thereof,  it  shall  be  referred 
to  arbitration,  an  action  ma;  nevertheless  be 
maintained;  but  where  the  covenant  is  to  pa^ 
aach  damages  as  shall  be  ascertained  by  an  arbi- 
trator, no  action  will  lie  until  he  has  ascertained 
them:"  (s.  c.  7  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  627;  31  L.  J. 
398,  Ex. ;  8  Jnr.  N.  S.  1080,  Ei.)  Now  that  is  a 
perfectlj  intelligible  distinction.  But  in  the 
present  case  there  is  a  distinct  and  absolnte  cove- 
nant not  to  do  the  particular  iqury.  The  defen- 
dant covenanted  absolutely  to  keep  onl^  such  a 
qnantity  of  hares,  &o.,  as  wonld  do  no  injury,  and 
a  t»ase  of  action  arose  as  soon  ae  there  was  a 
breach  of  that  covenant.  Had  the  clause  with 
respect  to  arbitration  been  in  a  separate  deed,  or 
in  a  totally  distinct  part  of  the  same  deed,  it  could 
not  have  "been  said  to  be  pleadable  in  bar  in  this 
action,  and  its  following,  m  the  same  instmment, 
the  defendant's  covenant  to  do  no  injury  or  if  he 
do  to  pay  compensation,  can  make  no  ai&erence. 
The  principle  which  governs  the  case  is  fully 
recoflnised  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  EUiott  v. 
The  Soyal  Exchange  Aeiurance  Company  (16  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  399 ;  L.  Bep.  2  Ei.  237 ;  36  L.  J.  129 
Sz.)  That  was  an  action  upon  a  fire  insurance 
policy  which  contained  an  arbitration  clause, 
wUch  was  pleaded  to  the  action.  In  his  judgment 
in  that  case  Ke!!;,  C.B,  says :  "  The  form  of  the 
policy  is  a  covenant  bv  the  defendants  that  their 
capital,  stock,  &c.,  shall  be  subject  to  make  good 
the  plaintiff's  loss,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of 
4200r,  according  to  the  exact  t«nor  of  the  articles 
hereonto  snbjoined.  If  the  sentence  had  stopped 
at  the  figoree  42001.,  and  in  a  BubBequent  pul  of 
iho  inatrumenii  there  had  been  an  independent 
promise  which  might  be  supposed  to  have  quali- 
fied those  words,  it  might  have  been  a  question  of 
ereater  doubt  whether  these  provisions  were  to 
be  held  a  condition  precedent,  or  a  collateral 
stipulation  which  could  not  avail  to  oust  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court.  But  the  covenant  itself  is, 
in  its  verr  t«rms,  qualified  and  made  conditional 
by  the  suDseqnent  words  referring  to  the  articles, 
which,  following  withont  any  interval,  form  an 
integral  and  substantial  part  of  the  covenant." 
The  majority  of  the  court  [Kelly,  C.B.  and  Martin 
and  Pigott,  BB.)  there  held  that  the  covenant  was 
a  covenant  only  to  pay  the  adjusted  loss,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  bad  no  caase  of  action  ;  but  Bram- 
well, B,  was  of  a  diflerent  opinion.  Where,  there- 
fbre,  a  deed  contains  in  one  part  of  it  a  covenant 
to  pay  a  compensation,  and  in  another  part  of  it 
a  covenant  to  refer,  they  are  two  distinct 
oorenants,  one  to  pay  a  reasonable  compensation, 
and  the  other  to  refer  the  amount  to  arbitration. 
No  doubt  was  ever  entertained  before  the  case  of 
Beott  V.  Avery  (8  H.  o!  L.  Oas.  811 ;  26  L.  J. 
Ex.),  that  an  agreement  to  refer  was  a  sepi 
ooreoant.  [Brahwxll,  B. — Nor  was  it  disputed 
diat  oaaa.  I  there  ss^  so,  and  illustrated  it  by 
pntting  tiie  oBwof  a  oorenant  in  oneinstrament  to 
Miff.  Gm-^Vol.  yUL 


pay  money,  and  in  another  to  refer  all  differences. 
There,  if  a  breach  of  the  covenant  in  the  first  deed 
occurred  before  the  seoond  deed  was  execnted, 
there  conld  he  no  action ;  and  if  an  action 
were  brought  for  not  naming  an  arbitrator,  the  da> 
ma^es  would  be  nominal  only,  and  not  those 
arising  from  a  breach  of  the  covenant  to  pay.]  If 
it  be  said  tiiat  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
to  refer  to  arbitration  in  case  of  difference,  a  judge 
at  chamiiers,  if  he  sees  fit  to  do  so,  may  stay  pro- 
ceedings under  sect.  11  of  the  Common  Law  no' 
cedure  Act  1854,  and  the  defendant  can  obtain  a 
oompulsory  reference ;  but  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
courts  cannot  be  ousted  by  an  arbitration  clause  : 
[Co.  Litt.  536.)  The  intention  of  the  parties  is 
not  to  be  taken  into  consideration  unless  it  be 
most  clearly  stated,  as  it  was  in  Saott  v.  Avery, 
that  a  reference  to  arbitration  is  to  be  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  defendant's  liability  to  pay.  In 
Roper  V.  Lendmt,  (1  El.  A  Bl.  826  ;  28  L.  J.  260, 
Q.  B.),  such  a  condition  was  held  to  be  no  bar, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to  sue.  He 
cited  also 

Briamtlem  v.  The  Aaddental  Death  Iiantanct  Com- 

panv,  5  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  550  ;  SI  L.  J.  17,  Q.  B.  i  1 

B.  AS.  782. 
B.  E.  Turner  (with  him  Sir  /.  B.  Karilaie,  Q.C.) 
contra,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  plea, 
contended  that  the  plea  was  a  j»erfectly  good  cue. 
It  was  a  question  of  construction.  Although  the 
parties,  wl^tever  thej  may  have  intended,  cannot 
oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  by  an  arbitra- 
tion clause,  it  is  nevertheless  competent  to  them 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  under  which  no  lia- 
bility shall  accrue  until  there  has  been  a  reference 
to  arbitration.  The  plea  hero  is  within  the  cases 
of  Seott  V.  Avery,  and  Tredmen  v.  Holinan  and 
am>ther,  already  cited.  As  was  said  by  Coleridge, 
J.,  in  his  judgment  in  Seott  v.  Avery,  "There  is 
no  dispute  as  to  the  principle.  Both  sides  admit 
that  it  is  not  unlawful  for  parties  to  agree  to  im- 
pose a  condition  precedent  with  respect  to  the 
mode  of  settling  tne  amount  of  damages,  or  the 
time  for  paying  it,  or  any  matters  of  that  kind, 
which  do  not  go  to  the  root  of  the  action.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  conceded  that  an  agreement 
which  is  to  prevent  the  suffering  party  from 
coming  into  a  court  of  law,  or  in  other  words, 
which  ousts  the  courts  of  their  jurisdict ion,  cannot 
he  supported."  The  covenant  here  is  one  only. 
It  is  like  the  agreement  of  a  builder  to  abide 
by  the  surveyor's  certificate.  It  means  "  I 
will  par  for  such  damage  done  as,  in  case 
we  differ  about  it,  two  arbitrators  shall 
award."  The  object  was  to  save  the  costs  of 
a  trial  by  jury.  In  principle  the  covenant  here 
differs  not  from  that  in  Elliott  v.  The  Boyal  Ex- 
change Agsnrartce  Company  [ubt  eup.).  [Bsak- 
WELL,  B. — Would  a  plea  that  the  defenduit  had 

faid  a  fair  and  reasonable  compensation  be  good  P] 
t  would  not  bo.  To  make  it  good  it  should  be 
that  he  had  tendered  the  sum  awarded  by  the 
arbitrators.  It  is  all  one  contract.  The  parties 
have  agreed  to  arbitratiou  and  must  stand  or  fall 
by  that  mode  of  arriving  at  the  proper  amount  of 
compensation. 

Kingdon,  Q.  G.  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vull. 
Nov.  21. — Eellt,  C.B. — In  this  case  the  question, 
before  ns  arises  on  a  ^Vija,  Mli■\'!.>iaa^RA.^ftws™ 
difference  ol  Qn\ii.TOii\ifc\,Tieftu\>!i6-nissa&«»  jS.™» 
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became  and  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiffs  of  a  mes- 
snage  and  lands  belonging  to  them,  with  a  right 
of  shooting  over  certain  manors  belonging  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that  he  had  entered  into  a  covenant 
that  he  wonld  at  all  times  daring  his  said  tenancy 
keep  or  caase  to  be  kept,  or  encourage  sach  a 
number  only  of  hares  and  rabbits  upon  the  said 
manors,  or  any  part  thereof,  as  would  do  no  injury 
to  the  trees,  woods,  underwoods,  and  plantations 
belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  to  their  growing 
crops,  or  to  the  growing  crops  of   any  of  their 
tenants  or  farmers ;  and  that  in  case  the  defendant 
should  keep  or  encourage  such  a  number  of  hares 
and  rabbits  upon  the  said  manors  or  any  part 
thereof,  as  should  injure  the  trees,  &c.,  belonging 
to  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  growing  crops,  or  the 
CTowing  crops  of  any  of  their  tenants  or  farmers, 
the  defendant  should  and  would  pay  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, or  their  tenants  or  farmers,  a  fair  and  reason- 
able compensation  for  such  injury ;  and  should  not 
nor  would  do,  or  permit  to  be  done,  any  wilful 
waste,  damage,  or  spoil  to  the  demised  heridita- 
ments,  and  so  forth ;  and  there,  so  far  as  it  is  stated 
in  the  declaration,  the  covenant  stonped.      The 
breach  assigned  is  that  the  defendant  aid  not  keep 
or  encourage  such  a  number  only  of  hares  and 
rabbits  as  would  do  no  injury  to  the  trees  and 
crops,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  on  the  contrary 
kept  and  encouraged  such  a  number  upon  the 
manors  as  did  ^tre&t  iigury  to  such  trees  and  crops, 
&c,'    Now,  no  doubt,  if  the  covenant  had  stopped 
there  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  the  breach 
had  been  committed  as  therein  assigned,  the  action 
would  have  been  maintainable.  But  the  defendant, 
among  other  pleas,  has  pleaded  a  plea  whereby,  sfi 
to  so  much  of  the  said  nrst  count  as  alleged  that 
the  defendant  had  kept  such  a  number  of  hares 
and  rabbits  on  the  said  manors  as  did  injury  to 
the  trees,  woods,  underwoods,  plantations,  and 
growing    crops,    and   would    not    pay,   and   has 
not    paid    to    the    plaintiffs,    or    their    tenants 
or    farmers,     or    any    of    them,     compensation 
for    such    injury,    he    says    that    "one    of    the 
terms    of  the    said    tenancy  was,  that   in  case 
any  such  injury  should  bo  done  by  the  defen- 
dant, he,  the  defendant,  should  pay  a  fair  and 
reasonable  compensation  for  the  same,  the  amount 
of  such  compensation,  in  case  of  difference,  to  be 
referred  to  the  arbitration  of  two  arbitrators,  one 
to  be  chosen  by  the  plaintiffs  and  the  other  by  the 
defendant,  the  said  arbitrators,  when  chosen,  to 
a^reo  upon  and  nominate  an  umpire,  and  the  deci- 
sion of  such  arbitrators  or  umpire  to  be  binding 
and  conclusive  on  the  plaintiffs  and  on  the  defen- 
dant.   And  the  defendant  says  that  a  difference 
arose  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  said  compensation  in  the  said 
count  claimed,  and  that  no  arbitrators  have  ever 
been   appointed,    nor    has    the   defendant    been 
requested  by  the  plaintiffs  to  appoint  an  arbitrator, 
nor  has  an  awanl  ever,  been  made  deciding  the 
amount  of  the  said  compensation  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  said  tenancy."    The  question  then 
arises  whether  that  plea  is    an  answer  to  the 

E resent  action,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is,  and 
ut  for  what  has  fallen   from    various    learned 
judges,  in  some  of  the  cases  that  have  been  decided 
upon  the  point,  and  for  the  inclination  of  opinion 
thrown  out  by  my  brother  Bramwell  during  the 
present  argument,  I  should  have  entertain^  t\o 
manner  of  doubt  that,  in  order  to  give  effect  \o 
the  andonbted  intention  of  the  parties,  t\i\a  uma^ 


be  taken  to  be  one  covenant.    It  is  contained  and 
expressed  in  one  sentenoe,  and  its  effect  and  mean- 
ing, as  I  understand  the  intention  of  the  pariieB, 
is,  that  in  case  of  any  damage  being  done  liy  tbe 
hares  and  rabbits,  compensation  ahoald  be  made; 
but  that  the  amount  of  such  compensation  ahould, 
in  case  of  difference,  be  determined   not  by  a 
jury,   or    by    any   tribunal  or   body  of  personi 
other    than   those    prescribed    bj    the    p^rtam 
themselves  in    the    same   conseoative    sentenoeb 
without    even    the   interposition    of   a    coming 
namely,  two  arbitrators  or  their  selected  nmpiie 
How,  then,  can  it  possibly  be  contended  that  the 
amount  of  compensation  is  to  be  assessed,  not  by 
such  two  arbitrators,  or  their  umpire*  bat  by  a 
jury,  or  by  any  other  tribunal  or  boay  of  persons  F 
The  ground  upon  which   the   argument  for  the 
plaintiffs  proceeded  seems  to  rest  upon  a  dictum* 
or  something  that  is  supposed  to  have  iallen  finom 
Lord  Coke,  and  which,  therefor^  is  invested,  and 
comes    before  us  as    supported   by  the    highest 
authority,  namelv,  that  the  effect  of  the  proviso 
for  submitting  the  amount  of   compensation  to 
the  decision  of  arbitrators,  is  to  oust  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  of  law,  and,  therefore,  that  sudi 
a  proviso  is  inoperative.    I  can  onlj  say  that  I 
lament  that  such  should  ever  have  been  thoa^^ 
to  be  the  law  of  this  country,  beoanse   I  think 
that  it   is   obviously  absurd   and  unjust.    It  ii 
obviously  absurd  that,  in  a  case  where  two  persons 
have  agreed  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money 
by  the  one  of  them  to  the  other,  and  that  in  cms 
of  difference,  the  amount  should   be  determined 
by  arbitration,  in  the  manner  agreed  upon  between 
them,  a  court  of  law  is  to  be  called  upon  to  say  thai 
such  an  agreement  shall  not  be  held  valid,  but  that 
an  action  must  be  brought,  and  a  jury,  and  not  the 
arbitrators,  must  determine  and  settle  the  amount 
Now  if,  as  has  been  held  in  some  cases,  we  are  to 
read  an  instrument  of  this  kind  as  containing  two 
separate  and  independent  covenants,  and  are  to 
give  effect  to  them  as  such,  the  consequence  and 
practical  effect  of  such  a  construction  would  be 
this  :  The  injured  party  brings  an  action  for  breach 
of  the  covenant  to  do  no  injury,  which  action  pro- 
ceeds to  trial  before  a  iury,  wno  give  a  verdict  for 
5002.  damages  and  costs,  and  there  is  judgment 
against  the  party  who  has  committed  the  injury  for      | 
that  amount,  which  he  must  pay.  Then  there  is  the      I 
covenant  to  refer  the  matter  to  arbitration,  and 
the  defendant  in  the  former  action  now  has  his 
turn,  and  brings  his  action  against  the  former 
plaintiff  for  refusing  to  submit  the  question  to 
arbitration,  in  order  to  settle  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation or  damages,  and  in  this  second  action 
the  now  plaintiff   recovers   damages.     Now  the 
iury  in  this  second  action  may  be  of  opinion  that^ 
if  the  matter  had  been  referred  to  arbitration  in  the 
first  instance,  less  than  half  the  amount  of  damages 
found  by  the  jury  in  that  action  might  have  h&ok 
thought  sufficient  by  the   arbitrators,   and  that 
not  so  much  as  250Z.  would  have  been  awarded. 
Is  it  to  be  conceived  that,  in  a  country  in  which 
law  prevails,  and  where  there  is  such  a  role  as  leas 
semper  intendU  quod  eonvenii  roftont,  such  should 
possibly  be  the  law,  and  that,  for  one  and  the  same 
cause  of  action,  one  tribunal  shall  have  decided 
that  500L  is  the  amount  of  dama^pes,  and  another 
tribunal,  acting  upon  the  same  mstmment,  and 
between  the  same  parties,  and  as  to  the   sioie 
cittosi^  qH  «£^Asyii^  ^xa3l\  have   decided  that  the 
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I  can  say  is,  that  a  constrnotion  of  an  instrument 
which  would  lead  to  such  a  condition  of  things  as 
ihat,  is  one  which  I  think  no  court  of  law  would 
sanction.  But  to  return  to  the  case  at  present 
before  qb.  Shortly  stated  it  is  a  covenant  or  agree- 
ment by  the  defendant  to  keep  only  such  a 
quantity  of  ground  game  as  shall  do  no  injury  to 
tne  property  of  the  plaintiffs ;  but  if  the  Quantity 
kept  is  so  great  as  to  do  such  injury,  tnen  the 
derendant  is  to  pay  a  fair  and  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  tho  same,  and  that  the  amount 
of  such  compensation,  in  case  of  difference, 
ahould  be  referred  to  the  arbitration  of  two 
arbitrators,  one  to  be  chosen  by  each  party. 
Here  are  these  parties,  the  one  claiming  to  oe  en- 
titled to  compensation,  and  the  other  having  to 
make  compensation  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  and  how  can  effect  be  given  to  the 
agreement  unless  the  amount  of  the  compensation 
be  ascertained  P  The  court  cannot  give  effect  to 
this  agreement,  whatever  it  may  be,  apart  from 
the  tribunal  or  persons  by  whom  the  amount  of 
compensation  is  to  be  assessed.  Is  it  to  be  done 
by  an  action  at  law,  and  so  by  a  jury  P  Why,  in 
and  as  part  of  the  same  sentence,  and,  as  I  ob- 
served before,  with  scarcely  the  necessity  of  a 
comma  between  one  part  of  the  sentence  and  the 
other,  it  is  said,  "  the  amount  of  such  compensa- 
tion, in  case  of  difference,  shall  be  referred  to  the 
arbitration  of  two  arbitrators."  Taking,  therefore, 
the  whole  of  this  record,  the  whole  of  the  allega- 
tion in  the  declaration,  and  the  plea  together, 
I  hold  the  covenant  or  agreement  tnerein  alleged 
to  be  one  and  indivisible.  It  is  in  effect  an 
agreement  that,  in  caae  the  plaintiffs  sh^l  be  en- 
titled to  compensation,  by  reason  of  a  breach  of 
the  defendant's  undertaking,  the  compensation  is  to 
be  determined  by  the  arbitration  of  two  arbitrators, 
to  be  chosen  by  the  parties  themselves,  and  in  no 
other  way.  It  was  suggested  in  the  course  of  the 
argument  that  there  are  no  negative  words,  and 
that  the  parties  do  not  say  tlmt  it  shall  not  be 
detem^ined  by  a  jury.  Is  it  necessary,  or  would  it 
not  be  entirely  superfluous,  to  incumber  the  instru- 
ment with  absurdly  unnecessary  matter  by  adding, 
^che  amount  shall  not  be  determined  by  a  jury  P" 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  quite  unnecessary 
to  refer  to  the  case  of  Scoit  v.  Avery  and  the  other 
cases  bearing  upon  the  subject.  Each  case  must 
depend  upon  the  precise  language  and,  perhaps, 
even  the  position  in  the  deed  of  the  covenant 
entered  into  between  the  parties.  Here,  upon  the 
grounds  which  I  have  endeavoured  to  set  forth,  I 
think  that  the  plea  is  a  good  answer  to  the  action. 
B&AMWELL,  B. — ^There  is,  or  ought  to  be  no 
t  doubt  or  difficulty  as  to  the  principle  upon  which 
this  case  should  be  decided.  The  teamed  counsel 
on  both  sides  are  agreed  upon  the  principle,  and 
there  was  no  difficmty  with  respect  to  it  in  the 
minds  of  the  court.  It  may  be  correctly  and  con- 
cisely stated — as  I  have  often  before  stated  it — to 
be  this,  namely,  that  where  there  is  a  covenant  to 
do  a  particular  thing,  or  to  pay  a  particular  sum 
of  money,  and  there  is,  in  addition  to  that,  what 
has  been  called  a  collateral  covenant,  a  further 
additional  and  separate  covenant  that,  in  the  event 
of  there  being  a  difference  between  the  parties  as 
to  what  shall  be  done  imder  the  first  covenant 
the  matter  shall  be  referred  to  arbitration, 
this  second  or  further  covenant  is  a  separate 
aad  distinct  covenant.  The  first  covenant  may 
be  hrokea.  And  a  caaae  of  action  may  anse^ 


and  an  action  be  brought  upon  it  independ- 
ently, whether  the  second  covenant  be  broken 
or  not.  It  does  not  matter  whether  the  cove- 
nants are  close  together  or  in  separate  and  different 
paragraphs  or  sections  in  tne  same  deed,  or 
whetner  they  are  in  two  separate  and  distinct 
deeds ;  the  principle  is  the  same.  They  are  two 
separate  covenants.  If  that  be  so,  then  the  settle- 
ment of  the  amount  by  arbitration  is  not  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action. 
But  if  there  is  only  a  covenant  to  pay  what  shall 
be  found  due  by  arbitrators,  then,  obviously,  no 
cause  of  action  arises  until  the  amount  is  settled. 
And  that  is  so,  whether  there  is  a  difference  or 
not.  I  should  have  thought  that  this  was  plain, 
and  that  there  was  no  doubt  about  it.  But,  as  my 
Lord  and  my  Brother  Figott  are  of  a  different 
opinion  on  that  point,  I  will  not  formally  disagree 
with  them ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  as  it  is  impossible 
almost  to  have  an  opinion,  although  it  may  seem 
to  some  persons  to  be  an  idle  one,  without  a  dis- 
position to  say  something  in  its  behalf,  I  will  pro- 
ceed to  say  what  occurs  to  me  with  respect  to  this 
matter.  1  should  say  that  it  may  be,  in  certain 
cases,  very  wrong  for  a  man  not  to  refer  a  matter 
to  arbitration,  but  to  hold  that  it  is  monstrous  and 
absurd  to  suppose  that  there  can  be  two  such 
separate  covenants  as  these  contained  in  this 
agreement,  appears  to  me  to  be  without  any  foun- 
dation at  all ;  and  until  the  distinction  was  laid 
down  in  Scott  v.  Avery,  numberless  cases  had  been 
decided,  indeed  not  only  before  but  since  that 
case,  upon  the  footing  that  there  may  be  two 
covenants  in  the  same  instrument,  by  one  of  which 
one  man  may  make  himself  liable  to  an  action  for 
not  paying  a  sum  of  money,  and  by  the  other  of 
which  another  man  may  make  himself  liable  for 
not  referring  the  dispute  to  arbitration ;  and,  pre- 
posterous as  it  may  seem  to  be,  it  is  the  law  of  the 
land,  and  is,  in  my  opinion,  very  reasonable  law  too. 
I  have  had  cases  before  me  at  chambers,  where  I 
have  refused  to  act  upon  the  provisions  of  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  by  referring  the 
matter — as  for  instance  a  case  where  a  man  has 
been  compelled  to  admit  that  he  owes,  let  us  say 
lOOZ.,  but  where  there  has  been  some  dispute  on  a 
technical  point  as  to  his  liability  to  a  sum  of  5L  or 
so,  which  he  wished  to  refer  to  arbitration.  In 
such  a  case  I  have  always  said,  "Pay  the  lOOL 
first."  It  is  I  think  most  reasonable  that  the 
party  to  whom  the  lOOZ.  is  owing  should  say,  "  I 
am  not  going  to  be  hampered  bv  a  long  arbitration, 
which  may  last  a  year  before  oeing  settled,  upon 
the  question  whether  you  owe  me  51.  or  not,  where 
it  is  certain  that  if  I  bring  an  action  you  must  pay 
me  lOOZ.  I  abandon  the  5Z."  Not  only  is  that  a 
rational  construction  for  the  courts  of  law  to  put 
upon  these  instruments,  but  it  is  not  an  unrea- 
sonable bargain  for  people  to  enter  into ;  and  when 
we  bear  in  mind  the  provisions  of  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  wnich  enable  a  defendant  to 
stay  the  proceedings,  and  to  appoint  a  single  arbi- 
trator, if  the  other  party  declines  to  appomt  one, 
and  thereupon  to  have  an  award  made,  not  only 
is  there  nothing  unreasonable  in  making  two 
covenants  such  as  I  have  supposed,  but,  when  we 
come  to  look  at  the  deed  we  are  call^  upon  to 
construe,  there  is  no  presumption  against  such 
a  thing  being  done.  I  think  it  is  right  law^ 
and  we  ought  to  foWoT^  VJiaa  IwiVsXft'^^  ^V  KXv^^aw* 
I  incluiQ  to  tYabk,  m\^  Iot  \»^o  x^aawoa,  "^ios^  •^oa^ 
plea  IB  a  bad  one,   lIl\^aft^x«^.^^sM».^^^^^^^^=''=^ 
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by  the  defendant  is  this,  "that  he  should  and 
would  at  all  times  dnring  his  said  tenancy,  keep  or 
cause  to  be  kept  or  encouraged  such  a  number 
only  of  hares  and  rabbits  upon  the  said  manors  or 
any  part  thereof,  as  woula  do  no  injury  to  the 
trees,  woods,  underwoods,  and  plantations  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiffs,  or  to  their  growing  crops,  or 
to  the  growing  crops  of  any  of  their  tenants  or 
farmers."  I  have  a  very  considerable  doubt 
whether  that  is  not  a  separate  and  independent 
covenant,  and  whether  there  mi^ht  not  be  a  breach 
of  it  if  the  covenantor  committed  the  act  which  he 
had  covenanted  against,  without  going  on  to  aver 
that  "  he  did  not  pay  compensation."  For,  sup- 
pose that  he  had  done  the  act  wilfully,  I  am  not  at 
all  sure  that  vindictive  damages  might  not  be 
recovered  against  him,  though  there  may  be  a 
question  about  that.  But  the  covenant  goes  on, 
"  and  that  in  case  the  defendant  should  keep  or 
encoun^e  such  a  number  of  hares  or  rabbits  upon 
the  said  manors  or  any  part  thereof,  as  should 
injure  the  trees  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  their 
growing  crops,  or  the  growing  crops  of  any  of  their 
tenants  or  farmers,  the  defendant  should  and 
would  pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  their  tenants  or 
farmers,  a  lair  ana  reasonable  compensation  for 
such  injury."  Now  it  may  be  said  that  the  mean- 
ing of  the  covenant  is  not  absolutely  that  he  would 
not  do  it,  but  that  if  he  does  do  it  he  will  pay  a  sum 
of  money.  I  doubt  verv  much,  but  the  inclination 
of  my  opinion  is,  that  that  is  not  the  meaning  of 
the  covenant,  partly  for  the  reasons  I  have  already 
given,  and  partly,  also,  because  I  am  by  no  means 
sure  that  the  tenants  would  not  have  an  action, 
against  him,  independently  of  anv  such  covenant. 
Ijoat  is  one  difficulty  in  the  plea  about  which  I  will 
say  no  more,  and  I  am  not  sure  that  Mr.  Kingdon 
has  put  such  a  point  during  the  argument.  Then 
we  come  to  tne  other  part  of  the  covenant — 
namely,  **  that  the  defendant  should  and  would 
pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  tenants  or  farmers,  a 
fair  and  reasonable  compensation  for  such  injury, 
the  amount  of  such  conpensation,  in  case  of 
difference,  to  be  referred  to  the  arbitration  of 
two  arbitrators,"  &c.  Now,  it  is  said  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  by  Mr.  Turner,  who  argued  this 
case  as  he  argues  every  case — that  is  to  say,  by 
saying  all  that  can  he  said  in  the  fewest  possible 
words — that  the  effect  and  meaning  of  this  cove- 
nant is  this,  "  I  will  pay  you  in  the  event  of  my 
doing  this  which  I  nave  covenanted  not  to  do, 
such  a  sum  of  money  as  shall  be  fixed  by  two 
arbitrators."  If  that  were  so  then  the  plea  would 
be  good  and  on  this  declaration  the  plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  on  the  plea  of  non  assummity  the 
agreement  not  being  such  as  is  stated  in  the 
declaration.  If  there  were  no  other  description  of 
the  sum  to  be  paid  then  that  it  should  be  referred 
to  arbitration ;  then  it  might  be  that  it  must  be 
referred.  But  there  is  another  description  of  it, 
namely,  that  he  is  to  pay  a  reasonahle  compensa- 
tion." Suppose  the  defendant  had  said,  "I  am 
afraid  I  have  kept  too  many  hares  and  rabbits, 
here  are  501. ;  what  do  you  think  is  the  damage 
which  they  have  done?"  And  the  plaintiff  had 
said,  "  Well,  I  will  take  the  50i.  for  what  they  are 
worth,  I  have  not  looked  accurately  into  the 
matter."  According:  to  the  argument  for  the 
defendant,  althonght  that  might  be  a  most  reason- 
able  amount  and  fall  compensation  for  tViQ  m^wry 
done,  it  would  not  be  a  defence  to  tVio  W3t\on, 
because  the  plaintiff  might  say,  "  1  never  agreed 
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to  take  a  reasonable  amount,  or  any  amount  at 
all  except  that  sum  which  two  arbitratorB  might 
award."  To  which  the  defendant's  reply  would 
be,  "  You  agreed  to  take  a  reasonable  snm,  and  if 
we  differed  as  to  what  that  might  be,  it  should  be 
settled  by  arbitration ;  but  in  tne  meantime  I  aaj 
that  I  have  paid  you  a  reasonable  amotuUt  and  it 
is  open  to  you  to  bring  an  action  against  me  for 
not  referring  the  matter  to  arbitration."  That  is 
the  alternative  way  of  putting  the  matter.  And 
then  we  come  to  consider  what  the  defendant 
is  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  or  their  tenants.  It  msf 
be,  that  he  has  paid  half  a  dozen  of  the  tenants 
the  amounts  which  thev  are  satisfied  with,  and 
that  the  only  difference  is  as  to  what  he  shall  pay 
to  one  single  tenant,  and  that  upon  that  the  ^ain- 
tiffs  seek  to  drive  him  to  an  arbitration.  Klhad 
had  to  decide  the  case  for  mvself,  and  but  for  the 
different  opinion  entertained  by  my  Lord  and  my 
brother  Pigott,  I  would  have  hdd — first,  that 
there  was  an  absolute  agreement  not  to  do  the 
mischief;  or,  secondly,  if  that  were  not  so,  that 
it  was  an  agreement  "  not  to  do  the  iignry,  or  if  it 
were  done,  to  pay  a  reasonable  amount."  I  should 
have  thought  that  the  covenant,  that,  in  the  event 
of  difference  it  should  be  referred  to  arbitration, 
was  a  separate  and  independent  covenant ;  that  it 
was  a  collateral  covenant  which  might  be  the 
the  subiect  of  an  action  between  the  parties,  but 
which  did  not  furnish  an  answer  to  the  action  ia 
this  case.  Though  I  entertain  these  opinions  on 
the  subject,  my  views  are  not  sufficiently  strong  for 
me  to  say  that  I  formally  differ  from  the  judgment 
that  is  to  be  pronounced  in  this  case. 

PiGOTT,  B. — I  concur  in  the  opinion  expressed 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  that  the  judgment  cf  the 
court  in  this  case  ought  to  be  for  the  defendant 
We  are  no  longer  trammelled  with  the  difficulty 
of  the  doctrine  that  parties  may  not  oust  tlie 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  —  a  doctrine  whidi, 
wherever  it  came  from  is,  I  must  saj,  a  very 
artificial  one,  and  one  that  was  sufficiently  dis- 
credited by  the  House  of  Lords  in  8oiM  v. 
Avery.  In  that  case  Lord  Campbell  (at  p.  853 
of  5  H.  of  L.  Cas.)  said  the  foundation  at  that 
singular  doctrine  was  the  jealousy  of  courts  as 
to  the  amount  of  their  business.  That  doctrine, 
therefore,  is  no  longer  a  stumbling  block  in  the 
way  pf  our  decision.  In  this  case,  then,  we 
have  only  to  see,  as  Lord  Cranworth,  L.C., 
said,  in  that  case  (at  p.  849,  16.),  what  is  tiie  real 
meaning  and  intention  of  the  parties  as  expressed  hr 
them  in  the  agreement  into  wnich  they  haveentered. 
That  being  so,  and  reading  this  record,  I  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  there  is  one  and  only  one 
agreement  between  the  parties  with  reference  to 
the  damage  to  be  done  by  the  hares  and  rabbits. 
There  are  not  two,  but  only  one  agreement.  We 
must  read  the  whole  sentence,  and,  if  necessary, 
the  whole  of  the  context,  to  see  what  the  parties 
mean  by  the  language  which  they  have  used.  Bead- 
ing it  in  that  way,  I  understand  firom  this  plea  that 
the  defendant  contracted  that,  if  he  should  keep 
such  a  number  of  hares  and  rabbits  as  shoald  do 
injury  to  the  woods  and  trees  and  crops  of  the 
plaintiff,  he  would  pay  a  fair  and  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  same,  the  amount  oC  such  com- 
pensation,  in  case  of  difference,  to  be  referred  to 
the  arbitration  of  two  arbitrators,  one  to  be  named 
on  either  side.  I  will  not  stop  to  oonsidff 
'«\ie\>[ic?c  \i\y\%\^  ^T.\(t^^!^<^  Y^  QfOfi  sentenoe,  or  in  two 
OT  moc^  ^«ti\ATvc«&.    ^  ^s»s(&]^  \a  \bs^  ^deak  ^diit 
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the  defendant  contracted  to  do  was,  that,  in  ciue 
of  iniary  beinff  done  by  the  hares  and  rabbits,  he 
woiila  pay  a  &ir  and  reasonable  compensation,  to 
be  assessed  by  arbitration  in  case  oi  difference ; 
and  that  must  mean,  not  that  there  is  something 
fixed  which  is  fair  and  reasonable,  and  which  he, 
the  defendant,  stopping  there,  says  in  the  first 
instance,  '^I  am  liable  to  pay,"  so  that  an  action 
may  be  maintained  for  what  is  fair  and  reasonable, 
which  may  be  matter  for  a  jury,  bat  it  means  **  I 
will  pay  what  is  £Ebir  and  reasonable,  if  a^p'eed  to 
between  ns  to  be  so."  I  can  understand  it  in  no 
other  way.  Bat  inasmuch  as  the  term  "  fair  and 
reasonable"  may  mean  very  different  things  in 
different  minds,  and  as  I  may  think  that  50Z. 
18  a  ibir  and  reasonable  amount,  and  you 
may  think  that  500L  alone  answers  that  de- 
scription, we  will,  say  the  parties,  agree  that 
in  that  event  an  arbitrator  shaJl  determine 
the  question  of  what  is  fair  and  reasonable  before 
I  am  liable,  or  you  can  have  your  action. 
If  that  be  the  meaning,  the  result  is  that 
there  is  a  condition  precedent  to  any  right  of 
action  to  recover  what  is  fair  and  reasonable,  the 
condition  precedent  being  that  the  amount  is  to 
be  assessed  by  the  arbitrators.  I  think  the  whole 
thin^  depencb  upon  what  was  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  Now,  with  reference  to  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  matter,  no  one,  I  think,  can  doubt 
that,  when  we  are  discussing  the  question  of  hares 
and  rabbits,  and  the  damage  done  by  them  upon 
hrms,  it  would  not  be  saie  to  go  upon  the  open 
question  to  a  jury,  whether  constituted  either  of 
common  or  special  jurymen.  There  is  sure  to  be 
a  preponderance  of  prejudice  on  the  one  side  or 
toe  other,  according  as  the  jury  is  composed ; 
therefore,  it  is  highly  reasonable  that  the  parties, 
in  such  a  state  of  things,  should  contract  for  the 
determination  of  the  question  by  a  direct  and 
independent  tribunal.  The  notion  about  ousting 
the  courts  of  their  jurisdiction  would  create 
ahnost  an  unjust  restriction  on  the  libertv  of  men 
making  contracts ;  at  all  events,  no  sensible  man, 
when  such  a  question  of  damage  as  this  arises, 
would  submit  it  to  a  jury,  but  would  refer  it  out 
of  court.  On  the  whole,  1  come  to  the  conclusion 
which  my  lord  has  come  to,  that  this  is  one  indi- 
▼iaible  covenant,  and  not  two  covenants,  and  that 
it  is  not  to  be  the  subject-matter  of  suit,  until 
the  assessment  has  been  made  by  the  tribunal 
appointed  by  the  parties.  The  stipulation  would 
otherwise  be  nonsense,  and  the  parties  would 
be  constantly  coming  to  the,  courts  with  their  dis- 
putes as  to  damages,  and  pressure  would  be  put 
upon  them  to  refer. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiffs,  P.  A,  Hawrott,  9,  Bed- 
lord-row,  W.G. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  Markby,  WUde,  and 
Burra,  9,  New-square,  Lincoln's  Inn,  W.G. 


CSOWV  CA8B8  BE8EBVSD. 

Reported  bj  Joui  Thoxpsov,  Etq.,  BiRister<«t-lAw, 


Saturday,  Nov.  15, 1873. 

(Before  Ejillt,  G.B.,  Blackburn,  J.,  Lush,  J., 
Pollock,  B.,  and  HoimiAN,  J.) 

BbO.  V,  KlTCHBN£B. 

dnmty  hridge— Damage  thereto  by  locomotive — ^£0- 

tKur^24  #-25  VteL  c  70. 
TkeZatm$aiw0Jet(24^25  VieL  e.  70,  $.  7),  enaeU 


thai  where  any  bridge  on  a  turnpike  or  other 
road,  carried  a,cro8»  any  stream,  watercourse, 
yr  namgdble  river,  canal,  or  railway,  shall  he 
damped  by  reason  of  any  locomotive  passitM 
over  the  satne,  or  coming  into  contact  therewitn, 
none  of  the  proprietors,  undertakers,  directors, 
conservators,  trustees,  commissioners,  or  other 
persons  interested  in,  or  having  charge  of,  such 
navigable  river,  canal,  or  railway,  or  of  such 
bridge  shall  he  liable  to  repair  the  damage,  Sfc, 
bul  the  same  shall  he  repaired  to  the  satisfaction 
of  such  proprietors,  Src,  by  the  owners  or  persons 
homing  charge  of  the  locomotive  at  the  time  of  the 
happening  of  the  damage : 
Held,  that  this  provision  does  not  apply  to  bridges 

repairable  by  the  vnhahitants  of  a  county. 
Gase  reserved  for  the  opinion   of  this  court  by 
Gleasby,  B. 

This  case  was  tried  before  me  at  the  Bedford 
Summer  Assizes. 

The  defendant  was  indicted  for  the  non-repair 
of  a  highway  which  had  become  impassable  by 
reason  of  the  breaking  in  of  a  bridge  over  which 
it  passed,  and  which  it  was  alleged  the  defendant 
was  bound  to  make  good  by  virtue  of  the  7th  sec- 
tion of  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  70. 

The  indictment  alleged  that  the  highway  was  a 
highway  for  passen^rs,  carriages,  and  locomo- 
tives,  and  was  earned  over  a  watercourse  by 
means  of  a  bridge,  and  that  the  bridge  and  the 
walls  and  supports  thereof,  were  broken  in  by 
reason  of  a  locomotive  of  the  defendant  passing 
over,  and  coming  in  contact  with  the  same,  ana 
that  the  defendant,  though  requested  to  do  so, 
and  though  a  reasonable  time  nad  elapsed,  had 
not  repaired  the  damage  done  to  the  bridge,  and  so 
the  highway  could  not  be  used  by  the  public  with 
safety. 

It  was  proved  or  admitted  at  the  trial,  that  there 
was  a  hignway  for  passengers,  carts,  and  carriages, 
leadine  horn.  Biggleswade  to  Broom,  in  the  county 
of  Bedford,  and  that  it  passed  over  a  stream  or 
water-course  called  Book's-hole,  by  means  of  a 
bridge  which  was  sufficiently  strong  for  ordinary 
traffic. 

That  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  loco- 
motive traction  engine,  weighing  about  10  tons, 
and  that  on  the  llt£  Feb.,  tne  engine  in  passiujg 
over  the  bridge,  broke  in  the  part  over  which  it 
passed,  and  fell  through  into  the  water,  and  that 
m  consequence  the  highway  became  unsafe  for 
ordinary  traffic. 

That  the  bridge  was  formed  of  iron  girders 
fastened  in  brickwork  on  each  side,  and  was  re- 
pairable by  the  county. 

That  one  of  the  outside  girders  was  cracked  and 
defective,  and  that  the  attention  of  the  county 
surveyor  had  been  called  to  this  two  years  ago, 
but  nothing  was  done  to  repair  it,  because  the 
bridge  was  safe  for  ordinary  traffic,  and  the  de- 
fective girder  was  an  outside  one,  and  that  traffic 
was  not  immediately  over  it,  and  the  surveyor  did 
not  know  that  the  road  was  used  by  traction 
engines. 

That  the  bridge  was  broken  in  at  the  middle, 
and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  breaking  in  was 
attributable  to  the  defective  girder. 

That  no  notice  had  been  put  up  to  prevent  the 
road  being   used  by  locomotives^  and  t»V^ab^  ^2^& 
locomotive  ot  tJba  OAiondAioXi  ^5oroDL^\^  -^62^  '^^^ 
reqnirementB  ol  ^\x^  «X»X».  ^  ^  ^^  '^  viV  '^^'^^^  «    ^ 
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repair  the  bridge  and  road,  and  that  a  sufficient 
time  for  doing  so  had  elapsed. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defen- 
dant, that  he  could  not  be  convicted — First, 
because  thB  facts  do  not  show  an  indictable 
offence;  secondly,  because  no  notice   had   been 

given  under  the  statute  to  prevent  the  road 
eing  used  by  locomotives  ;  thirdly,  because 
no  injury  was  done  to  the  bridge  by  the  loco- 
motive striking  against  the  piers,  or  any  other 
part  of  it,  or  any  damage  by  mode  of  propelling 
it ;  fourthly,  because  as  the  locomotive  was  law- 
fully using  the  road,  and  the  bridge  had  broken  in 
from  its  weakness  to  support  it,  the  bridge  could 
not  properly  be  said  to  De  dama^Bd  by  the  use  of 
the  locomotive,  but  by  reason  of  its  own  unfitness. 

I  overruled  all  the  objections,  and  directed  the 
jury  that  if  the  road  and  bridge  were  in  a  fit  state 
for  ordinary  traffic  a  person  using  a  locomotive 
upon  it  did  so  at  his  peril,  and  if  the  bridge  was 
broken  in  from  being  unable  to  bear  the  weight  of 
the  locomotive  passing  over  it,  the  defendant  was 
•  responsible. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  he  was 
let  out  on  bail,  and  the  judgment  respited. 

If  my  direction  was  wrong,  the  conviction  is  to 
be  quashed,  if  otherwise  to  stand. 

(Signed)  A.  Oleasbt. 

Merewether  for  the  defendant. — ^The  question 
turns  on  the  construction  of  the  24  &  25  Vict. 
0. 70,  s.  7,  which  enacts  that,  •'  Where  any  turnpike 
or  other  road  upon  which  locomotives  may  be 
used  shall  be  carried  over  or  across  any  stream  or 
watercourse,  navigable  river,  canal,  or  railway,  by 
meana  of  any  bridge  or  arch,  and  such  bridge  or 
arch,  or  any  of  the  walls,  buttresses,  or  supports 
thereof  shall  be  damaged  by  any  locomotive,  &c., 
passing  over  the  same,  or  coming  into  contact 
therewith,  none  of  the  proprietors,  undertakers 
directors,  conservators,  trustees,  commissioners,  or 
other  persons  interested  in  or  having  the  charge  of 
such  naviisable  river,  canal,  or  railway,  or  the  tolls 
thereof,  or  of  such  bridge  or  arch,  shall  be  liable 
to  repair  or  make  good  any  damage  so  occa- 
sioned. ....  but  every  sucn  damage  shall  be 
forthwith  repaired  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  pro- 
prietors, undertakers,  directors,  conservators,  trus- 
tees, commissioners,  or  other  persons  aforesaid 
interested  in  or  having  the  charge  of  such  river, 
canal,  or  railway,  or  the  tolls  thereof,  or  of  such 
bridge  or  arch,  by  and  at  the  expense  of  the  owner 
or  owners,  or  the  person  or  persons  having  the 
charge  of  such  locomotive  at  the  time  of  the  hap- 
pening of  such  damage,"  Ac.  Now,  it  is  contended 
that  this  bridge  being  repairable  by  the  county, 
does  not  fall  within  the  above  enactment.  There 
are  no  words  in  sect.  7  applicable  to  a  county 
bridge,  nor  is  the  county  surveyor  mentioned  in 
it ;  while  in  the  previous  section  6  the  surveyor 
may  prohibit  the  use  of  a  bridge  by  locomotives. 
In  sect.  7,  the  repairs  of  the  damage  done  by 
locomotives  are  to  be  done  to  the  satisfaction  cSf 
the  proprietors,  undertakers,  directors,  &c.,  not 
mentioning  the  surveyor.  Sect.  7  applies  to 
bridges  which  a  body  of  persons  interested  in 
some  undertaking  have  to  make  and  keep  in 
repair,  and  not  to  ordinary  county  bridges.  Then, 
a«ttn,  the  43  &  44  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  s.  4,  enables  the 
iDbabitants  of  counties  to  sue  for  damages  done  to 
bridges  made  and  repaired  at  the  county' a  expeiiBfe 
zn  the  name  of  the  surveyor. 


Cfraham  for  the  prosecution.— At  t\io  t\met\ie  \  v««^^  ^^  Vi^ii^D^i^^Wi^^wJw^Xs^HBBaaaDB^ 
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24&  25  Yict.  o.  70  passed,  the  law  apon  this 
subject  stood  thus :  It  was  a  nuisance  to  the  high- 
way by  the  common  law  if  a  carrier  carried  an  un* 
reasonable  weight,  with  an  unusual  number  of 
horses  (Com.  Dig.  Chimin,  A  8.)  Also  in  3  Salk. 
183  it  appears  that  upon  an  information  against  a 
common  carrier,  setting  forth  that  no  waggon 
ought  to  carry  more  than  20001b.  weight,  and 
that  the  defendant  used  a  waggon  with  foor 
wheels  et  cxtm  inuHtcUo  numero  equorum,  in 
which  he  carried  30001b.  or  40001b.  weight  at 
one  time,  by  which  he  spoiled  the  highway, 
it  was  held  to  be  a  nuisance  because  of  the 
excessive  weights  carried.  It  was  unlawful,  there- 
fore, to  carry  an  excessive  and  unusual  load  upon 
a  highway,  when  the  Act  passed.  The  pre- 
amble of  the  24  &  25  Yict.  c.  70,  and  also  sect.  7, 
refers  to  turnpike  and  other  roads  carried  over 
any  stream,  by  any  bridge  or  arch,  and  draws  no 
distinction  between  county  and  other  bridges. 
[Pollock,  B. — The  proprietors  and  other  persons 
mentioned  in  sect.  7  have  no  means  of  preventing 
locomotives  passing  over  the  turnpike  and  other 
roads  as  the  surveyor  has  under  sect.  6  in  the  case 
of  suspension  and  other  bridges.]  The  words  of 
sect.  7  are  sufficiently  general  to  apply  to  county 
bridges.  If  they  do  not  so  apply,  will  sect.  7  app^ 
to  bridges  repaired  by  persons  liable  riUume 
ienurcB  F  The  prosecutors  are  within  the  words, 
*'  as  other  persons  having  charge  of  such  bridge," 
in  sect.  7. 

1  Bams  Inst.  515:  title  **  Bridges." 

Kellt,  C.B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  convic- 
tion cannot  be  sustained.  This  was  not  a  bridge 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  7,  and  the  inhabitanti 
of  a  county  do  not  come  within  the  description 
therein  of  "  persons  interested  in  or  having  the 
charge  of  such  bridge."  With  respect  to  county 
bridges,  the  provisions  in  ss.  6  and  13  of  the 
24  &  25  Yict.  c,  70,  and  43  &  44  Geo.  3,  o.  59,  s.  i 
are  sufficient  to  protect  the  inhabitants  of  a  county 
from  the  evil  sought  to  be  remedied  by  sect.  7  of 
24  &  25  Yict.  c.  70.  By  sect.  6,  locomotives  are 
forbidden  to  be  driven  over  any  suspension  or 
other  bridge  at  aU  on  which  a  notice  has  been 
placed  by  the  surveyor  or  persons  liable  to  the 
repair  of  the  bridge,  that  the  bridge  is  insufficiail 
to  carry  weights  beyond  the  ordinary  traffic  of  the 
district,  without  tne  consent  of  the  surveyor  or 
persons  liable  to  the  repair  of  the  bridge.  Then 
comes  sect.  7,  and  that  applies  to  bridgee  across 
any  stream  or  watercourse,  navigable  river,  canalt 
or  railway  which  are  what  may  be  termed  private 
property,  and  belong  to  some  company  or  body 
that  would  be  prejudiced  by  injury  done  to  their 
bridges  by  the  use  of  locomotives  upon  them.  If 
it  had  been  intended  to  apply  to  county  bridges  the 
inhabitants  of  the  county  would  have  been  men* 
tioned  in  the  section,  whereas  the  section  refers  to 
a  more  limited  description  of  persons, "  proprieton, 
undertakers,  directors,  conservators,  &o."  The 
provision  which  renders  the  owners  of  locomotiTes 
liable  for  damage  is  limited  to  trading  partnerships 
or  bodies  or  persons  such  as  described.  The  in- 
terests of  the  inhabitants  of  a  county  and  the 
public  are  sufficiently  protected  by  sects.  6  and  13^ 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  At 
common  law  the  highways  within  a  parish  or 
township  were  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  of 
the  parish  or  township,  and  where  they  were  oar 
T\^^  «ATQ^^  ^tcA^  %\x^»sQs^  the  inhabitants  of  the 
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custom  also,  liable  to  repair  the  bridees;  but 
bridees  over  larse  streams  were  repairable  by  the 
inhabitants  of  tne  county.  In  the  case  of  Beg,  v. 
Ely  (19  L.  J.  223,  M.  C.).  it  was  held  that  he 
who,  under  lawful  power,  makes  an  artificial  cut 
through  a  highway,  and  in  whom  the  cut  is  vested 
for  his  own  advantage,  incurs  the  obligation  to 
repair  the  bridge  over  the  highway,  vet  not  so  as 
to  relieve  the  parish  or  township  from  liability, 
for  the  Queen's  subjects  are  not  to  be  deprived  of 
their  right  of  coming  upon  the  parish  or  town- 
ship to  repair.  Now,  remembering  that  many 
railway  and  canal  companies  cut  through  public 
highways,  and  necessarily  erect  bridges  to  con- 
tinue the  highways,  the  Legislature  passed  the 
enactment  in  sect.  7.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
class  of  persons  meant  therein  are  such  as  the 
Bedford  Level  Commissioner,  Railway  and  Canal 
Companies,  and  such  like,  who  are  bound  to  repair 
the  bridges  over  their  works  in  ease  of  the  inha- 
bitants of  the  parish  or  township,  but  it  was 
never  intended  that  the  inhabitants  should  be 
freed,  in  cases  like  the  present,  in  consideration 
of  the  ^reat  injury  to  the  public  from  the  bridge 
remaimng  in  ruins,  in  case  of  the  insolvency, 
death,  or  inability  to  find  the  owner  of  the  loco- 
motive that  might  have  caused  the  damage.  The 
section  does  not  say  that  those  persons  who  are 
liable  to  repair  the  bridge  shall  be  discharged  from 
their  liability,  but  that  such  companies  or  pro- 

Erietors  as  I  have  mentioned,  interested  in  or 
aving  charge  of  the  bridge,  shall  not  be  liable  to 
repair  or  make  good  the  damage  so  occasioned, 
and  that  such  damage  shall  be  repaired  to  their 
satis&ction  by  the  owner  or  person  naving  charge 
of  the  locomotive  at  the  happening  of  such  damage. 
And  the  section  ^ves  them  power  to  enforce  such 
obliffation  by  civil  proceedings  or  mandamtLS,  but 
not  oy  indictment.  The  county  ou^ht,  therefore, 
to  have  repaired  this  bridge  and  taken  other  pro- 
ceedings. The  conviction  must  therefore  be 
quashed. 

Lush,  J.,  and  Pollock,  B.,  concurred. 

HoNYMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Beet.  7 
does  not  say  that  the  damage  is  to  be  repaired  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  inhabitants  of  tbe  county, 
which  It  should  have  done  if  the  contention  of  the 
prosecution  was  right,  but  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
persons  named  in  the  section. 

Gonvidion  quashed. 


OOUBT  OF  APPEAL  IN  CHANCEHT. 

Beported  by  E.  Stxwabt  Sochx  and  H.  Pvat,  Eaqn., 
BarriBtezB-at-Law. 


Friday,  Dec.  5,  1873. 

(Before  the  Lobd  Chancellor  (Selbome)  and  Lord 

Justice  Mellish.) 

Ex  parte  The  Bev.  John  Edwabds. 

Ohurch  Discipline  Act  (3^4  Vict,  c.  86),  «.  3 — 
Issue  of  commission — Discretion  of  bishop — Fit' 
ness  of  promoter — Prohibition, 

Where  a  commission  has  been  issued  by  a  bishop 
under  the  2rd  section  of  the  Church  Discipline  Act 
(8^4  Vid.  c.  86),  to  inquire  into  charges  brought 
{igiMfui  a  derh  in  holy  orders,  the  court  vnU  not 
grant  a  prohibition  staying  proceedings  untU  the 
aierh  has  been  heao'd  by  counsel  before  the  bishop 
ae  to  certain  preliminary  objectionSf  and  espedaUy 
as  to  iheJUnissB  of  (he  promoter. 

Dedeion  o/Baeon,  V,0,,  c^firmed. 


This  was  an  appeal  £rom  a  decision  of  Bacon> 
V.C. 

The  hearing  in  the  court  below  is  reported  in 
29  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  529,  where  the  facts  of  the  case 
are  fully  stated. 

The  yice-Chancellor  having  refused  to  grant  a 
writ  of  prohibition,  the  applicant  appealed. 

The  application  below,  and  the  present  appli- 
cation, wore  made  ex  parte. 

Dr.  Stephens,  Q.C.  and  PhiUimore,  in  support  of 
the  appeal. — This  application  is  made  ex  parte,  but 
in  a  case  like  this  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  notice. 
JBe  Bateman  (22  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  60 ;  L.  Bep.  9  Eq. 
660)  shows  that  such  a  prohibition  as  we  seek  can 
be  issued  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  out  of  term. 
This  is  the  proper  time  to  take  obiections  to  the 
character  of  the  promoter,  for  wnen  once  the 
bishop  has  issued  the  commission  the  promoter 
alone  nas  the  control  of  the  proceedings,  and  it  is 
then  too  late  to  raise  objections  against  the  pro- 
moter :  Beg,  v.  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (6  E.  &  B. 
546).  The  Act  requires  the  bishop  to  give  fourteen 
days'  notice  before  issuing  the  commission,  and  to 
state  the  name  and  residence  of  the  promoter. 
The  object  of  that  provision  is  clearly  to  give  the 
accused  an  opportunity  of  raising  the  objection 
that  the  promoter  is  not  a  fit  and  proper  person. 
It  is  true  that  the  Act  gives  the  bishop  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  issue  the  commission  or  not, 
but  he  is  Dound  to  exercise  the  discretion  in  a 
judicial  manner,  and  Elphinstone  v.  Purchas  (23 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  285 ;  L.  Bep.  3  P.  0.  245)  shows 
that  the  bishop  is  bound  to  decide  judicially  as  to 
the  position  of  the  promoter.  If  a  clerk  in  holy 
orders,  against  whom  charges  are  brought  under 
the  Church  Discipline  Act,  cannot  obtain  a  prohi- 
bition to  restrain  the  issuing  of  the  commission 
till  he  has  been  heard  before  the  bishop,  as  to  ob- 
jections which  he  wishes  to  raise  as  to  the  fitness 
of  the  promoter,  charges  may  be  made  by  a  mah 
of  straw  who  will  be  unable  to  pay  the  costs  when, 
after  all  the  expense  of  the  commission  has  been 
incurred,  the  charges  are  proved  to  be  groundless. 
They  also  referred  to 

Bla/rtin  v.  Machmoehie.'L,  Bep.  2  A.  &  E.  116, 123  ; 

Poole  Y,  The  Bishop  of  London.  5  Jur.  N.  a  522 ; 

Reg,  V.  Th£  BUhop  of  Chichester,  2  E.  &  E.  209. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Selbome). — ^This  appli- 
cation appears  to  me  to  be  quite  unfounded,  and 
absolutely  frivolous.  The  statute  imposes  upon 
the  bishop  the  duty,  in  what  he  may  consider  a 
proper  case,  of  issuins  a  commission  of  inquiry ; 
and  that  he  may  do  in  the  language  of  the  statute  (a) 
either  "upon  the  application  of  any  party  com- 

(a)  The  3rd  section  of  the  Chnroh  Discipline  Act 
(3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86)  is  as  follows :  "  That  in  every  case  of 
any  clerk  in  holv  orders  who  may  be  charged  with  any 
offence  against  the  laws  ecclesiastical,  it  shall  be  lawf  cu 
for  the  bishop  of  the  diocese  within  which  the  offence  is 
alleged  or  reported  to  have  been  committed,  on  the 
appUcation  of  any  party  complaining  thereof,  or,  if  he 
shall  think  fit,  of  his  own  mere  motion,  to  issue  a  com- 
mission  under  his  hand  and  seal  to  five  persons,  of  whom 
one  shall  be  his  vicar -general,  or  an  arondeaoon  or  rural 
dean  within  the  diocese,  for  the  purpose  of  making  inquiry 
as  to  the  grounds  of  such  charge  or  report.  Providea 
always,  that  notice  of  the  intention  to  issue  such  com. 
mission,  under  the  hand  of  the  bishop,  containing  an 
intimation  of  the  nature  of  the  offence,  together  with  the 
name,  addition,  and  residence  of  the  party  on  whose 
application  or  motion  suc^  commission  uiall  b«  «.VMiQ^  V^ 
issue,  shall  be  Bflmt  b^  t\A\]»Ss^o^  'Ui  >3aft  -^wtN!^  ^wso»»^ 

iMue." 
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plaining  of  an  offenoe  alleged  to  have  been  oom- 
mitted,  or,  if  he  shall  think  fit,  on  his  own  mere 
motion.'*  I  have  a  very  serioas  doubt  whether  it 
would  be  competent  for  the  bishop  to  refuse  to  en- 
tertain an  application  from  any  party,  because  the 
statute  says,  any  party  who  thinics  fit  to  complain 
mav  make  the  application.  Doubtless  it  is  for  the 
bishop  to  exercise  a  discretion  whether  he  will 
issue  the  commission  or  not  when  he  has  received 
the  application  from  a  part^,  or  when  he  is  minded 
to  do  it  upon  his  own  motion.  The  present  appli- 
cation asks  the  court  to  restrain  the  bishop  from 
doiuR  the  very  thing  which  the  statute  gives  him 
jurisdiction  to  do,  on  the  ground  that  he  has  not 
done  something  else  which  the  statute  does  not 
directly  or  inairectly  make  it  his  duty  to  do, 
because  the  statute  nowhere  either  reouires  certain 
conditions  to  enable  the  party  to  maKC  any  appli- 
cation— and  it  says  "any  party" — nor  does  it 
impose  upon  the  bishop,  at  the  instance  of  the 
person  accused,  the  duty  of  entering  into  a  preli- 
minary inquiry  of  any  sort  or  kind  in  which  that 
party  shall  oe  heard  against  the  issuing  of  a  com- 
mission. I  have  alwavs  understood  that,  as  things 
are  under  the  Churcn  Discipline  Act,  it  is  suffi- 
ciently onerous,  both  to  the  parties  accused  and  to 
those  who  promote  proceedings,  to  have  to  go  to 
the  expense  of  a  double  inauiry,  first  before  the 
commissioners,  and  aflerwaros  in  court.  But  this 
proposal  is  to  compel  a  treble  inquiry,  and  at 
the  instance  of  the  person  accused,  to  enable 
him  to  turn  the  tables  upon  the  accuser,  and  to 
rec|uire  the  bishop  to  hear,  and  if  to  hear  I  should 
think  to  receive,  evidence  upon  any  possible  impu- 
tation which  may  be  made  upon  tne  promoter's 
character.  As  I  said  at  the  beginning,  I  look 
upon  this  application  a&  not  only  groundless  but 
fhvolous,  ana  of  course  it  must  be  refused. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish. — I  am  entirely  of  the 
same  opinion.  The  Question  turns  expressly  upon 
the  construction  of  tne  statute.  There  is  nothing 
extraordinary  in  the  first  proceeding  in  a  suit 
being  made  ex  parte.  Almost  all  proceedings  are 
ex  parte  in  the  first  instance.  Take  for  example 
an  application  for  a  warrant,  or  the  issuing  or  a 
writ,  or  the  prcliminarv  process  before  a  grand 
jury ;  it  is  ouite  in  accordance  with  our  law  that  the 
first  issue  of  a  proceeding  should  be  ex  parte.  Well 
then,  I  will  assume  what  is  not  quite  certain  on 
the  construction  of  the  section,  that  the  bishop  has  a 
discretion  on  account  of  the  character  of  the  pro- 
moter to  refuse  to  issue  a  commission.  I  say  it  is 
not  Quite  certain,  because  the  words  are :  '*  It 
shall  be  lawful  "  for  the  bishop  to  do  it,  and  those 
words  are  very  oflen  considered  to  be  compulsory. 
Bat  I  will  assume  that,  for  this  purpose,  he  has  a 
discretion,yet  when  we  see  that  he  may  do  it  either 
on  the  application  of  any  person,  or  on  his  own 
mere  motion,  what  is  there  in  those  words  that 
can  for  a  moment  suggest  that  the  party  accused 
is  to  be  entitled  to  be  heard  as  to  whether  the  pro- 
moter is  a  fit  and  proper  person  upon  whose 
motion  to  issue  the  commission  or  not,  the  statute 
not  in  the  least  degree  showing  what  are  the 
objections  (if  any  objections  are  to  be  made)  which 
may  be  made  P  What  was  principallv  relied  upon 
by  the  applicant  was  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the 
section,  namely,  that  fourteen  days'  notice  of  the 
issuing  of  the  commission  should  be  given  to  the 
parties   accused,  together   with  the   name   and 


notice  is  given  to  the  party,  simply  that  he  may  be 
able,  when  he  comes  b^Eore  tne  commimiiopers, 
properly  to  make  his  defence.  Of  course  he  ought 
to  have  that  sufficient  notice  before  the  commis- 
sioners meet ;  it  is  quite  right  that  he  should  have 
such  a  notice  of  who  the  person  is  who  brings  the 
accusation  against  him,  because  that  may  be  verr 
material  matter  for  him  in  framing  his  def<9noe.  I 
entirely  agree  with  the  Lord  Uha2ioelk>r,  that 
there  really  is  not  the  least  ground  for  this  appli- 
cation. 

Solicitors :  Brooks,  Tanner,  and  Jmikins. 


COVBT  OF  QUSSH'S  BSVOS. 

Reported  bj  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  MflKBTXiK,  Ba^n^ 

fierrlitenhat*lAw. 

Thursday,  Jan.  lb,  1874. 

Beg.  V,  Oastleb. 

Removal  of  indichnent  into  Queen's  Benek  by 
iiorari — Costs  of  nrosecution — Wlieiher  neoesearff 
thcU  prosecutor  should  be  a  "party  grieved^ — 
6  4-6  Wm.  ^  M„  c.  11,  •.  a— 16  A  17  Fict 
c.  30,  8.  5. 
8ed.  5  0/16  ^  17  Vid,  o.  30,  c^  recUing  that  "U 
is  expedient  to  make  further  provieion  for  prv- 
ventina  the  vexatious  removal  of  indiettnents 
into  the  court  of  Queeth's  Bench,**  enaete  **  that 
whenever  any  writ  of  certiorari  to  remove  am 
indictment  into  the  said  court,  shaU  he  awarded 
at  the  instance  of  a  defendant  or  defendants,  ike 
recognizance  now  by  Zoto  requiredjto  he  entered  into 
before  the  allowance  of  such  writ  ehdU  eontaia 
the  further  provision  foUowing,  thai  is  to  sag,  (hat 
the  defendant  or  d^endants,  in  caee  he  or  (kef 
shaU  be  convicted,  shall  pay  to  the  prosecutor  ktt 
costs  tncurreci  subsequent  to  the  ren^oval  of  such 
if^ictment,"  ^c. 
This  enactinetU  is  general  in  its  applioatum,  and 
renders  it  unnecessary  that  the  prosecutor,  in 
order  to  be  entitled  to  the  payment  of  hie  costs, 
should  be  "  the  party  grievea  or  injwred,**  as  ft- 
quired  by  6  c?*  6  WiU.  «J-  If.  r.  1 1.  *.  a. 
In  this  case  the  defendant  had  been  indicted  for 
obstructing  certain  highways,  and  had  been  found 
guilty  on  certain  counts  of  the  indictment. 

E.  Clarke  now  moved  to  set  aside  a  side  bar  mle 
which  had  been  obtained  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cution to  tax  the  costs,  on  the  gpround  that  the  pro- 
secutor was  not  a  "  partv  grieved"  within  the  mean* 
ing  of  sect.  3  of  5  &  6  W.  &  M.  a  11 ,  which  provided 
that  "  if  the  defendant  prosecuting  such  writs  of 
certiorari  be  convicted  of  the  offence  for  whidi  he 
was  indicted,  then  the  said  Court  of  King's  Bench 
shall  give  reasonable  costs  to  the  prosecutor,  if  he 
be  the  party  grieved  or  injured,  or  be  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  mayor,  bailiff,  constable,  bea^fbcoDUgh, 
tytheman,  churchwarden,  or  overseer  of  the  poor, 
or  any  other  civil  officer,  who  shall  prosecute  upon 
the  account  of  any  fact  committea  or  done,  that 
concerned  him  or  them  as  officer  or  officers,  to 
prosecute  or  present,  which  costs  shall  be  taxed 
according  to  the  course  of  the  said  court,  and  thst 
the  prosecutor,  for  the  recovery  of  such  costs,  shall 
within  ten  days  after  demand  made  of  Uie  defen* 
dont,  and  reflisal  of  payment  on  oath,  have  an 
attachment  granted  against  the  defondant  by  the 
said  court  for  such  his  contempt;  and  that  the 
said  recognisance  shall  not  be  discharged  till  the 


atfBcription  of  the  person  who  has  made  tibe  apyW.  \  qoq\a  ^  \ax^  ^W^  b^  paid."    ^Bl^ckbubh,  J.— li 
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nisances  to  be  entered  into  where  indictments  are 
removed  into  this  court  by  cerUorari  f]  16  &  17 
Vict.  c.  80  8.  5,  enacts  that  **  whenever  any  writ 
of  certiorari  to  remove  an  indictment  into  the 
said  court  shall  be  awarded  at  the  instance  of  a 
defendant  or  defendants,  the  recognisance  .now  by 
law  reauired  to  be  entered  into  oef ore  the  allow- 
ance 01  such  writ  shall  contain  the  further  pro- 
vision following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  defenoant 
or  defendants,  in  case  he  or  they  shall  be  con- 
victed, shall  pay  to  the  prosecutor  his  costs,  in- 
curred subseouent  to  the  removal  of  such  indict- 
ment ;  and  wnenever  any  such  writ  of  certioraH 
shall  be  awarded  at  the  instance  of  the  prosecutor, 
the  said  prosecutor  shall  enter  into  a  recognisance 
(to  be  acknowledged  in  like  manner  as  is 
now  required  in  cases  of  writs  of  certioraH, 
awarded  at  the  instance  of  a  defendant)  with  the 
condition  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  said 
prosecutor  shall  pay  to  the  defendant  or  defendants 
in  case  he  or  thev  shall  be  acquitted,  his  or  their 
costs  incurred  snbsei^uent  to  such  removal/'  This 
statute  must  be  read  m  connection  with  the  former 
one,  and  does  not  do  away  with  the  condition  that 
the  prosecutor,  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  his  costs, 
should  be  the  "party  grieved."  [Blackbukn. — 
But  you  seek  to  make  out  that  the  latter  enact- 
ment, which  is  perfectly  general  in  ite  terms,  is  to 
be  limited  by  the  former.]  The  object  of  the  latter 
statute  was  to  give  increased  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  of  the  prosecution,  but  not  to 
entitle  to  payment  a  party  who  was  not  entitled 
previously.  [Blackburn. — Sect.  5  of  the  latter 
Act  b€«^ins  with  a  recital  that  "  It  is  expedient  to 
make  mrther  provision  for  preventing  the  vexa- 
tious removal  of  indictments  into  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench ;"  and  the  terms  of  the  enactment 
apply  to  all  such  removals.]  If  the  condition 
annexed  by  the  old  Act  had  been  intended  to  be 
abolished,  it  would  have  been  expressly  repealed. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
5th  sect,  of  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  30,  applies  to  all 
removals  of  indictments  into  this  court  by 
cerHora^  i.    There  will,  therefore,  be  no  rule. 

QuAiN  and  Archibald,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Bule  refused. 

Attorneys  for  defendant.  Ford  and  Lloyd, 


Wednesday,  Jan.  21, 1874. 
Hardino  (app.)  V.  Headington  (reep.) 

ToU  gate — Person  driving  over  his  own  Umd  round 
the  gaie— Evasion  of  Uability — Highways  Turn- 
pike Act  1822  (3  Geo,  4,  e.  126),  s.  41. 

By  sect,  41  of  the  Highways  Twmpike  Act  1822,  a 
penalty  is  imposed  upon  any  person  who  shall, 
with  a  horse  or  carriage,  go  off  or  pass  from  a/ny 
turnpike  road,  through  or  over  awy  land  or  ground 
near  or  adjoining  thereto  (not  being  a  public 
highway,  and  such  person  not  being  the  owner  or 
occupier,  or  servant,  or  one  of  the  famOy  of  the 
owner  or  occunier  of  such  la/nd  or  ground),  with 
intent  to  evaae  the  payment  of  tolls;  or  if  any 
person  shaU  do  any  other  act  whatever  in  order  or 
with  intent  to  evade  the  payment  of  toUs,  and 
whereby  the  same  shaU  be  evaded. 

The  respondent  cut  a  senU'drcular  road  over  land 
oeoupied  by  him,  round  a  toU  gate ;  he  fenced  ea^h 
Me,  and  put  a  gats  across  the  middle  of  the  road, 
hut  left  no  communication  from  this  semieireuUir 
road  to  hk  land  ac(foming.    He  made  this  roadf 

Uaq.  Oam.'-Yol.  VUL 


and  drove  along  through  the  gate  mentioned,  with 

intent  to  evade  payment  of  the  toll  which  he  would 

have  incurred  by  passing  through  the  toll  gate . 
Held,  that  this  was  a  successful  evasion  of  Uability 

for  the  toll,  and  that  the  respondent  could  not  be 

convicted  under  this  section. 
This  was  a  case  statod  under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43, 
bv  three  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Berks,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  opinion 
of  the  court  on  the  question  of  law  which  arose 
as  hereinafter  stated. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information,  it  was 
admitted  hj  the  respondent  that  the  Maiden- 
head turnpike  trustees,  who  are  appointed  by 
virtue  of  the  Maidenhead  Turnpike  Eoad  Act 
1826  (7  Geo.  4,  c.  Ixx.),  (a  plain  copy  of  the 
said  Act,  which  has  been  continued  by  the 
Act  passed  annually  for  that  purpose,  was  also 
admitted  by  the  respondent),  are  duly  authorised 
to  erect  the  Maidenhead  Thicket  Toll  Gkkte,  on  the 
said  Maidenhead  turnpike  road,  in  the  parish  of 
Cookham,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  and  may  demand 
toll  for  the  passage  of  vehicles  along  the  said  road, 
but  not  for  the  passace  of  vehicles  not  passing 
above  100  vards  upon  the  said  road. 

It  was  also  admitted  by  the  respondent  that  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  are 
applicable  to  the  Maidenhead  turnpike  road. 

It  was  proved  in  evidence,  and  found  by  the 
justices  as  facte,  that  the  appellant,  Charles  Har- 
ding, is  the  surveyor  to  the  Maidenhead  Turnpike 
Boful  Trustees,  and  had  the  management  of  the 
said  turnpike  road. 

That  upon  the  said  turnpike  road,  which  is  the 
high  road  between  Beading  and  Maidenhead,  there 
has  been  erected,  for  thirtv  years,  a  toll  house 
known  as  the  Maidenhead  lliicket  Toll  House. 

That  tne  respondent  is  the  resident  occupier  of 
a  farm  in  the  parish  of  Warg^ve,  and  about  five 
ymrs  ago  became  the  occupier  of  the  Highway 
Farm,  wnich  adjoins  the  said  Maidenhead  turnpike 
road  on  the  north  side  of  it,  and  extends  on  the 
east  side  of  the  Maidenhead  Thicket  Gate  for  a 
distance  Of  upwards  of  half  a  mile,  and  on  the  west 
side  of  the  said  gate  for  a  distance  of  about  160 
yards.  That  there  are  no  ^tes  from  the  tumoike 
road  on  to  the  Highway  Farm,  on  the'  Beaaing 
side  of  the  Thicket  Toll  (iato,  between  the  Thicket 
and  the  toll  gate,  a  distance  of  about  160  yards,  nor 
on  the  Maicknhead  side  c^  the  toll  gate  for  150 
yards  and  upwards  from  the  Thicket  Toll  Gate. 

Until  about  three  years  ago  the  hedge  of  High- 
wav  Farm,  near  the  toll  gate,  continued  in  an 
unbroken  line  parallel  with  the  turnpike  road,  on 
the  north  side  of  it. 

The  respondent,  about  three  vears  ago,  cut  the 
hedge  of  the  Highway  Farm,  adjoining  the  turn- 
pike road,  in  two  places,  one  on  the  east  and  one 
on  the  west  side  of  the  toll  gate,  at  a  distance  of 
20  feet  from  the  toll  gate ;  ne  at  the  same  time 
made  a  road  26  feet  wide  over  the  land  which  for- 
merly was  used  as  a  part  of  Highway  Farm,  to 
connect  these  openings,  and  made  a  post  and  rail 
fence  filled  with  bushes,  on  the  respondent's  road ; 
the  road  thus  made  was  a  semicircle,  the  middle 
of  which  .was  the  gate  herein  mentioned. 

There  are  no  gates  at  the  openings  of  the  respon- 
dent's road  on  to  the  Maidenhead  turnpike  road. 
The  said  road  was  metalled  and  gravelled  when  it 
was  first  made. 

The  only  mewaa  qH  \pc«^«CL^vp%  ^^  ^»»  ^^SSj^^ 
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placed  across  the  middle  of  the  road.  The  public 
have,  since  the  Tnakin^  of  the  said  road,  had  free 
use  of  the  said  road,  with  the  exception  only  of  the 
right  of  passing  tibiroagh  the  gate  placed  there- 
upon, at  pleasure.  The  said  gate,  at  the  time  it 
was  BO  placed  as  aforesaid,  was  fitted  with  a  lock, 
and  the  respondent  at  the  same  time  gave  to  the 
collector  of  tolls  appointed  by  the  said  trustees,  and 
who  lived  at  the  said  toU  gate,  a  key  of  the  said 
lock,  which  was  received  by  him  in  order  that  he, 
the  said  collector,  or  the  collector  for  the  time 
being,  might  keep  the  said  gate  locked  at  his  will, 
so  as  to  prevent  anv  persons  other  than  respondent 
passing  over  and  along  the  said  road. 

The  respondent's  road  is  not  capable  of  being 
used  as  an  entrance  to  Highway  Farm  in  any  way 
whatever,  and  it  was  made  and  has  been  since 
occasionally  used  by  him  and  his  servants  only, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  avoid  passing 
through  the  toll  gate,  and  of  evading  the  payment 
of  toll.  Until  the  said  road  was  made,  the  respon- 
dent duly  paid  toll  when  he  passed  through  the 
toll  gate,  but  since  the  said  road  has  been  made 
he  has  passed  over  the  road  made  by  him,  instead 
of  passing  through  the  toll  gate,  and  has  wholly 
refused  to  pay  toll. 

That  on  the  3rd  April  1872,  the  respondent  drove 
a  chaise,  drawn  by  one  horse,  along  the  Maiden- 
head turnpike  road  in  the  direction  from  Beading, 
and  on  his  way  firom  his  said  &rm  at  Wargrave, 
and  had  travelled  more  than  100  yards  on  the  said 
road  before  he  reached  the  turning  from  the  said 
turnpike  road  to  the  respondent  s  road  on  the 
Beading  side  of  the  Thicket  Toll  Gate. 

That  when  he  approached  within  7  yards  of  the 
toll  gate  he  rapidly  drove  off,  and  passed  from  the 
turnpike  roaa  on  to  the  road  niade  by  him  as 
aforesaid,  and  returned  on  to  the  turnpike  road 
about  7  yards  on  the  Maidenhead  side  of  the  toll 
gate,  having  passed  over  the  road  made  as  aforesaid 
with  the  intent  to  evade  the  payment  of  the  toll, 
if  toll  could  be  legally  demanded  of  him.  He  then 
continued  along  the  turnpike  road  towards  Mai- 
denhead for  several  hundred  yards,  and  did  not 
pass  through  any  gate  belonging  to  Highway 
r^rm. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant,  it  was  contended 
that  the  respondent  should  be  convicted  under  the 
4l8t  section  of  3  G^.  4,  c.  126.  It  was  also  con- 
tended, that,  as  the  respondent  had  travelled  100 
yards  along  the  turnpike  road  before  he  turned 
from  it,  he  had  incurred  toll,  and  having  passed 
from  the  road  only  to  evade  the  payment  of  toll, 
he  should  be  convicted ;  and  that  if  the  respondent 
could  legally  pass  from  the  Maidenhead  turnpike 
road  on  the  said  road  made  by  respondent  as  afore- 
said, without  paying  the  toll,  he  could  not  return 
again  on  to  the  turnpike  road,  and  travel  100  yards 
upon  the  road,  without  being  liable  to  pay  toll. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondent  no  witnesses  were 
called,  but  it  was  contended  that,  as  occupier  of 
the  Highway  Farm,  he  could  legally  make  the 
said  road,  and  afterwards  use  the  same,  for  the 
purpose  of  evading  the  toll  gate ;  and  that  he  was 
not  liable,  under  the  circumstances,  to  pay  toll. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  respon- 
dent had  not  been  shown  to  have  incurred  the 
liability  to  pay  toll,  and  was  entitled  to  make  and 
nse  the  staa  road  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
toll  gate ;  and  that  he,  being  the  occupier  o?  the 
hmd  or  ground  of  which  the  road  so  fenced  off 
farmed  part,  bad  not  by  using  such  rood  com- 


mitted any  offence  under  the  statute  3  Qeo.  4^  & 
126,  s.  41,  and  gave  their  determination  against 
the  appellant  in  the  manner  before  stated. 

In  delivering  t»he  jud^ent  of  the  court,  refer- 
ence was  made  to  a  previous  case  in  which  the  said 
respondent  was  defendant,  the  facts  of  which  were*  in 
the  justices'  opinion,  identical  with  the  preeent  case^ 
and  which  was  decided  at  the  petty  aesaions  for 
the  Maidenhead  division  of  the  coun^  of  Berks  on 
the  14th  March  1871.  After  a  conference  with  tiie 
magistrates  on  the  law,  as  applicable  to  the  case 
on  that  occasion,  a  case  was  applied  for,  for  the 
opinion  of  a  Superior  Court,  and  refused  by  ihb 
bench.  In  delivering  the  Judgment  of  the  court, 
in  the  case  now  stated,  the  magistrates  were  of 
opinion  that,  although  the  present  case  came 
before  the  bench  as  an  original  one,  it  was  in  hd 
a  virtual  appeal  against  the  former  decision. 

Whereupon  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  is  asked  whotner,  upon  the  &cts  hereinafter 
stated,  and  the  law  applicable  thereto,  the  said 
justices  were  correct  in  their  determination  as 
aforesaid. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  is  of  opinion  that 
they  were  correct,  the  complaint  is  to  stand  dis- 
missed. 

If  the  said  court  is  of  opinion  that  they  were 
not  correct,  the  case  is  to  be  sent  back  to  be  deiUt 
with  accordingly. 

H.  D.  Chreene,  for  the  appellant. — ^The  local  Act, 
7  G^.  4,  c.  Ixz,  enacts,  by  sect.  12,  that  the  respon- 
dents, or  a  person  appointed  by  them,  may  demand, 
receive,  ana  take  "  at  the  turnpike  or  toll  gate  and 
side  gate  now  erected,  and  to  be  continued  or  here- 
after to  be  erected  by  virtue  of  this  Act,"  certain 
tolls  therein  mentioned.  Sect.  13  provides,  **  That 
if  any  person  shall  have  paid  the  toll  hereby  autho- 
rised to  be  taken  for  the  passing  of  any  hone  or 
horses,  cattle,  beast,  carriage  or  carriages,  through 
any  of  such  turnpike  toll  ^te,  side  gate,  or  Imt 
continued'  or  erected  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  the 
same  horse  or  horses,  cattle,  beast,  carriage  and 
carriages  shall,  upon  a  ticket  denoting  the 
payment  thereof  on  that  day  being  produced, 
be  permitted  to  pass  and  repass  toU  free" 
through  the  same.  It  appears  from  these  two 
sections  that  the  tolls  are  payable  at  the 
gate,  and  for  passing  through  the  gate ;  but  the 
words  of  sect.  41  of  the  Highways  (Turnpike)  Act 
1822  (3  Geo.  4,  c.  126)  are  '*  That  if  anjr  person 
shall  with  any  horse,  cattle,  beast,  or  carriage,  go 
off  or  pass  from  any  turnpike  road,  through  or 
over  any  land  or  ground  near  or  adjoining  thereto 
(not  being  a  public  highway,  and  such  person  not 
being  the  owner  or  occupier,  or  servant  or  one  of 
the  ramily  of  the  owner  or  occupier  of  such  land  or 
ground),  with  intent  to  evade  the  payment  of  the 
tolls  granted  by  any  Act  of  Parliament,"  ...  "or 
if  any  person  shall  do  any  other  act  whatever  in 
order  or  with  intent  to  evade  the  payment  of  all  or 
any  of  the  tolls,  and  .whereby  the  same  shall  be 
evaded,  every  such  person  shall,  for  every  such 
offence,  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  not  exoeedii^  fire 
pounds."  It  was  held  under  this  section,  in  VeUA 
V.  Trustees  of  Exeter  Boads  (8  £.  &  B.  d86),  that  a 
person  was  not  liable  for  an  evasion  ci  payment  of 
toll  if  he  merely  made  some  arrangement  by  which 
he  avoided  liabili^  for  payment.  Hiere^  however, 
the  respondent  did  an  act  with  intent  to  evade  the 
payment  of  the  tolls,  he  haying  inoorred  the  liala- 
\  \\tj  >Qrj  mBsv?CL<^  ^<3i^L  \»Vka  road  upwafda  of  100 
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T.  Poma  (30  L.  J.  203,  M.  C.) ;  that  a  person  is 
liable  to  pav  toll  at  a  toll  gate  on  a  tompike  road, 
though  he  has  not  travelled  100  yBrds  on  the  road 
before  coming  to  the  ga,te,  if,  after  passing  through 
the  gate,  he  nses  the  road  for  a  space  which 
together  with  that  he  has  passed  over  previonslv  ex- 
ceeds in  all  the  distance  of  100  yards.  From  tbese 
two  cases,  it  appears  that  passing  over  any  100 
yards  of  a  road  is  anffident  to  incnr  liability  for 
toll,  bnt  payment  is  to  be  made  only  at  the  gates. 
[QUAIH,  J. — Tonr  difficulty  is,  that  respondent  is 
the  owner  or  ooonpier  of  this  side  road.]  That 
exemption  only  applies  to  a  person  going  off  or 
pMiing  &om  a  tnmpilce  rood ;  here  the  respondent 
oomee  within  the  last  claose  of  sect.  41,  to  which 
there  is  no  exemption ;  he  went  off  or  passed  from 
the  tnmpikeand  then  returned  to  it  again,  which 
is  inoluded  in  the  description  of  "anydther  act 
whatever,"  in  order  or  with  intent  to  evade  the 
Myment  of  toll,  whereby  the  same  was  evaded, 
[Bl.icebubk,J. — Here  respondent  went  oS  or  passed 
from  the  rood  through  or  over  land  or  gronnd  ad- 
joining, he  being  the  owner  of  sach  land  or  ground, 
with  intent  to  erade  payment.]  He  does  more 
than  that ;  he  tarns  back  on  to  the  rood  with  that 
intent  [Bi^cxsuiui,  J. — The  evasion  is  complete 
by  that  time.]  Then  arises  the  (question,  whether 
he  is  hcm&fiae  the  owner  or  occnpier  of  the  ground. 
It  is  open  to  the  pablio,  except  for  the  gates. 
[Blackbukk,  J, — Whatever  motive  be  has  in  thus 
using  this  pieoe  of  sroand,  the  case  raises  no 
qoeetion  as  to  his  bond  fide  ooonpation.] 
Sawyer,  contra,  not  heard. 

BucuuxH,  J.— According  to  the  local  Act,  the 
tolls  of  this  rood  are  leviable  only  at  this  gaM.  We 
need  not  say  whether  they  become  dae  and  payable 
for  any  100  yards  which  do  not  include  the  gate. 
Here  the  respondent  is  the  occupier  of  land  alons  a 
pieoe  of  the  rtmd,  which  includes  the  Coll  gate ;  oy 
the  4lBt  section  of  the  Tampike  Act,  he  ought 
morally,  when  he  passes  100  yards  along  the  road, 
to  come  to  the  ^te  and  pay  the  tolL  The  section 
imposes  penalties  for  any  acta  done  with  intent  to 
evade  payment,  bnt  at  the  same  time  the  Legis- 
latore  seems  to  have  thought  that  a  person  might 
Curly,  even  for  the  pnrpose  of  this  evasion,  go  off 
or  pass  from  the  rood  over  his  own  land,  and  ex- 
empts snch  a  person  fh>m  the  penalty.  Here  the 
gentleman  who  occupies  the  land  adjoining  the 
tnmpike  has  made  a  little  road  for  himself  round 
the  gate,  over  his  own  land.  This  he  has  admit- 
tedly done,  in  order  to  avoid  liability  for  the  toll. 
He  is  the  respondent  upon  this  information,  and 
he  is  clearly  not  within  the  early  part  of  the  41st 
•ection,  where  the  occnpier  of  aajoining  land  is 
expressly  exempted.  Then  ss  to  the  latter  part  of 
the  section,  Mr.  Oreene  has  argued  that  the  act 
committed  is  not  exactly  that  provided  for  by  the 
former  part,  and  is  therefore  within  the  clause  to 
which  there  is  ui  express  exemption.  There  is, 
however,  in  my  opinion,  no  gronnd  for  limiting  the 
exemption  to  the  first  part  of  the  section,  and 
although  I  am  sorry  for  it,  I  cannot  hut  hold  that 
the  respondent  s  evasion  of  toll  has  been  suocessfnl, 
•ad  is  not  forbidden  by  the  Act. 

QUAIH  and  ABcHtBAU),  33.,  concoired. 

Judgment  for  retponieni. 

Attorney  for  ^ipellant,  E.  F.  Tumor,  Uaiden- 


Baiarday,  Jan.  24, 1674. 

Matthd  (app.)  p.  Muck  (resp.) 

Poor — Per$Qtu  liable  to  tnpportrelaiume — Children 

—Orandfalb^r  and  gTandchiid—43  EUz.  c.  2,  ■.  6. 
The  word  "  children  "  vn  43  Elix,  c  2,  «.  6,  does  not 

include  gratidekiidren. 
A  grandchiid  it  therefore  not  bound  to  motnfavn  hie 

gran(^alher. 
Case  stated  by  jnstioee  under  20  A  21  Vict,  c  43. 
At  a  petty  session  of  the  peace,  holden  at  the 
police  court  in  uid  for  the  city  of  Worcester,  on 
£Viday,  13th  June  1673,  before  ns,  the  undersigned 
John  liongmore  and  James  Dyson  Ferrins,  being 
twojnatices  acting  in  and  for  the  city  of  Woroeeier 
aforesaid,  Bobert  William Heni7QellUason  (here- 
after caUed  the  respondent)  was  summoned  by 
Beuben  John  Mannd  (hereafter  called  the  appel- 
lant), under  sect.  6  of  the  statute  43  Elis.  c.  2,  and 
charged  for  that  the  said  Bobert  William  Henry 
Qsll  Mason  (in  the  information  laid  by  the  appel- 
lant, called  Bobert  Henry  Mason)  on  the  22nd  Uay 
last,  at  the  parish  of  ot.  Martin  in  the  city  ot 
Woroester,  being  then  and  there  a  person  of  suffi- 
cient ability  to  support  Or  relieve  nis  grandfather, 
Bobert  Cell,  a  poor  person  unable  to  work,  and 
chargeable  to  the  common  fund  of  the  Woroester 
Poor  Law  TTnion,  did  n^lect  and  reftise  so  to  do. 
Andthe  said  parties  respectively  being  then  present 
by  their  respective  attorneys,  tue  said  charge  was 
duly  heard  by  us,  and  we  ordered  that  the  said 
summons  should  be  dismissed.  Whereupon  the 
appellant  being  dissatisfied  with  our  decision,  aa 
being,  in  his  opinion,  erroneous  in  point  of  Taw, 
did,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  before-men- 
tioned statute,  gave  os  notice,  and  require  us  to 
state  and  sign  a  case  setting  forth  the  facts  and 
grounds  of  our  determination  apon  the  hearing 
of  the  said  complaint,  in  order  that  he  might  take 
the  opinion  thereon  of  this  honourable  oourt. 

Now  we,  the  said  jnsticee,  pursuant  to  snoh 
notice  and  the  provisions  of  the  statate  afore- 
said, do  hereby  state  and  sign  auoh  case  accent* 


By  the  43  Elii.  c.  2,  s.  6,  it  is  enacted  that  "  the 
fkther  and  grandfather,  and  the  mother  and  grand- 
mother, and  the  children  of  every  poor,  old,  blind, 
lame  and  impotent  person,  or  other  poor  person 
not  able  to  work,  being  of  a  anfficienl  ability,  shall 
at  their  own  charges  relieve  and  maintain  every 
such  poor  person. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  said  complaint  the  charge- 
ability  of  the  grandfather  and  the  sofficiency  of  the 
ability  of  his  grandson  (the  respondent)  to  relieve 
and  maintain,  was  not  disputed  on  the  part  of  the 
respondent,  but  his  liabibty  as  a  gruidchild  was 
denied  on  the  ground  that  the  word  "  children " 
only  was  mentioned  in  the  statute.  It  was  con- 
tended on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  the  word 
"children"  should  be  constmed  to  mean  and 
indnde  a  grandchild,  and  that  the  respondent 
should  he  acoordingly  held  liable  to  relieve  and 
mMutoin  his  grandfather. 

Having  heud  the  attorneys  for  the  appellant 
and  respondent,  and  considered  the  words  of  the 
statnte,  we  were  of  opinion  that  they  did  not  create 
a  liability  upon  grandchildren,  and  we  gave  our 
determination  in  the  respondent's  &vour. 

Our  opinion  was  baaed  upon  the  foUowiiv^ 
reasons: 

1.  Ths*.  "Caa  rtsfcoJus  smwaaa.^  «»«*«*^^2^ 
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MuLLiNS  (app.)  «.  CoLUNS  (reap.). 
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to  relieve  and  maintain  amongst  which  grand- 
children are  not  included. 

2.  That  if  the  Legislature  had  intended  to  extend 
the  liability  to  grandchildren,  the  words  "  and 
grandchildren  "  would  have  been  added  after  the 
word  "  children." 

3.  That  as  the  statute  imposes  a  substantial 
liability  not  imposed  at  common  law,  and  in 
default  of  obeying  an  order  creates  a  criminal 
liability  also,  we  did  not  feel  at  liberty  to  construe 
its  words  as  extending  to  a  class  of  relations  not 
made  liable  expressly  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion. 

4.  That  there  is  no  latitude  in  the  wording  of 
the  statute  admitting  the  importation  of  a  lia- 
bility upon  persons  in  any  other  degree  of  rela- 
tionship than  those  enumerated. 

And  we  submit  forthe  opinion  of  this  honourable 

court  whether  our  determination  was  correct  in 

point  of  law  as  aforesaid,  or  as  to  what  should  be 

done  in  the  premises. 

Given  unaer  our  hands  the  23rd  June  1873. 

John  Lonomobe. 

J.  Dyson  Psrrins. 

43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  6,  enacts  : 

That  the  father  and  grandfather,  and  the  mother  and 
ffrandmother,  and  tiiie  ohildren  of  every  poor,  old,  blind, 
lame,  and  impotent  person,  or  other  poor  person  not  able 
to  work,  being  of  sufficient  ability,  shall  at  their  own 
charges  relieve  and  maJntain  every  snoh  poor  person,  in 
that  manner  and  according  to  that  rate,  as  by  the  josticea 
of  the  peace  of  that  county  where  such  sufficient  persons 
dwell,  or  the  greater  number  of  them,  at  their  general 
quarter  sessions  shidl  be  assessed ;  upon  pain  that  every 
one  of  them  shall  forfeit  twenty  shillings  for  every 
month  which  they  shall  fail  therein. 

Aneiie,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  the 
word  "  children  *^  included  grandchildren.  This 
interpretation  has  often  been  given  in  cases  re- 
lating to  wills.  [Blackbubn,  J. — But  has  any 
statute  been  so  interpreted  P]  No ;  but  the  courts 
would  not  have  so  construed  the  word  in  wills 
unless  that  was  a  common  and  ordinary  meaning 
of  it.  [Quain,  J. — I  see  that  in  sect.  78  of  4  &  5 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  which  is  an  Act  in  pari  materia,  the 
words  are,  "father,  grandfather,  mother,  grand- 
mother, child  or  children,"  omitting  the  word 
grandchildren.]  In  Walton  v.  Sparkes,  reported 
in  Comberbach's  Eep.  321,  Bulstrode,  J.,  cited 
Gerard's  case,  and  saia,  "  the  word  children  in  the 
statute  is  extended  to  jzrandchildren,  because  there 
is  the  same  natural  anection."  [Blackburn,  J. — 
That  dictum  was  quite  irrelevant  to  the  deci- 
sion.] It  must  be  confessed  that  this  dictum  is 
not  found  in  the  report  of  the  same  case  in 
Skinner's  Bep.  p.  556 ;  and,  moreover.  Holt,  C.  J., 
in  the  last-mentioned  report,  says:  "This  ought 
not  to  be  understood,  ultra  John,  his  wife  and 
children,  and  ought  not  to  be  extended  to  grand- 
children.*' 

Bosaiiquef,  for  the  respondent,  \  ointed  out  that 
the  Act  of  43  Eliz  c.  2,  was  only  an  extension  of  a 
previous  statute  of  39  Eliz.,  in  which  the  words 
were  **  parents  and  children."  The  Act  of  43  Eliz. 
instead  of  the  word  parents,  uses  the  more  exten- 
sive words  **  father  and  grandfather,  mother  and 
grandmother,"  but  leaved  the  word  "children" 
unaltered. 

Blackburn,  J. — ^Tho  fact  last  mentioned  fur- 
nishes an  additional  reason  for  holding  that  the  word 
"  children  "  must  be  limited  to  "  children  "  strictly 
90  called,  and  we  cannot  extend  it  so  as  to  include 
gmndcbildren.    It  ia  for  the  Legislature  to  do  so 


if  it  thinks  it  ought  to  be  done.    Our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  respondent. 

Quain  and  Abchibald,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  respandeni. 

Attorney  for  appellant,  Aioti,  Worcester. 


SaturdaAf,  Jan.  24, 1874. 

MuLLiNs  (app.)  V,  Collins  (reap.). 

Licensing  Act  (36  ^  36  Viet,  c.  74)  «.  16.— flfuppty- 

ing  liquor  to  constable  on  duty — Liahility  of  matter 

for  a^ct  of  his  serva/nt. 

Sect  16  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872  (35  ^  36  VieL 

e.  74)  ena^ets  thai  **  if  any  licensed  person  .... 

supplies  any  liquor  or  r^eshment,  umeiher  by  uxuf 

of  gift  or  sale,  to  any  constable  on  duty,  unless  oy 

authority  of  some  suveinor   officer  of  such  «m- 

stahle,"  he  shaU  he  liaMe  to  a  penalty. 

The  servant  of  a  licensed  person  having  atippUed  to 

a    constahle  vn  uniform  and  on  duty  a  cerfata 

quantity  of  brandy,  in  the  ordinary  course  qf 

imsiness : 

Held,  that  the  master  was  liahle  to  the  penaUy  m- 

posed  by  the  statute,  personal  knototedge  on  the 

part  of  the  master  not  being  necessary  to  conti^ 

tute  the  offence. 

Case  stated  by  justices  under  20  A  21  Vict.  o.  48. 

At  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  the  sessions  house 

in  CuUompton,  in  and  for  the  division  of  Qui- 

lompton,  m   the  county  of   Devon,  on  the  26th 

May  1873,  an  information  preferred  by   Bichard 

George  Collins,  superintendent  of  police  for  the 

division  of  CuUompton  aforesaid  (hereinafter  called 

the  respondent),  against  William  Mullins  (herein- 

after  called  the  appellant),  under  sect.  16  of  the 

Licensing  Act  1872,  charging  for  that  the.  said 

William  Mullins,  on  the  7th  May  1873,  at  the 

Carish  of  CuUompton,  in  the  said  county,  then 
einc;  a  person  duly  licensed  to  sell  by  retail  ex- 
ciscablo  liquors  in  his  house  and  premises  there 
situate,  unlawfully  did  supply  certain  liquor 
called  brandy,  by  way  of  sale,  to  a  certain  oon* 
stable  on  duty  called  Kobert  George  Joint,  without 
the  authority  of  some  superintendent  officer  of 
such  constable,  was  hoard  and  determined  by  us, 
the  said  parties  respectively  being  then  present ; 
and  upon  such  hearing  we  were  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  the  offence  was  proved  ;  but  in  con* 
sideration  of  the  respectability  of  the  appellant, 
and  of  the  liquor  not  naving  been  supplied  person*, 
ally  by  him,  were  unwilling  to  convict  and  fine, 
and  therefore  recommended  that  appellant  pay  the 
costs,  and  that  the  case  bo  then  withdrawn.  The 
appellant  having  immediately  refused  to  pay  any 
costs  whatever,  and  his  advocate  having  stated  hii 
desire  and  intention  to  apply  for  a  case  upon  the 
points  raised  by  him  hereinafter  mentioned,  we 
thereupon  convicted  the  appellant  of  the  said  of* 
fence,  but  directed  that  the  conviction  should  not  be 
indorsed  upon  his  license;  and  in  order  that  he 
might  have  the  opportunity  of  having  a  case  stated, 
and  at  the  request  of  the  appellant's  advocate  (who 
suggested  a  nominal  fine  of  6d.  and  costs  being  im* 
posed  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  a  case)  we  directed 
a  nominal  sum  of  6d.  or  Is.  or  the  lowest  com- 
petent sum  to  be  added  to  the  oosts,  and  the 
amount  thereof  to  be  entered  as  the  fine  im* 
poRed,  and  consented  to  grant  a  case  accord- 
ingly. Our  clerk,  finding  that  under  sect.  67  of 
the  Licensing  Act  1872,  tne  penalty  could  not  be 
mitigated  or  reduced  to  a  leas  sum  than  20n 
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added  the  sam  of  9$.  to  the  costs  of  ll8.,  in  order 
to  make  np  the  i)enalt^  to  the  said  sum  of  208. 
for  which  sam  the  oonviction  has  been  drawn  ap 
and  siflped  bv  us.  And  whereas  the  appellant 
bein^  dissatisfied  with  our  determination  upon  the 
hearing  of  the  said  information,  as  being  erroneous 
in  point  of  law,  hath,  pursuant  to  sect.  2  of  the 
said  statute  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  duly  applied  to 
us  in  writing  to  state  and  sign  a  case  setting  forth 
the  facts  and  the  ground  of  such  our  determina- 
tion as  aforesaid,  for  the  opinion  of  this  court, 
and  hath  duly  entered  into  a  recognizance  as 
required  by  the  said  statute  in  that  behalf ;  now. 
therefore,  we  the  said  justices,  in  compliance  with 
the  said  application  and  the  provisions  of  the  said 
statute,  do  nereby  state  and  sign  the  following  case. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was 
proved  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  and  found 
as  a  fact,  that  the  constable  Bobt.  Geo.  Joint,  was 
on  duty  in  Cullompton  on  the  7th  May  1873,  on 
the  occasion  of  the  fair  there,  having  been  specially 
ordered  there  (firom  his  regular  station  at  Kentis- 
beare,  about  four  miles  distant),  for  special  duty 
on  the  said  dav,  commencing  at  nine  o'clock  in  the 
morning  of  the  said  day;  that  the  appellant's 
house  was  in  his  district  of  duty  for  such  day ; 
that  whilst  on  duty  and  in  uniform  on  the  said  day, 
and  about  three  o  clock  in  the  afternoon  he  visited 
the  appellant's  house  called  the  Bailway  Hotel 
in  Cullompton,  and  was  there  supplied  by  a  female, 
whether  tne  wife  or  servant  of  the  appellant  he 
did  not  know,  with  some  brandy,  for  which  he 
paid  dcL  ;  that  he  had  no  authority  from  any 
superior  officer  to  be  supplied  with  any  liquor  or 
refreshment,  and  that  he  did  not  state  to  the 
person  who  supplied  him  with  the  brandv  that  he 
bad  any  authority  from  any  superior  officer,  and 
that  he  was  not  asked  the  question  whether  he 
had  any  such  authority  or  not ;  that  he  had  read 
and  signed  written  instructions  as  to  his  district 
of  duty  (which  included  the  appellant's  house),  on 
the  day  in  question,  and  that  such  instructions 
(which  were  produced  and  put  in  evidence),  con- 
tained the  following  words :  "Any  constable  found 
drinking  at  an^  public-house  during  the  hours 
appointed  for  his  being  on  duty  will  be  reported  ;" 
that  he  was  not  called  into  the  appellant's  house 
in  the  execution  of  his  duty  by  any  person  whilst 
on  duty,  and  that  he  had  voluntarily  gone  into  the 
house ;  that  he  had  not  nor  had  his  superior  officer 
ffiven  any  notice  to  the  appellant  that  he  was  on 
duty  at  Cullompton  on  the  day  in  question,  and 
that  he  was  not  asked  by  anyone  m  the  house 
whether  he  was  on  dutv  or  not. 

The  appellant  called  no  witness,  but  it  was 
admitted  Oy  him  that  the  brandy  was  sold  and 
supplied  to  the  constable  at  his  house  by  his 
servant;  but  it  was  contended  by  him  (1)  that 
before  he  could  be  convicted  of  any  offence  under 
sect.  16  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872,  it  must  be  proved 
that  such  offence  was  committed  either  by  himself 
perdonally  or  with  his  knowledge,  and  that  he 
must  be  actually  present  at  the  time  the  liquor 
waa  supplied  to  the  constable,  or  that  the  same 
must  be  supplied  under  his  express  authority; 
(2),  that  even  assuming  it  was  not  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  offence  was  committed  by  the 
appelant  personally,  or  with  his  knowledge  or 
express  authority,  before  he  could  be  convicted  of 
the  said  o£fenoe,  it  must  be  proved  that  he 
or  Ilia  servants  knew  the  constable  to  be 
on   dn^   at   the   time,   when   the   liquor    was 


supplied ;  (3)  that  notwithstanding  sect.  35  of  the 
said  Licensing  Act,  and  notwithstanding  the 
appellant's  house  being  in  the  district  allottedtothe 
said  constable  as  aforesaid,  the  constable  was  not 
on  duty  at  all  when  he  entered  the  appellant's 
house,  and  that  in  fact  ho  had  deserted  his  duty  at 
the  time  he  entered  the  said  house.  We,  however, 
being  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  given  before  us 
brought  the  case  within  the  operation  of  the  said 
16th  section  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872,  gave  our 
determination  against  the  appellant  in  the  manner 
before  stated,  u,  therefore,  this  honourable  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  our  said  judgment  was 
correct  in  point  of  law,  then  the  conviction  is  to 
stand ;  but  if  the  court  should  be  of  a  contrary 
opinion,  then  the  said  information  is  to  be  dis- 
missed.   Witness  our  hands,  Ac., 

G.  M.  Markeb, 
J.  C.  New. 
Poland,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  the 
conviction  was  wrong,  because  the  liquor  was  not 
supplied  to  the  constable  with  the  defendant's 
knowledge,  and  the  knowledge  of  his  servant,  if 
she  did  know,  was  not  sumcient  to  render  the 
defendant  liable.  Sect.  16  of  the  Licensing  Act 
1872  (35  &  36  Vict.  c.  94),  under  which  the  convic- 
tion took  place,  enacts  that  '*if  any  licensed 
person  (1)  knowingly  harbours,  or  knowingly 
suffers  to  remain  on  his  premises,  any  constable 
during  anv  part  of  the  time  appointed  for  such 
constable  oemg  on  duty,' unless  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  or  restoring  order,  or  in  execution  of  his 
duty ;  or  (2)  supplies  any  liquor  or  refreshment, 
whether  by  way  of  gift  or  sale,  to  any  constable 
on  duty  unless  by  authoritv  of  some  superior 
officer  of  such  constable ;  or  (3)  bribes  or  attempts 
to  bribe  any  constable,  he  shall  be  liable  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  for  the  first  offence  lOL,  and 
not  exceeding  for  the  second,  or  any  subsequent 
offence,  20Z.  Any  conviction  for  an  offence  under 
this  section  shall,  unless  the  convicting  magistrate 
or  justices  shall  otherwise  direct,  be  recorded  on 
the  licence  of  the  person  convicted."  It  was 
clearly  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  this 
enactment  that  in  order  to  render  a  licensee  liable 
to  the  penalty,  the  offence  should  have  been  know- 
ingly committed  by  him — i.e.,  committed  with  his 
own  personal  knowledge.  [Blackburn,  J. — Know- 
ledge that  the  person  supplied  was  a  constable 
mav  be  necessary ;  but  here  he  was  in  uniform, 
and  the  justices  have  in  effect  found  that  the 
female  who  supplied  the  liquor  knew  ho  was  on 
duty.  Is  not  the  appellant  liable  for  the  acts  of 
his  servant  P]  The  mere  fact  that  the  constable  was 
in  uniform  does  not  of  itself  prove  that  the  ser- 
vant must  have  known  he  was  on  duty.  [Quain,  J. — 
Priynd  facie,  the  uniform  was  sufficient  notice  that 
the  constable  was  on  duty ;  had  he  been  in  plain 
clothes  it  might  have  been  different.]  Even  sup- 
posing the  servant  knew  that  ho  was  on  duty,  it 
IS  submitted  that  the  servant's  knowledge  does 
not  render  the  master  liable  ;  personal  knowledge 
— a  guilty  mind — being  always  necessary  to  consti- 
tute a  criminal  offence.  In  Chaney  v.  Payne  (1 Q.  B. 
712)  it  was  held  a  conviction  under  the  Pilot  Act 
(6  Geo.  4,  c.  125),  for  continuing  in  charge  of  a 
ship  after  a  licensed  pilot  has  offered  to  take 
charge,  must  show  on  the  face  of  it  that  the  defen- 
dant knew  of  the  offer ;  for  it  is  not  enough  to 
describe  the  offence  in  the  words  of  the  statute 
creating  the  offence  without  adding  fsAt»%  \f^  ^?'^^, 
that  defendant  ^«A  «i  ^t\i^  Vi'\V   ^*\x.  Ns^  ^^^^ns^' 
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said  the  conrt  in  this  judgment  (p.  721),  "  that  the 
oontinain^  in  charge  of  a  ship  m  ignorance  of  a 
licensed  pilot  having  offered  to  take  it,  is  not  the 
offence ;  bat  the  offence  must  depend  on  the  know- 
ledge of  the  party  charged,  although  the  word 
"  after  "  is  the  onlj  word  used  in  the  section  in 
Question.  [Blackbxtbn,  J. — Knowledge  must,  no 
Qoubt,  be  proved  wherever  the  nature  of  the 
offence  reauires  knowled^.  In  the  1st  sub-section 
of  sect.  16  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872,  the  word 
"  knowingly "  occurs  twice  ;  but  it  is  omitted 
from  sub-section  2,  under  which  the  appellant  is 
convicted.]  In  Beg,  v.  Stephena  (L.  Bep.  1 
Q.  B.  702 ;  14  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  693)  where  the 
owner  of  works  carried  on  for  his  profit  by  ^ents, 
wasjheld  liable  to  be  indicted  for  a  public  nuisance 
caused  by  acts  of  his  workmen  in  carrying  on  the 
works,  though  done  by  them  without  his  know- 
ledge and  contrary  to  his  general  orders.  Black- 
bum,  J.  said :  "  I  wish  to  guard  myself  against  it 
being  supposed  that  either  at  the  trial  or  now 
the  general  rule  that  a  principal  is  not  criminallv 
answerable  for  the  act  of  his  agent  is  infringed. 
In  Heame  v.  Oaston  (28  L.  J.  216,  M.  C),  where  a 
penalty  of  102.  was  imposed  by  statute  on  any  person 
who  "  should  send  or  cause  to  be  sent  bv  the  Great 
Western  Bailwav,  any  aqua  fortis,  oil  of  vitriol, 
gunpowder,  or  other  goods  of  a  dangerous  quality," 
unless  he  should  "distinctly  msA.  or  state  the 
nature  of  such  goods  on  the  outside  of  the  pack- 
age," it  was  held  that  guilty  knowledge  was  neces- 
sary to  the  commission  of  the  offence ;  "  for  actus 
nonfaeit  reum  nisi  mens  sU  rea"  And  in  NichoU 
V.  HaU  (L.  Bep.  8  0.  P.  322 ;  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
473),  it  was  held  that  knowledge  that  the  animal 
was  diseased  was  necessary  to  constitute  an  offence 
under  sect.  75  of  the  Contagious  Diseases  (Ani- 
mals Act  1869),  which  provides  that  every  person 
having  in  his  possession  or  under  his  charge  an 
animal  affectea  with  a  contagious  or  infectious 
disease,  shall,  with  all  practicable  speed,  give 
notice  to  a  police  constable  of  the  fact  of  the 
animal  being  so  affected. 

No  one  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  respondents. 

Blackbxtbn,  J. — I  think  it  quite  clear  that  on  the 
case  as  stated  to  us  the  justices  were  perfectly 
right  in  convicting  the  appellant.  The  Licensing 
Act  1869,  s.  16,  says,  amongst  other  things,  that 
*'  if  any  licensed  person  ....  suppies  any  liquor 
or  refreshment,  whether  by  way  of  gift  or  sale  to 
any  constable  on  duty,  unless  by  authority  of  some 
superior  officer  of  such  constable  ....  he  shall 
be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  for  the  first 
oflence  ten  pounds,  and  not  exceeding  for  the 
seconder  any  subsequent  offence  twenty  pounds." 
Taking  the  very  words  of  the  statute,  '*  suppUes 
any  liquor  or  refreshment,  whether  by  way  of 
gift  or  sale  to  any  constable  on  duty ;  that  was 
exactly  what  was  done  here.  The  constable  being 
on  duty  and  in  uniform,  which  would  tell  every 
one  that  he  was  on  duty,  was  supplied  in 
the  bar  by  a  barmaid  with  brandy  tor  which 
he  paid.  It  has  been  contended  that  from 
the  nature  of  the  offence  there  must  be  know- 
ledge that  the  person  supplied  is  a  constable. 
I  do  not  say  anything  as  to  that,  and  wish  care- 
fully to  avoid  expressing  any  opinion.  But  here 
there  is  ample  evidence  to  show  that  the  barmaid 
knew  what  he  was ;  and  no  such  point  as  this  was 
Attempted  to  be  made  before  the  juaticeB.  ^YiObX.  \ 
was  contended  for  before  the  juBtices  was  tliat  \.\i^  \  • 
owner  of  the  house  oonld  not  be  guilty  ol  Xiba  \ 


offence  created  by  the  statute  unless  he  personally 
knew  that  the  person  supplied  was  a  constable, 
and  on  duty  at  the  time  he  was  supplied  with  the 
liquor.  Such  a  construction  as  that  would  make 
the  Act  a  dead  letter.  Whether  the  liquor  be 
supplied  by  himself  or  by  his  servant^  if  supplied 
to  a  constable  on  duty,  the  licensee  is  guilty.  Our 
judgment  must,  therefore,  be  for  the  respondents. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
statute  says  that  if  a  licensed  person  "supplies 
any  liquor  or  refreshment,  whether  by  way  of  sift 
or  sale  to  any  constable  on  duty,  unless  by  auuio- 
rity  of  some 'superior  officer  of  such  constable,"  he 
shall  be  liable  to  a  p^alty.  We  must  look  at  the 
nature  of  the  Act  which  uie  Legislature  is  dealing 
with.  How  does  a  licensed  victualler  usnaUy 
carry  on  his  business  P  Does  he  oarry  it  on  in 
person  or  by  means  of  servants  P  We  know  that 
tor  the  most  part,  such  a  business  is  carried  on  by 
means  of  servants.  Some  licensed  victuaU^v  have 
several  public  houses  in  different  places  at  the 
same  time.  Bearing  in  mind,  then,  the  nature  of  the 
business  of  a  licensed  victualler,  does  the  supply 
of  brandy  to  a  constable  on  duty  by  a  sernust, 
come  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied 
by  the  statute  P  I  think  it  dearly  does.  A  barmaid 
supplied  it  to  him  at  the  counter  in  the  ordinary 
way  of  her  business,  and  knowing  that  he  was  a 
constable.  If  this  is  not  an  offence  within  the  Act, 
the  Act  would  be  wholly  inoperative.  We  care- 
fully'abstain  from  deciding  what  would  be  the 
case  if  she  had  been  tricked  into  believing  ihat  he 
was  not  a  constable,  or  that  he  was  not  on  duty, 
or  if  a  servant  had  given  him  drink  secretly  at  the 
Imck  door.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  master 
would  not  be  liable  in  such  a  case.  If  the  master 
could  show  that  express  orders  had  been  given  not 
to  supply  any  constable  on  duty,  that  might  have 
been  gone  into  in  a  rebutting  case.  But  nothing 
of  that  kind  appears  here.  The  conviction  there- 
fore was  right. 

Abchibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
putting  the  only  safe  construction  on  the  Act  d 
Parliament,  we  are,  I  think,  doing  nothing  oon- 
trary  to  the  general  principle  contended  for  by  Mr. 
Poland,  that  in  order  to  constitute  a  crimioal 
offence  there  must  be  a  mens  reck.  It  is  not  inima* 
terial  to  see  what  was  the  object  which  the  Legis- 
lature had  in  mind  in  making  these  provisions. 
That  is  shown  by  the  general  name  given  to  the 
offences  of  which  this  is  one — "  offences  against 
public  order."  As  to  harbouring  constabfes,  or 
suffering  them  to  remain  on  the  premises,  the 
Legislature  has  expressly  said  that  this  must  be 
done  **  knowingly ;  but  in  the  2nd  sub-section  o( 
sect.  16  the  word  is  simply  '*  supplies,"  the  word 
"  knowingly,"  which  was  twice  used  before,  being 
omitted.  The  intention  must  have  been  that  the 
owner  of  the  house  should  be  answerable  for  the 
ordinary  acts  of  his  servants.  If  the  servant  had 
been  tricked  into  the  belief  that  the  person  sop* 
plied  was  not  a  constable,  it  lay  on  the  appdlant 
to  show  that.  There  is  nothing  whatever  in  tbi 
case  to  show  that  this  was  done.  The  servant  bad 
full  notice  that  the  person  whom  she  was  supplying 
was  a  constable  on  duty. 

JuagmetUfcT  the 

Attorney  for  appellant,  SirdUn^  for 
Tiverton. 
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Jan,  17  and  28, 1874. 
Beg.  v.  Sutton  Coldfield  ;  Beg.  v,  Abton. 

Quarter  sesBuma — Entry  and  respite  of  appeal 
Bubjeet  to  a  ease — Befusal  to  express  opinion. 

Quarter  sessions  grantea  an  application  to  enter  and 
respite  these  appeals  against  poor  rates,  subject 
to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  court : 

The  court  heard  the  arguments,  but,  after  considerO' 
Hon,  and  although  no  objection  was  raised  by 
either  side,  declined  to  express  an  opinion  in  a 
case  reserved  on  sv^ch  an  order. 

Beg.  v.  Sutton  Coldfield. 

Ok  an  application  by  the  appellants,  the  North* 
Western  Bailway  Company,  at  the  WarwicksUre 
Epiphany  Quarter  Sessions,  holden  at  Warwick  on 
the  olfit  Deo.  1872,  to  enter  and  respite  an  append 
a^iainst  a  poor's  rate  made  by  the  responc&nts, 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of 
Satton  Coldfield,  on  the  18th  Oct.  1872,  the  appli- 
cation was  granted,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

The  Assessment  Committee  of  the  Aston  Union, 
who  were  the  other  respondents,  on  the  2nd  April 
1872,  daly  approved  a  valuation  list  for  the  parish 
of  Sutton  Cfoldfield,  in  which  list  the  appellants 
were  assessed  in  respect  of  their  railway  and  pre- 
mises in  the  rateable  value  of  1330Z. 

On  the  17th  May  1872,  the  overseers  of  the  said 
ptuish  duly  made  a  rate,  in  conformity  with  the 
said  valuation  list. 

On  the  3rd  Aug.  1872,  the  appellants  gave  notice 
of  objection  to  the  said  assessment  committee  and 
to  the  overseers  against  the  said  valuation  list ; 
but  there  was  no  meeting  of  the  assessment  com- 
mittee between  the  said  3rd  Aug.  and  the  time  of 
holding  the  said  Epiphany  Quarter  Sessions. 

On  or  about  the  30th  Sept.  1872,  the  appellants 
paid  the  rate  made  on  the  17th  May. 

On  the  18th  Oct.  1872,  the  said  overseers  duly 
made  another  poor  rate,  in  conformity  with  the 
said  valuation  list,  and  no  further  notice  of  objec- 
tioQ  to  the  said  valuation  list  was  g^ven  bj  the 
appellants  after  the  making  of  the  iMt-mentioned 
rate ;  but  on  the  6th  Dec.  1872,  they  gave  notice 
of  appeal  to  the  said  quarter  sessions  against  the 
said  rate. 

At  the  said  quarter  sessions  the  appellants  made 
application  to  enter  and  respite  the  said  appeal. 
It  was  objected  by  the  respondents  that  the  appel- 
lants, after  the  making  of  tne  rate  appealed  against, 
had  not,  so  far  as  it  was  concerned,  gone  before  or 
failed  to  obtain  relief  from  the  assessment  com- 
mittee; and  it  was  contended  that  a  notice  of 
objection  ought,  after  the  making  of  the  said  rate, 
to  nave  been  given  to  the  assessment  committee 
against  the  valuation  list,  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  an  appeal  a^nst  the  rate;  and  the  case  of 
Bea,  V.  Great  l^stem  Railway  Company  (L.  Bep. 
>  Q.  B.  323 ;  20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  481)  was  cited, 
bat  the  sessions  were  of  opinion  that  it  did  not 
I4>p]7  in  this  instance,  and  that  the  notice  of  the 
3ra  Aug.  was  a  still  existing  notice  of  objection. 

The  appellants  contended  that  the  rate  having 
been  made  on  a  valuation  list,  in  which  the  figures 
were  the  same,  so  &r  as  they  were  concerned,  as 
when  they  gave  notice  of  objection  on  the  3rd  Aug., 
and  the  said  notice  of  objection  not  having  been 
heard  by  the  assessment  committee,  it  was  unne- 
oeesaiy  that  they  should  again  give  notice  of 
dgectioii  to  the  valuation  list,  and  the  Court  of 
Qoartflr  gawicwf  eatetvd  aod  respited  the  appeal 


If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Court 
of  quarter  sessions  ought  not  to  have  granted  the 
application,  the  entry  of  the  said  appeal  against 
the  said  rate  is  to  be  struck  out. 


Beg.  V,  AsTON. 

In  this  case  the  London  and  North- Western  Bail- 
way  Company  were  again  appellants;  and  the 
respondents  were  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  the  ppo^  o^  ^^3  parish  of  Aston,  in  ^e 
county  of  Warwickshire,  and  the  Assessment 
Committee  of  the  Aston  Union. 

On  an  application  by  the  appellants  to  the 
Warwickshii^d  Epiphany  Quarter  sessions,  holden 
at  Warwick  on  the  31  st  Dec.  1872,  to  enter  and 
respite  an  appeal  against  a  poor's  rate  made  by  the 
respondents,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  parish  of  Aston,  on  the  27th  Sept.  1872,  the 
application  was  granted,  subject  to  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  this  court. 

The  facts  upon  which  this  appeal  was  based 
difiered  from  those  in  the  previous  case  in  that 
one  rate  only  was  made  by  the  respondents  during 
the  year,  viz.,  on  the  27th  Sept.  1872.  The  valua- 
tion list  was  approved  on  the  same  day,  the  amount 
at  which  the  appellants  were  assessed  in  this 
parish  being  5769t.  Notice  of  objection  to  the 
valuation  list  and  notice  of  appeal  to  quarter  ses- 
sions was  given  on  the  same  days,  the  3rd  Aug. 
and  the  6th  Dec.  respectively ;  and  there  was  no 
meeting  of  the  assessment  committee  between  the 
notice  of  objection  and  the  quarter  sessions ;  the 
same  decision  was  given  and  the  same  point 
reserved. 

Staveley  HiU,  Q.C.  and  Soden,  on  behalf  of  the 
North- Western  Beiilway  Company,  the  appellants, 
showed  cause  in  both  cases  against  the  rules  to  set 
aside  the  decisions  of  the  quarter  sessions,  and 
ar^ed  at  considerable  length  the  two  points 
raised,  viz.,  whether,  afler  notice  of  objection 
against  an  assessment  list,  and  a  subsequent  pav- 
ment  of  a  rate  framed  in  conformity  therewith, 
fresh  notice  of  objection  against  the  list  is  neces- 
sary before  the  entry  of  an  appeal  against  another 
rate  framed  in  conformity  with  the  same  list ; 
and  also  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
appellants  had  failed  to  obtain  such  relief  in  the 
matter  as  they  deemed  just,  according  to  the  words 
of  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  39,  s.  1. 

Wills,  Q.C.,  Bugdale,  and  Russell  Qriffiihs,  on 
behalfof  the  respondents,  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  parish  in  each  case,  contended 
that  the  effect  of  an  interposition  of  an  appeal  to 
the  assessment  committee  was  to  postpone  the 
next  practicable  sessions  required  by  17  Qteo,  2, 
c.  28,  s.  4,  to  the  sessibns  after  the  next  meeting 
of  the  assessment  committee : 

Req.  Y.  Qucurdians  of  the  Biggleswade  Ufdon,  21  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  494. 

During  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  respon- 
dents, Bmckburn,  J.  inquired,  upon  the  authority 
of  the  case  of  R,  v.  Martin-eum-Qrafton  (10  Q.  B. 
975),  handed  to  him  by  the  Master  of  the  Crown 
Office,  how  the  cases  came  to  be  stated  as  they 
were.  The  proper  course,  he  said,  would  have  been 
either  that  the  sessions  should  have  refused  to 
enter  the  appeal,  in  which  case  the   appellants* 
remedy  would  have  been  by  mandamiMyOX  ^ka^ 
the  sessions  should  Vivi^  ^tvb^  \i«ds\  ^sA  ^^^^ 
the  appeal  beloxe  \»Yi«j  T«B«t^«^  ^^KIA  Qji«88»ss^  Vss^ 
tbe  court. 
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WiUst  Q.G.  stated  that  the  case  was  reserved  by 
consent  of  the  parties ;  but  this  was  not  admitted 
by  counsel  for  the  railway  company. 

The  Court  heard  the  whole  of  the  ar^^oments  on 
both  sides,  and  then  took  time  to  consider  all  the 
points  raised. 

Cwr.  ado.  miU. 

Jan,  28. — BLA.CKBnKN,  J.  delivered  this  judgment 
of  the  court  (Blackburn  and  Quain,  JJ.) — In  these 
two  cases  on  appeal  against  a  poor  rate,  the  ses- 
sions granted  an  application  to  enter  and  respite 
an  appeal  against  a  poor  rate,  subject  to  a  case  for 
the  opinion  of  this  court.    The  two  cases  came  on 
for  argument  before  my  brother  Quain  and  myself, 
but  we  are  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  take 
notice  of  the  facts  stated  in  a  case  reserved  on 
such  an  order.    This  court  has  not  in  general  any 
jurisdiction  to  review  the  decision  of  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions  on  any  matter  in  which  that  court 
had  jurisdiction,  nor  will  it  take  any  notice  of  a 
case  reserved  by  the  sessions  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment :  (B,  v.  Salop,  13  East,  95.)    But  there 
is  an  exception  from  that  general  rule  in  cases 
where  the  court  of  quarter  sessions    on    appeal 
makes  an  order,  either  confirming  or  reversing 
the  decision  appealed  against,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  this  court  on  some  point  of  law  reservea  on  a 
case  stated  by  the  sessions.    This  court  will  then, 
on  a  certiorari,  bringring  up  the  order  of  sessions, 
take  cognisance  of  the  &cts  stated  in  the  case, 
and   quash  or   confirm    the   order  of    sessions, 
according  to  their  view  on  the  points  of  law  sub- 
mitted to  them  bv  the  sessions.    But  such  cases 
have  never  been  heard  except  on  a  certiorari  to 
bring  up  an  order  of  sessions,  which,  if  unreversed, 
would  finally  decide  the  appeal    There  have  been 
instances  in  which  an  attempt  has  been  made  in- 
directly to  obtain  the  opinion  of  this  court  on  & 
preliminary   point  by  making  an  order  in  form 
disposing  of  the  appeal  finally,  but  subject  to  a 
case  in  which  it  was  directed  that  in  the  event  of 
the  court  deciding  in  a  particular  way,  the  case 
should  be  remitted  to  be  reheard  by  tne  sessions. 
In  Beg.  v.  Kesteven  (3  Q.B.  819),  decided  in  1844, 
Lord  Denman  said :  "  It  is  satibfactory  that  we 
may  now  take  it  as  universally  known  {that  on 
cases  sent  from  the  sessions  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  will  not  decide  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  the  inferior  court  in  motion."    Notwith- 
standing this,  there  was  a  renewed  attempt  to  do 
this.    In  B.  V.  Martin-cum-Chrafton  (10  Q.  B.  976), 
in  1847,  the  sessions  on  appeal  confirmed  an  order, 
subject  to  a  case  in  which  it  was  stated  that  if  the 
court  was  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  were  wrong 
on  one  of  the  points  reserved,  the  case  should  go 
back  to  bo  heard  on  its  merits.    The  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  noticing  this,  took  time  to  con- 
sider as  to  their  judgment  on  this  point ;  and  in 
the   considered  judgment    said:  "We   have    re- 
peatedly declared  that  we  shall  not  act  on  such  a 
direction,  but  that  the  court  below  ought  to  hear 
and  decide  the  appeal,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  court  on  the  point  reserved.    We  have  had 
occasion  to  advert  to  such  matters  before,  and  this 
case  affords  a  fit  opportunity  for  declaring  that  we 
may  find  it  necessaiy  for  the  discharge  of   our 
other  duties,  to  decline  answering  cases  thus  im- 
properly  stated."     In    that   case,  however,    the 
court  did  express  an  opinion  that  the  sessions  had 
taken  a  right  view  on  the  point  reserved.    This  is 
a  strong  authority  for  saying  that  a  point  not 
Gnally  dispoaing  of  the  appeal  ought  not  in  any 


form  to  be  brought  before  the  court  on  a  cafle.  Bat 
this  is  the  first  instance,  as  for  as  we  can  find,  in 
which  it  has  ever  been  attempted  to  obtain  the 
opinion  of  this  court  in  this  form.  We  have  in 
form  the  order  of  the  sessions  to  enter  and  respite 
the  appeal  brought  before  us  by  eerHorari,  and  a 
rule  has  been  obtained  to  quash  it.  We  think  we 
can  no  more  look  at  the  special  case  reserved  on 
such  an  order  than  the  King's  Bench  could  look  al 
that  reserved  by  the  sessions  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment,  in  B.  v.  8aHop  (13  East,  95).  The  order 
being  clearly  good  on  the  face  of  it,  and  we  no( 
taking  notice  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  the 
rule  to  quash  the  order  must  be  dischargjed.  It  is 
not  to  be  understood  that  we  give  any  judgment 
on  the  points  sought  to  be  reserved  on  this  occa- 
sion. JudgmerUfor  appeUatUs, 

Attorneys :  B,  F.  Boherts ;  Beale,  Marigold,  and 
Beale. 


Saturday,  Jan,  31, 1874. 
Beg.  V,  Wasld  of  Cheap. 

Bight  to  vote  at  ward  elections — Ohange  ofpremims 
— Twelve  months*  occupation — 30  VieL  c  t. 

By  the  City  of  London  Municipal  Electiont  Amendr 
ment  Act  1867,  the  right  of  voting  jot  watrdoficers 
is  given  by  sect,  2  to  persons  who  shaU,  for  a 
period  of  not  less  than  (weU>e  months  previous  to 
the  1st  Dec.  in  any  year,  home  been  in  the  ocat' 
pation  of  premises  within  the  City.  By  seeL  8, 
every  person  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  dty 
of  London  in  use  at  elections  for  members  to  serve 
in  Parliament,  and  then  in  force,  in  respect  cf 
the  occupation  of  premises  therein,  shaU  heeniided 
to  vote.  By  sect.  6,  before  votinp  every  person 
shaU  declare  that  he  is  an  oceupter  of  premiset 
in  the  ward,  and  is  on  the  list  of  voters  entitled  to 
vote. 

A  man  wJiose  name  was  on  the  parliamentary  UM 
changed  his  occupation  of  premises  for  tJiit  of 
others  in  the  sams  ward.  The  alderman  (mi 
council  of  the  ward,  without  notice  to  him,  strwak 
his  name  off  the  ward  regieter,  and  refused  to  f^ 
enter  ii  upon  his  application  cU  a  eubseqwsi 
election : 

Held,  upon  mandamus  to  compel  the  insertion  of\\i 
name  in  the  list  of  voters,  that  the  third  smtm 
gave  a  qualificaiion  quite  distinct  from  that  cf  (he 
second;  and  that  the  m^mdamus  muef  go. 

Olenn  had,  on  the  19th  Jan.,  obtained  a  role  M 
on  behalf  of  James  Waddell,  calling  upon  the 
Alderman  and  Common  CouncUmen  of  the  Ward 
of  Cheap,  in  the  City  of  London,  to  show  canse 
why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue,  directed 
to  them,  commanding  them  to  insert  the  name  d 
the  said  James  Waddell  in  the  list  of  voters  for 
the  said  ward. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  the  said  James 
Waddell,  upon  which  the  rule  was  granted,  that  he 
was  on  the  3rd  Dec.  1873,  of  foB  age,  and  not 
subject  to  any  legal  incapacity,  and  that  for  t 
period  exceeding  twelve  months  previoos  to  die 
1st  Dec.  in  the  said  vear,  he  was  and  stfll  is  in  liie 
occupation  within  the  said  ci^  of  LondoUt  jciiit^ 
with  one  other  person,  of  offioes  sitrQate  m  wt 
said  ward  of  Cheap. 

That  on  the  3rd  Dec.  in  the  said  jear  he  wasaDd 
still  is  on  the  register  of  votera  for  tihe  C5ty  of 
London  in  use  at  elections  fbr  members  to  aarftiB 
Parliament,  then  and  stUl  in  ione^  in  veqpeet  d 
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tfaeoocopation  of  offices  aitoAte  in  the  eaid  wudof 
Chwp,  in  the  said  oitj-  of  London. 

That  his  name  was  in  the  list  of  perBons  entitled 
to  Tole  at  MLj  election  for  alderman,  common 
oonncilman,  or  word  officer  for  the  said  ward  of 
Cheap,  in  the  City  of  London,  from  tlie  3rd  Deo. 
1872  imtil  the  3rd  Dec.  1873. 

That  neither  prior  to  the  said  3rd  Dec.  1873, 
nor  at  anj  other  time  did  be  receive,  or  has  he 
received,  anj  notice  of  objection  to  the  retention  of 
his  name  on  the  said  list. 

That  not  baring  received  anj  notice  of  ohjection 
to  the  retention  of  his  name  in  the  said  list,  or  of 
the  omisBion  of  hie  name  from  the  said  list,  he  on 
the  Feast  of  St.  Thomas  the  Apostle,  now  last 
paased,  to  wit,  the  2lBt  Dec.  1873,  attended  at  a 
wardmote  of  the  said  ward,  when  be  learnt  for  the 
first  time  that  his  name  was  not  then  in  the  said 
liat. 

That  he  then  and  there  applied  to  the  alderman 
of  the  said  ward,  presiding  over  the  said  ward- 
mote, and  to  the  members  of  the  common  connoil 
of  the  said  ward,  all  of  whom  were  then  present, 
to  cause  his  name  to  be  inserted  in  the  list  of 
persona  entitled  to  vote  at  anj  election  of  alder- 
man or  common  councilmen,  or  ward  officers  for 
the  Ward  of  Cheap,  in  the  Citj  of  London  ;  bat 
bis  demand  was  refused  bj  the  said  alderman  and 
common  ooancil. 

That  he  was  informed,  and  verily  believed,  that 
tile  date  of  making  out  and  settlm^  the  list  of 
persona  entitled  to  vote  at  any  election  of  alder- 
man or  common  oonncilman  or  word  officer  for  the 
Ward  of  Cheap,  in  the  City  of  London,  was  the 
3rd  Dec.  in  every  jear,  and  that  the  said  alderman 
and  common  councilmen  did  actually  make  out, 
and  the  snid  alderman  did  sign  the  said  list  on  the 
3rd  Dec.  in  the  year  aforesaid,  without  inserting 
hia  name  therein ;  and  that  the  said  alderman  and 
common  conncilmen,  although  they  freqaenlly 
meet  together  on  businee  connected  with  the  said 
mird,  refused  to  revise  or  alter  the  said  list  after 
itte  said  list  had  been  ao  signed. 

That  it  was  a  fact  that  on  tho  eaid  Feast  of  St. 
Tbomaa  the  Apostle,  there  was  no  poll  for  the 
olection  of  common  conncilmen  for  the  said  ward ; 
but  raoanoies  may  arise  in  the  representation  of 
tike  said  ward,  and  certain  prejudices  arise  to  a 
citisen  excluded  from  municipal  representation  in 
hia  ward. 

The  affidavit  to  show  oanse,  of  the  clerk  of  the 
Ward  of  Cheep,  in  which  ward  the  offious  lately 
occupied  by  the  said  James  Woddell,  at  No.  7, 
PonHry,  are  situated,  stated  as  follows  :— 

The  laisa  of  tli*  uid  J.  Wad  lall  »u  upon  the  mntil- 
oipal  voters'  liat  tor  tha  jeai  eudittg  tha  3rd  Da(r.  1873, 
IB  Kiapwt  of  the  said  offloas,  and  also  npon  the  porlia- 
mentuT  tegistei  of  voters  foi  the  Cit^  of  London,  loi  the 
j'ear  1873,  in  leapaet  of  the  skme  qnolifioitiaa. 

The  nsuol  oonne  of  prooednie  tor  the  settlsmant  of 
tba  list  of  votara,  under  the  Cit;  of  London  HoBiolp&l 
]Si»Mcai*  AnMsdment  Aot  1867,  ia  oa  foUowi  :— 

Tba  aUnrnao  and  oonunon  connoil  of  the  word  on 
— iwimnwl  br  notioa  from  the  word  beodla  to  attend  at 
Um  ofla—  of  the  word  olark  on  t^  Srd  Dec.  to  settle  the 
i^d  list,  pie^ons  to  whioh  printed  notioea  ora  sant  ronnd 
■ad  ddivmd  by  the  word  beadle  to  aooh  of  tha  ooonpiad 
boueo,  warehouiaa,  and  offloa*  within  the  ward,  givina 
Mtlos  that  Oft  patHanuotarv  Ust  of  votan  is  piigma 
■>d  nady  tat  huiprnMoa  at  us  oOoco,  and  also  <M  the 
Mid  BMli^,  and  ot  the  object  and  prnpooa  tharsof,  la 
ordar  that  •vetT  person  dnfr  quolifiad  to  have  hi*  noma 
tb*  taArtar  msv  ottnd  and  satiify  Umself  of 
b^ar  Anlir  MSiitaMd  aaooidin^,  or  have  tba 
ICu.  On.— TOL.  vin. 
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oommon  ooonoil  at  anoh  meatinf. 

Upon  tha  Srd  Deo.  1S78,  it  was  repieeantad  to  the 
■Jdermen  and  oommon  oonnoilmenDt  Uie  word  usaioblad, 
in  poraiunDa  of  anoh  notioe  ma  aforesaid  by  the  wud 
beadle,  that  Mr.  Jamea  Woddell  hsd  removed  aoma  time 
prevional;  from  tba  oSoee  ot  No.  7,  Poultry,  in  reapeotef 
whioh  qiulifloatiDn  hie  name  had  been  phoad  npon  tha 
liat  of  mnnloipkl  Toteri  for  the  prenona  rear,  and  as 
then  was  no  evideniM  to  show  that  the  said  J.  Wadd^ 
waa  then  dalj  qualified  to  have  hia  name  retainad  npon 


It  «u  not  until  tha  wardmote,  whioh  mia  held  at  tiia 
Qnildhhkl]  Coffee  House,  on  the  22Dd  Deo.  1B73,  that  the 
■aid  James  Woddell,  to  tha  oleik's  knowledge,  made  any 
claim  to  ha*e  his  name  plooed  npon  the  registar  for  the 

fear  anding.tha  Srd  Deo.  1S74,  and  than  odIj  in  reepaotof 
he  offices  or  premiaea  now  ooou^sd  br  him.  luniioA 
House  Chunbers,  No.  12,  QoeenVietona-sttaet,  whioh 
said  offloei  are  situate  in  the  uid  Word  of  Cbeu ,  bnt 
were  not  rated  to  an;  of  tJia  ratea  of  tha  said  ward  until 
the  Sth  Jon.  inat.,  and  the  oterk  was  informed  and  varilj 
believad  that  on  the  Srd  Deo.  loat  no  rales  bod  been  oa- 
seaaed  or  mode  on  the  uid  premises,  12,  Qnaen  Tietorio. 
■traet,  b;  tha  puieh  in  whiab  snob  pramisea  sie  situate, 
for  tba  poor  or  any  other  purpose. 

Brovm,  Q.O.  and  F.  M.  White,  showed  canse  on 
behalf  of  the  Alderman  and  Council  of  the  Ward 
of  Cheap.— The  Act  of  Parliament  which  regalatee 
the  register  of  the  City  Wards  ia  30  Vict.  c.  i.  By 
sect.  2 ;  "At  any  election  for  alderman  or  common 
councilman,  or  ward  officer  for  any  ward  in  the 
said  city,  ever^  mole  person  of  full  age,  not  subject 
to  any  legal  incapacity,  who  shall,  tor  a  period  ot 
not  less  than  twelve  months  previoos  to  the  Ist 
Dec.  in  any  year,  have  been  m  the  occnpation 
within  the  said  cit^,  or  the  liberties  thereof,  either 
solely  or  jointly  with  any  other  person  or  persons, 
of  any  honse,  warehouse,  counting-honse,  office, 
chambers,  or  shop,  or  other  building,  and  shall,  in 
the  case  of  a  sole  occnpation,  be  rated  in  respect  of 
snch  premises  in  his  own  name  to  an  amoant  not 
less  than  101.  per  annum,  or  in  the  case  of  a  joint 
occupation,  be  rated  in  the  joint  names  of  the  oc* 
cupiers,  to  an  amount  which,  when  divided  by  the 
namber  of  occopiers,  will  give  a  sum  of  not  lesa 
than  lOL  per  annum  for  each  of  snch  occupiers,  to 
the  police  or  any  other  rate,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  sh^l  be  entitled  to  vota  in  any  snob 
electioD  for  alderman,  or  common  councilman,  or 
ward  officer  in  the  word  in  which  each  premises 
shall  be  situate."  The  following  section  (3)  enacts 
that,  "  At  every  such  election  every  person  on  the 
Register  of  Voters  in  the  City  of  London  in  use  at 
electiooa  for  members  to  serve  in  Parliament,  and 
then  in  force,  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  any 
honse,  warehonse,  counting-honse,  shop,  offioe, 
chambers,  or  other  building,  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions hereinafter  contained,  shall  be  entitled  to 
vote  in  any  such  election  for  alderman  or  common 
councilman  or  word  officer  in  the  ward  in  which 
such  premises  shall  be  situate."  Sect.  4  extends 
the  right  to  vote  to  persons  excluded  by  non-resi- 
dence from  the  parliamentary  register.  By  sect.  5 : 
"  On  the  3rd  Dec.  in  every  year  .  .  .  the  alderman 
and  common  conncilmen  of  each  ward  shall  cause 
to  be  made  out  an  alphabetical  list  of  ell  persons 
who  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  nnder  this  Act,  such 
list  to  be  dnlv  signed  by  the  alderman  of  the  ward ; 
and  the  ward  clerks  shall  keep  a  true  copy  of  snch 
list,  to  be  perused  by  any  person,  without  payment 
of  any  fee,  at  all  reaeonEri>le  honra  between  the  5tb 
and  15tb  Dec.  in  every  year,  and  shall  at  all  times 
deliver  a  printed  copy  of  snob  list  to  sa^  ^twi-q. 
reqniring  the  wma,  <>&  wj^EmK,  cX  ^  «n.^  '^ii^  «=^* 
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ceeding  1«.  for  each  copy,  and  the  said  list  shall  be 
the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,  after  the  passing 
of  this  Act,  at  any  election  for  alderman  or  common 
councilman,  or  ward  officer  for  any  ward,  until  the 
3rd  Dec.  in  the  then  next  year,  and  shall  be  conclu- 
siye  as  to  the  person  so  entitled."  By  sect.  6,  eyery 
person  before  he  is  "  permitted  to  poll  at  any  such 
election,  shall  make  the  following  declaration  : — 
'  I  do  declare  that  I  am  an  occupier  of  premises  in 
the  ward  of  ,  and  that  I  haye  not  polled  before 
at  this  election,  and  that  I  am  on  the  list  of  yoters 
entitled  to  yote  for  the  ward  of  .'    And  if 

any  person  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  make  the 
declaration  hereby  appointed  to  be  made,  then  and 
in  eyery  such  case  the  poll  or  yote  of  such  person 
so  neglecting  or  refusing  shall  be  null  and  yoid, 
and  shall  be  rejected  and  disallowed."  Ever  sinoe 
the  passing  of  this  Act,  it  has  been  the  practice  in 
all  the  wards  of  the  City  of  London  to  read  the 
second  and  third  sections  together,  and  limit  the 
extension  giyen  by  sect.  3  to  those  persons  on  the 
parliamentary  register  who  haye  continued  their 
occuDation  antil  the  December  of  the  election.  If 
they  are  not  to  be  so  read,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
Act,  except  the  declaration  required  by  sect.  6,  to 
preyent  a  person  whose  name  is  on  the  parlia- 
mentary list  from  hoing  out  of  occupation  for 
nearly  a  year  and  a  half  before  a  wara  election. 
And  this  sect.  6  is  a  further  reason  for  requiring  a 
yoter  to  be  qualified  under  both  sects.  2  and  3 ; 
because  the  required  declaration  would  exclude  a 
person  from  yoting  who  was  not  at  the  time  of  the 
election  occupying  premises  in  the  ward,  and  there- 
fore would  unequally  apply  to  persons  who  perhaps 
had  changed  their  occupation  merely  to  the  oppo- 
site side  of  the  street.  Further,  this  is  a  discre- 
tionary writ,  and  Mr.  Waddell  might,  by  applying 
on  the  3rd  Dec.,  have  obtained  what  he  now  asks. 
[Blackburn,  J. — He  receiyed  no  notice.] 

Glenn  appeared  to  support  the  rule,  but  was  not 
heard. 

Blackbusn,  J. — ^There  seems  to  be  no  reason 
why  this  mandamus  should  not  go.  The  corpora- 
tion has  clearly  made  a  mistake  in  reading  these 
two  sections  together.  The  third  is  intended  to 
extend  the  franchise  for  the  ward  elections  beyond 
that  provided  by  the  second ;  and  if  it  be  found 
that  in  consequence  the  qualification  has  become 
too  extensiye,  the  corporation  must  go  to  Parlia- 
ment to  amend  the  law. 

QuAiN  and  Abciiibald,  JJ.  concurred. 

Btde  ahsoltUe, 

Attorney  for  prosecutor,  E.  Ohandler. 
Attorneys  for  defendants,  LoacHey  and  Motley, 


Wednesday,  Jan.  21, 1874. 

Beg.  v.  London  and  North  Western  Bailway 

Company. 

Rateable  value — Branch  railway — Connection  with 
competing  main  lines— 26  fy  26  Vid,  c.  103,  s,  15. 

The  appeUcmts,  a  railway  commany,  were  owners  of 
a  branch  line  connecting  their  main  line  with 
three  other  main  lines.  If  the  branch  were  in  the 
market,  either  of  the  three  companies  which  owned 
these  three  other  mmn  lines  would,  in  consequence 
of  the  traffic  which  it  would  bring  to  their  hne,  be 
willing  to  acquire  it  upon  the  sams  terms  in  every 
respect  as  those  v^on  which  the  appellants  held 
it;  if  so  acquired  by  either  of  such  other  compa' 
nies,  ihey  would  work  it  in  a  nmtlar  manner  to 


thai  in  which  it  was  worked  by  ike  amelUmis, 

and  under  such  cireumstanees  &e  trqfie  upon  U 

would  not  produce  a  higher  rateable  value,  cdUu' 

lated  upon  the  mileage  principle  in  respect  to  the 

traffi>c  of  the  branch  onCy,  than  what  it  produesd 

to  the  appellants : 
Held  that,  m  assessing  the  part  of  the  branch  Urns 

iviihin  the  respondents*  narish,  this  eireumstanes 

must  be  taken  into  cansiaeration  in  estunaHng  (he 

rateable  value. 
In  an  appeal  against  an  assessment  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Kempston,  in  the 
county  of  Bedford,  made  the  5th  Jan.  1871,  in 
which  appeal  the  London  and  North  Western 
Bailway  Cfompany  were  appellants,  and  the  ARsess- 
ment  Committee  of  the  Bedford  Union  and  the 
oyerseers  of  the  parish  of  Kempston  were  respon- 
dents : 

It  was  ordered  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  on  the  understated  case;  and  the  ooort 
awarded  and  ordered  the  appellants  to  pay  to  the 
respondents  the  sum  of  322.  I7s,  lOd.,  their  costs  in 
that  behalf. 

The  appellants  are  the  owners  of  the  line  of 
railway  from  Bletchley  to  Bedford,  and  of  the  line 
of  railway  from  Bedford  to  Cambridge,  which  two 
lines  form  one  continuous  railway  from  Bletofalej 
to  Cambridge,  and  are  worked  as  part  of  ^ 
London  and  North  Western  railway  eystem.  Eadi 
of  these  lines  passes  through  parishes  in  tiie 
respondents'  umon. 

The  line  from  Bedford  to  Bletchley  is  a  doable 
line,  and  joins  the  appellants'  main  line  at 
Bletchley. 

The  line  from  Bedford  to  Cambridge  is  a  single 
line ;  it  joins  the  main  line  of  the  Great  Northern 
Bailway  at  Sandy,  and  then  runs  on  to  Cambridge,  - 
where  it  joins  the  Hitchin  Branch  of  the  Qnst 
Northern  at  the  main  line  of  the  Great  Eastern 
Bailway.  At  Bedford,  the  Bedford  and  Bletchley 
line  crosses  the  main  line  of  the  Midland  Baflwaf 
upon  the  leyel,  and  for  the  purposes  of  goou 
traffic  is  connected  with  it,  but  tne  stations  are 
some  distance  apart. 

The  said  lines  from  Bletchley  u>  Bedford,  and 
from  Bedford  to  Cambridge,  were  originally  made 
by  independent  companies  or  indiyidoals,  bat 
both  these  lines  haye  now  become  yeeted  in  the 
London  and  North  Western  Bailway  Company,  tiie 
former  by  yirtue  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  (o  A  9 
Vict.  c.  xliii),  the  shareholders  becoming  stock- 
holders of  the  said  sompany,  and  haying  4  per 
cent,  guaranteed  to  them  upon  a  sum  of  3d5,000l. 
agreed  upon  as  representing  the  sum  expended 
upon  the  line ;  and  the  latter  by  yirtue  of  an  Act 
of  Pai'liament  passed  in  the  27  ft  28  Yict.  c.  hii, 
whereby  the  hne  became  the  properly  of  the 
London  and  North  Western  Redlway,  subjeot  to  a 
like  guarantee  of  4  per  cent,  per  annnm  upon  a 
sum  of  290,000^. 

Either  of  these  interests  thus  guaranteed  woold, 
if  regarded  as  rent  and  taken  as  the  basis  of  rate- 
able yalue,  giye  a  much  larger  rateable  yalne  per 
mile  than  that  contended  for  oy  the  appeUants. 

In  order  to  compete  on  equal  terms,  aa  fur  ss 
fares  are  concemeo,  with  the  lOdland,  the  Great 
Northern  Bailway,  and  the  Great  Sasteni  Bailwi7> 
the  appellants  charge  the  same  fima  for  ffoods  and 
other  passengers  carried  to  London  or  ttie  North 
from  any  station  on  the  Cambridge  and  Bkboyey 
line»  vid  Bletohley»  and  the  appttunte'  mam  liBi^ 
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that  the  Midland,  Great  Northern,  and  Great 
Eattem  Railway  Companies  respectively  charge 
for  carrying  the  same  from  the  same  station  vid 
Bedfora,  Sandy,  or  Oambridge  respectively  npon 
their  main  line. 

The  distanoe  from  CambridM  to  Sandy  ii  21  miles. 

,.       from  Sandy  to  Bedford    8f 

from  Bedford  to  Bletohley  16 

from  Cambridge  to  London  by  G.N.R.  68} 
ditto  ditto      by  G.E.R.  57| 

from  Sandy  to  London  by  G.N.B 44 

from  Bedford  to  London  by  Midland .  49 
And  from  Bletohley  to  London    y  L.  &  N. W.B.  46k 

The  fore  for  a  first-class  passenger 


*« 
It 
» 
» 

n 
>f 
}f 


d. 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 
6 
6 


From  Oambridge  to  London  by  G.E.B.  is  11 

I,  „  y  \y.M . At.  ..«•.....••....  xL 

Sandy  to  London  by  G.N.B 8 

Bedford  to  London  by  liiiland 8 

Cambridge  to  London,  via  Bletohley  11 

Sandy  to  London,  via  Bletohley 8 

Bedford  to  London,  via  Bletohley 8 

Bletohl^  to  London ^ 8 

And  for  passengers  who  do    not  continue  their 
journey  npon  the  appellants'  main  line : 

From  Cambridge  to  Bletohley    7    6 

„     Sandy  to  Bletohley 4    0 

„     Bedford  to  Bletohley 2    6 

And  in  similar  proportions  for  second  and  third 
class  passengers,  goods,  &c. 

The  appellants  ascertain  what  they  contend  to 
be  the  rateable  value  of  the  line  in  the  respondents' 
parishes  in  the  usual  manner,  treating  the  Cam- 
Dridge  and  Bletohley  line  as  a  portion  of  the  Lon- 
don and  North  Western  system ;  that  is  to  say,  if 
a  passenger  is  carried  from  Bedford  vid  B)etchley 
to  London,  a  distance  of  62}  miles,  they  apportion 
the  fore  as  above  described  equally  amongst  the 
62}  miles,  and  then  deduct  from  the  earning^  of 
each  mile  so  ascertidned  the  expense  of  working  it, 
and  other  usual  deductions,  the  same  being  ascer- 
tained where  practicable  for  each  particular  mile, 
and  not  beins;  a  general  averaare  of  the  whole 
system,  but  still  treating  the  branch  from  Bletchley 
to  Cambridge  as  a  part  of  the  North  Western 
system  for  the  purpose  of  calculating  the  general 
and  miscellaneous  expenses. 

The  respondents  contend ;  First,  that  in  ascer- 
taining^ the  rateable  value  of  the  portion  of  the  line 
in  then*  parishes,  if  it  is  to  be  ascertained  by  de- 
ducting the  working  expenses  from  the  actual 
receipts,  they  are  entitled  to  allocate  to  the  Bedford 
and  Bletchley  Line  so  much  of  the  fares  charged, 
in  such  a  case  as  that  above  described,  as  is  eauiva- 
lent  to  what  is  usually  charged  by  the  appellants 
to  a  traveller  who  travels  only  from  Bedford  to 
Bletchley;  and  that  this  should  be  apportioned 
eaoally  amongst  the  16  miles  from  Bedford  to 
Bletchley;  becondly,  if  the  Bletchley,  &o,,  line 
were  now  in  the  market,  either  of  the  three  com- 
panies above  mentioned  would,  in  consecjuence 
of  the  traffic  which  it  would  bring  to  their  Ime,  be 
willing  to  acquire  it  upon  the  same  terms  in  every 
respect  as  those  npon  which  the  appellants  now 
hold  it.  If  so  acquired  by  either  of  such  other 
oompanies,  they  would  work  it  in  a  similar  manner 
to  that  in  which  it  is  now  worked  by  the  appel- 
lants; and  under  such  circumstances  the  traffic 
upon  it  would  not  produce  a  higher  ratable  value 
calculated  upon  the  principle  now  contended  for 
hr  the  appellants  than  wnat  it  now  produces. 
"nie  respondents  contend  that  the  above  drcum* 
■tanoee  must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  esti- 
laating  the  imteable  value  of  the  appellants*  line. 


If  the  respondents  are  right  in  either  of  the 
above  contentions,  the  rate  is  to  bo  confirmed. 

If  the  appellants  are  right  in  their  contention, 
their  line  in  the  said  parish  of  Kempston  is  to  be 
assessed  at  802.  per  mile  net  rateable  value. 

Qraham  argued  for  the  respondents.  —  The 
question  is,  whether  the  circumstances  of  this 
branch  line  do  not  take  it  out  of  the  ordinary 
rule  of  rating  branches  only  for  the  actual  profits 
made  upon  them.  Without  pressing  the  whole  of 
the  first  contention  stated  in  the  case  on  behalf 
of  the  respondents,  it  will  be  sufficient  for  them, 
on  this  appeal,  if  something  ought  to  be  added  to 
what  woula  be  assessed  upon  a  similar  branch  line 
as  the  actual  earning^  in  respect  of  the  value  en- 
hanced by  its  position  in  connection  with  all  these 
main  lines.  The  two  cases,  Newmarket  RaHww 
Company  v.  8i.  Andrew  the  Lees,  Cambridge  (2 
E.  <fe  B.  94),  and  Bea.  v.  Llantrieeami  (L.  Bep.  4 
Q.  B.  854),  seem  at  nrst  sight  authorities  agamst 
t^is ;  they  are,  however,  both  distinguishable  firom 
the  circumstances  here.  In  the  former  case,  the 
Newmarket  Bailway  Company,  the  appellants,  had 
agreed  with  the  Eastern  Counties  Kailway  Com- 
pany to  complete  a  branch  communicating  between 
the  two  lines.  Afloreements  were  made  for  the 
interchange  of  traffic,  and  the  Eastern  Counties 
Bailway  Company  bound  themselves,  whenever  the 
divdidend  of  the  appellants,  from  their  earning^  on 
their  whole  line,  fell  below  8  per  cent.,  to  make 
fiTOod  the  deficiency  to  an  extent  not  exceeding 
5000Z  The  appellants  completed  and  worked  the 
branch,  and  the  expenses  of  working  exceeded  the 
gross  receipts  on  tne  branch.  The  appellants*  divi- 
dend from  their  whole  line  falling  snort  of  3  per 
cent.,  the  Eastern  Counties  Bailway  Company 
made  good  to  them  the  deficiency,  amounting  to 
37052.  The  majority  of  the  court  held  that  this 
payment  ought  not  to  be  taken  into  account 
in  estimating  the  rfiteabie  value  of  the  branch,  but 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  due  upon  a  contract  of 
guaranty,  and  was  not  actual  profit.  At  p.  103, 
Erie,  J.,  recognises  the  principle  that  **  the  respec- 
tive values  of  two  rateable  subjects  may  be  in- 
creased by  combining  their  operation ;  and  in  that 
event  the  rate  will  be  increased  accordingly."  In 
the  LlantrUsant  case,  the  Ely  Valley  Railway  ran 
through  the  parish,  and  formed  a  junction  with  the 
Great  Western  Bailway,  whose  company  occupied 
the  other  railway  at  a  fixed  rent.  It  was  held  that 
the  Ghreat  Western  Bailway  Company  were  to  be 
rated  only  in  respect  of  the  profits  which  were 
earned  within  the  parish,  and  that  the  value  of  the 
traffic  contributed  by  the  Ely  Valley  Bailway  to  the 
Great  Western  mam  line  ought  not  to  be  taken 
into  consideration  in  estimating  the  amount  of  the 
rate  in  that  parish.  Mellor,  J.,  said,  at  p.  358,  **  It 
is  not  because  a  particular  tenant  will  give  a  large 
sum  as  rent  that  that  is  any  criterion  of  the  rate- 
able value."  Here  it  is  expressly  found  in  the 
case  that  either  of  the  three  other  companies  would, 
in  conseq[uence  of  the  traffic  wnich  it  would  bring 
to  their  hue,  be  willing  to  acquire  it  upon  the  same 
terms  in  every  respect  as  those  upon  which  the 
appellants  now  hola  it.  Neither  of  those  two  cases 
was  decided  upon  the  peculiar  circumstances  here 
stated.  In  B,  v.  2%«  Proprietors  of  the  Liverpool 
Exchange  (I  A.  &  E.  465),  Littledale,  J.,  at  p.  474, 
states  the  principle  established  by  the  cases  to 
be,  "That  the  advantages  attendant  upon  a 
building,  either  in  respect  of  its  situation  or  the 
mode  of  its  oocupatiou^  as^  \a  \)^  \a^^esci.  >s^ff^  *^^ 
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accoant  in  estimating'  its  rateable  annual  valne, 
wherever  those  advantages  woald  enable  the  owner 
of  the  building  to  let  it  at  a  higher  rent  than  it 
would  otherwise  fetch."  The  case  of  the  SotUh 
Eastern  Railway  Company  v.  Overseers  of  Dorking 
(3  E.  &  B.  491),  affords  strong  support  to  the 
respondents'  contention ;  there  the  South  Eastern 
Railway  Company,  the  appellants,  occupied  the 
Beading  line,  a  branch  which  passed  through  the 
respondents'  parish,  and  joined  other  railways 
which  brought  profit  to  the  extension  line.  It  was 
also  proved  as  a  fact,  that  if  the  branch  were  in  the 
marketf  it  would  be  an  object  of  competition 
between  the  South  Eastern  and  rival  companies, 
and  the  rent  would,  in  fact,  bo  enhanced  bv  such 
competition.  The  majority  of  the  court  held  that 
both  these  matters  were  to  be  taken  into  account, 
inasmuch  as,  though  lying  out  of  the  parish,  they 
enhanced  the  value  of  the  occupation  of  the  portion 
of  the  line  within  it,  and  though  there  might  be 
n^uch  difficulty  in  calculating  the  result,  the  ses- 
sions were  to  find  it  as  nearly  as  they  could.  And 
in  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  v. 
Churchwardens  of  Cannock  (9  L.  T.  Eep.  Jf.  S. 
325),  the  special  case  was  sent  back  to  the  sessions 
to  have  it  ascertained  what,  taking  all  its  ad  van- 
sages  into  consideration,  was  the  rateable  value  of 
a  branch  line  in  the  respondents'  parish.  Amongst 
the  advantages  to  be  considered  was  the  fact  that 
it  produced  a  profit  to  the  occupier  by  virtue  of 
traffic  which  it  carried  over  the  occupiers'  main 
line.  The  case  of  Qreai  Eastern  Railway  Com- 
pany V.  Haughley  (14  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  548; 
L.  Bcp.  1  Q.  B.  666)  is  distinguishable.  There 
the  rate  was  sought  to  be  made  on  the  mile- 
age principle  in  disguise;  it  was  an  attempt 
to  bring  in  traffic,  not  originating  in  the  parish, 
as  contributing  to  the  profit  earned  by  diminishing 
the  expense  of  working  the  whole  traffic  on  the 
line ;  while  here  it  is  the  traffic  over  the  branch 
that  earns  the  profit  on  the  main  line. 

Field,  Q.C.  and  Byles,  for  the  appellants,  the 
North  Western  Railway  Company. — The  case  finds 
that,  if  this  branch  were  acquired  by  either  of  the 
other  companies,  the  traffic  upon  it  would  not 
produce  a  higher  rateable  value ;  we  must  take  it, 
therefore,  that  no  tenant  would  rent  it  for  a  larger 
sum.  [Blackburn,  J.— There  is  no  practicable 
actual  letting  at  all ;  therefore  we  must  judge  by 
analogy.]  At  all  events,  the  rateable  value,  ac- 
cording to  the  respondents'  contention,  would  be 
enhanced  beyond  the  actual  worth  of  the  branch 
traffic  by  reason  of  the  appellants'  occupation  of 
the  main  line  in  other  parishes  ;  so  that  tne  appel- 
lant, being  fully  rated  by  those  other  parishes, 
would  be  rated  twice  over  for  the  same  profits. 
This  would  be  directly  opposed  to  the  decisions  in 
the  Haughley  and  Llantnssant  cases.  [Blackburn, 
J.— Another  authority  like  the  Dorking  case  is 
Allison  V.  Overseers  of  Monkujearmouth  Shore  (4 
E.  &  B.  13),  where  appellant  was  the  occupier  of 
a  brewery,  the  value  of  which  was  enhanced  by  the 
compelled  custom  of  public-houses  in  the  owner- 
ship of  the  appellants  landlord.  It  (was  held  by 
Lord  Campbell,  and  Crompton,  J.,  that  appellant 
was  properly  rated  on  the  enhanced  value,  it  being 
an  advantage  connected  with  this  occupation,  which 
would  be  taken  into  calculation  by  a  tenant  in  esti- 
mating the  annual  rent ;  and  that  it  was  not 
material  that  the  origin  of  this  advantage  was  in  a 
personal  contract.]  Erie,  J.,  however  dissented 
Iwin  that  decision,  and  the  same  point  was  decided 


the  other  way  by  Erie,  C.J.  and  Montacrae  Smith, 
J.  (Byles,  J.,  however  dissenting),  in  aunderiemd 
▼.  Sunderland  (18  C.  B.  N.  S.  531).  Moreover, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  respondents'  contentum, 
as  stated  in  the  case,  to  show  that  any  other  tenant 
would  obtain  an  advantage  by  renting  this  bnmdi; 
the  words  are, "  under  such  drcnmstances  (i^the 
acquisition  upon  the  same  terms  by  one  of  the 
other  three  companies),  the  traffic  upon  it  would 
not  produce  a  higher  rateable  value  'than  now. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  think  the  respondents  aie 
entitled  to  our  judgment  on  one  of  the  two  con- 
tentions submitted  to  us.  Mr.  Grahajn  admits  he 
cannot  support  the  first,  and  we  need  not,  there- 
fore, further  consider  it.  The  other  point  is  tiiua 
raised;  if  the  Bletchley  line  were  now  in  the 
market,  four  companies,  the  appellants  and  three 
others  mentioned,  would  be  willing  to  aoqaire  it 
upon  the  terms  upon  which  it  is  now  held ;  not  f(v 
the  value  of  the  traffic  upon  it,  but  for  the  traffic 
it  would  bring  to  the  line  of  the  company  occa- 
pying  it.  That  being  so,  the  respondents  say  some- 
thing ought  to  be  added  to  the  rateable  value  of  a 
similar  ordinary  branch  on  account  of  that  cireom- 
stance ;  and,  if  we  think  so,  the  case  provides  that 
the  rate  is  to  be  confirmed.  We  must  take  the 
general  principle  of  the  Parochial  and  Assessment 
Acts  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  96,  s.  1,  and  25  &  26  Yki.  & 
103,  s.  15),  and  adopt  it  as  nearly  as  we  can.  We 
have  to  find  the  rent  at  which  the  hereditament 
might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  from  year  to 
year,  free  of  certain  taxes  and  expenses.  It  hap- 
pens, unfortunately,  that  a  great  difficulty  eodsti 
m  applying  this  principle  to  the  present  case, 
because  the  appellcmts'  property,  in  tnis  particolir 
case,  could  not  be  let  by  itself.  No  practicable 
tenant  could  reasonably  be  expected  at  aU  for  a 
small  piece  of  a  line  which,  of  itself,  could  not 
possibly  be  worked.  We  mnst,  therefore,  enter 
mto  a  calculation,  as  nearly  as  possible,  oi  sHH 
the  circumstances  which  might,  if  such  a  letticg 
were  possible,  regulate  what  Sir  Robert  P^ 
called  the  "  higgling  "  of  the  market.  One  prin- 
ciple to  be  borne  in  mind  is  quite  clear,  that  in 
letting  from  year  to  year  no  tenant  can  be  ob- 
tained at  a  rent  larger  than  the  amount  he  woold 
expect  in  some  way  to  make  by  it.  Another  matter 
to  be  considered,  in  order  to  arrive  at  that  amoonti 
is  the  number  of  persons  who  would  be  willing  to 
compete  for  the  occupation.  As  an  illustration  of 
the  importance  of  this  latter  consideration,  I  woold 
refer  to  what  I  said  in  a  recent  case  (Mersey  Docks 
and  Harbour  Board  v.  Overseers  of  Liverpool^  29 
L.  T.  Bep.  454),  about  chambers  in  the  Temple. 
The  same  set  of  rooms  might  produce  larger  profits 
if  occupied  by  the  Attorney-General  than  bv  ayoong 
barrister  without  practice ;  the  rateable  valae,  how- 
evef,  would  be  the  same.  But  if  there  should  be  a 
large  competition  for  the  occupation  of  the  chambers 
of  the  Attorney-General,  in  consequence  of  their 
affording  greater  facilities  for  practice  than  others, 
and  he  should  have  in  consequence  to  pay  higher 
rent,  then  the  rateable  value  would  increase, 
although  the  Attorney- Greneral  might  make  no 
greater  profits  than  he  would  in  ol£er  chambers. 
So  here,  the  value  of  the  occupation  most  be  taken 
to  be  enhanced  by  the  benefits  and  advantages 
which  it  may  give  to  the  occupier.  This  may  be 
found  to  be  the  adopted  rule  in  all  the  cases  down 
to  the  present  time.  As  far  back  as  £.▼.  Bratford 
(4  M.  &  S.  317),  a  canteen  was  held  to  be  zate* 
able   not  only  upon  its  rental  dt  ISL,  Iml  tka 
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npott  the  Bnniul  aggregate  Hum  which  was 
paid  for  the  pririleKO  (k  using  the  premiBea 
tar  a  csDt«eii;  bo  with  respect  to  the  brewcrj 
ID  the  case  of  AUiton  y.  Ooerteert  of  Monhtaear- 
moidh  Shore,  cited  daring  the  argumenta.  The 
qoestioQ  alwa;^^  'e,  what  is  the  value  obtained  bv 
oooapation  P  The  facilities  thus  aoqnired  would 
enbance  the  iHteable  value,  whether  resliaed  in  or 
oat  <d  the  parish.  Here  there  is  bat  one  railwaj 
tXoBg  this  particular  piece  of  land,  and  the  number 
of  possible  tenants  are  the  four  companies  who 
oODld  use  Uie  railway  in  connection  with  their  own. 
In  conseqaenoe  of  this  hcility,  hy  which  the  occu- 
potion  or  this  particular  line  would  increase  the 
traffic  alonr  the  main  line  of  the  oocaoiers,  either 
of  these  four  companies,  as  the  case  states,  would 
be  willing  to  acquire  it  upon  the  same  terms,  in 
arerf  respect,  as  those  upon  which  the  appellants 
now  hold  it.  If  that  means,  as  argued  for  the 
imiellants,  that  either  of  these  companies  wonld  be 
willing  to  aoqnire  possession  onlj  upon  a  lonE  leaae 
or  in  perpetmtjr,  as  the  appellants  hold  it,  Uien  I 
should  consider  it  no  enhancement  of  the  valne  ; 
but  I  think  the  case  means  that  either  of  Che  com- 
paniea  would  accept  these  terms  upon  a  new 
DBi-gain  at  the  end  of  each  year,  and  would  rent  the 
line  upon  the  some  terms  as  the  appellants  would 
from  year  to  jear.  I  do  not  think  that  what  these 
oompanies  would  pay  in  rent  is  the  whole  matter, 
but  the  actual  rent  at  whiph  the  property  might 
reaeonably    be    expected  to    let    from   year    to 

J  ear  would  be  enhanced  by  the  fact  that  there  are 
}ar  competitors  for  the  occupation.  It  is  an 
element  in  the  considenttion  of  the  rateable  volae, 
and  if  ao  the  respondents'  contention  is  right.  The 
rate  most,  therefore,  be  affirmed. 

Qdun,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  All  that 
we  have  to  decide  is,  whether  the  seoond  conten- 
tion on  behalf  of  the  respondents  is  to  be  con- 
ndered  in  flzing  the  rateable  valne.  Several 
oompMiioe  are,  it  is  said,  read^  to  compete  for  this 
nulway,  and  willing  to  ocquu^  it  upon  the  same 
t«rmB.  This  is  because  the  oocnpation  would  be 
worth  something  to  them,  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly. I  think,  therefore,  the  fact  is  to  be  taken 
ftS  part  of  the  teet  of  what  a  tenant  wonld  give. 
The  Dorking  case,  as  I  understand  it,  decided  by  a 
msaority  of  the  court  that  the  value  of  a  branch 
Twlway  for  rating  purposes  may  consist  of  some- 
thing besides  the  actual  earnings  on  the  branch. 
Hero  the  competition  is  a  fact  to  be  considered  as 
enhancing  that  value  beyond  the  mere  profits  of 
the  branoh  line  alone.  That  is  the  only  point 
afaoat  which  our  opinion  is  asked,  and  that  we  give 
in  fevoar  of  the  parish. 

Akgbibuj),  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
first  contention  of  the  respondents  contained  in  the 
case  is  to  be  left  ont  of  the  question,  bnt  the  second 
they  etill  rely  upon.  All  we  can  do  is  to  apply  as 
nearly  as  possible  the  general  principle  for  rating 
■11  hereditsments.  It  is  clear  that  we  mnst  take 
tlie  value  of  the  occupation  from  year  to  year  to  be 
enhanced  by  any  advantages  which  may  go  along 
with  the  oocupation.  I  think  we  must  infer  from 
tbewordaof  the  case  that  either  of  these  companies 
would  be  willing  to  take  the  branch  fi'om  year  to 
year,  ftnd  that  foot  must  therefore  be  taken  into 
ooniidsnttion  in  fixing  the  rateable  value. 

Judgnunt  fir  retpondentt. 

Attoraeys :  B.  F.  BoberU ,-  Bhvm,  Crottnum,  and 
OrosfssoH,  for  IWwIsy,  ShormfM,  and  Smail,  Bed- 
ford. 


Wedfuuday,  Jan.  21, 1874. 
WiLsoK  V.  CuNLirrE. 
Line  ofthop — Ooodt  vro}«€ting— Vetted  right— 
35  ^  36  Viet.  c.  Ixfviii,  i.  96. 
By  a  local  Act  of  1872,  if  any  perion  placet,  hangg 
■up,   or  o&eninte   expote*   any  fnmUwe,  good*, 
produce,  viaret,  merchandite.  malter  or  thing,  ta 
tKal  the  tame  project*  or  project  into  or  ovar  any 
fiotviay,  or  heyond  the  line  of  any  hoate,  thop  or 
building,  at  tehieh  the  tame  it  or  a/re  enpoted,  ht 
ihaU  be  liable  to  a  penalty. 
Jutticea    refuted    to    convict   defendant,   viho   wot 
eAarged  under  Ihit  teetion;  but  they  tlated,  in 
the   COM  reterved  at   the  complainant's  requeit, 
thai  defendant  expoted  greengrocery,  in  tahieh  he 
dealt,  o«  a  cooler  or  tray  (^  te'jod,  projecting  2ft. 
St».  beuond  the  line  of  the  brieheoric  of  hit  bvMd- 
ing.  Tnit  tray  fell  forward  from  the  ehopuindoui, 
and  when  vted  wcu  tupporied  by  iron  ilandUont 
and  hxTiaet.    The  ttept   of  the  adjoining   houte 
projected    three    inchet  furtlteT   than   Ihit    tray 
during  the  day.     At  nigkt,  and  on  8undayt,  tSe 
tray  wot  not  beyond  the  line  of  defendant »  and 
the  adjoining  houte;  the  ilreet  wot  exeeptionaUy 
viide  at   IhU  particular  part.     The  defendant  i 
premitea  had  been  erected  oetween  thirty  and  forty 
i/ear«,  and  during   that  period  the  lenanli  had 
alwayt  uted  the  tame  cooler  or  tray,  or  tomething 
of  the  tame  deteription : 
Held,  that  the  Act  mutt  be  lalcn  lo  n^er  to  the  line 
ofthop  entling  at  the  time  of  itt  patting,  whidi 
in  thit  cote  wat  the  line  of  the  tray ;  and  that  the 
jueticee  toere  right. 
This  wss  a  case,  stated  by  two  instices  of  the  peace 
acting  in  and  for  the  borough  of  Bolton,  under 
the  statute  20  <fc  21  Vict.  c.  43,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  opinion  of  the   court  on  questions 
of  law,  which  arose  before  them  as  hereinafter  stated. 
At  a  petty  sessions,  holden  at  the  borough  of 
Bolton  aforesaid,  on  16th  Nov,  1872,  an  informa- 
tion laid  by  John  Wilson  a  police  constable  of 
''.he  borough  (hereinafter  called  the   appellant), 
against  Wm.  CunlilTe   (hereinafter  called  the  re- 
spondent), was  heard  before  them.     For  that  the 
said  respondent,  on  the  12th  Oct.  1872,  at  Great 
Bolton,  in  the  borough  of  Bolton,  did  eipKWe  oer- 
tain  produce  and  wares,  so  that  the  same  projected 
beyond  the  line  of  a  certain  building,  to  wit,  » 
shop  in  Derby-street,  in  the  said  borough,  in  his 
occupation  ;  at  which  the  same  were  exposed. 

The  information  was  laid  under  the  dSth  section 

of  the  Act  35  A  36  Vict,  o.  liiviii,  intituled,  "  The 

Bolton  Corporation  Act  1872,"  which  enacts,  that 

If  ODj  parson  plaoss,  hangs  up  or  otherwus  eiposei 

ouyf nrmtue,  goods,  produoe,  wares,  msrchau  diss,  matter 


The  respondent  is  a  shopkeeper,  and  deals  in 
greengrooery,  at  the  comer  of  Derby-street  and 
Pilk in gton -street,  in  the  said  borough. 

The  appellant  prored  that  on  the  day  in  qaes- 
tion  the  respondent  exposed  his  ^oods  and  wares 
on  a  cooler  or  tray  of  wood.  Tbia  cooler  or  tray 
falls  forward  l^uia  the  defendant's  shop  window, 
and  rests  on  two  iron  stanchions  and  on  hinf^s, 
and  projects  Hb.  9in.  beyond  the  line  of  the  hnck- 
worK  of  the  respondent's  building  in  Derby- street. 
The  tray  is  a  temporary  one,  and  removable  «& 
pleaaure. 
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In  crosB-examiiuition  of  the  appellant,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  respondent's  shop  stands  back 
3ft.  Sin.  from  the  front  of  certain  steps  which 
project  beyond  the  line  of  the  brickwork  of  the 
adjoining  buildings,  and  the  width  of  the  space 
between  the  carbstone  of  the  footpath  and  the 
brickwork  of  respondent's  building  is  17ft.  4in. 
from  the  wall  line ;  and  of  the  space  between  the 
said  carbstone  and  the  frcmt  of  the  last-named 
steps  is  14ft.  lin.  The  appellant  had  known  the 
stmctore  to  be  thus  usckI  aboat  three  years  and 
six  months.  Under  the  above-mentioned  tray  is 
an  iron  cellar-Krid,  let  &6t  into  the  stonework. 

It  was  also  lorther  proved  by  the  evidence  of 
the  survevor  for  the  corporation  of  Bolton,  that 
the  line  of  building  of  the  house  of  respondent  is 
the  line  of  brickwork  of  the  wall;  and  that  at 
night,  when  the  business  premises  of  the  respon- 
dent are  closed,  and  on  Sundays,  the  tray  is  re- 
moved, and  the  public  have  free  access  to  walk 
over  the  place  covered  bv  the  tra^  at  other  times ; 
and  it  was  also  proved  that  the  Ime  of  the  wall  of 
respondent's  shop  in  Derby- street  is  in  the  same 
line  as  the  line  of  the  waD  of  the  premises  next 
adjoining. 

It  was  also  proved  that  the  respondent's  pre- 
mises had  been  erected  between  thirty  and  forty 
years,  and  had  been  held  bv  several  successive 
tenants  in  occupation :  and  that  the  same  cooler 
or  tray,  or  something  of  the  same  description,  had 
been  used  for  thirty  to  forty  years  by  the  tenants. 

For  the  respondent  it  was  contended,  that  the 
line  of  the  outer  extremity  of  the  cooler  or  trav 
was  the  line  of  building  referred  to  in  the  95tn 
section  of  the  Act  or  Parliament;  and  that, 
although  the  respondent  had  permitted  the  public 
to  walk  over  the  space  when  the  tray  was  not 
used,  yet  that  he  had  never  parted  with  his  right 
to  place  the  same  in  the  position  it  usually 
occupied. 

He  also  produced  plans  to  show  the  exceptional 
width  of  the  street  at  that  particular  part,  and  to 
show  that  the  respondent's  landlord  had  not  built 
np  to  the  general  average  line  of  the  street. 

The  justices  found,  as  a  fact,  that  the  respondent 
or  his  landlord  had  not  dedicated  the  particular 
space  underneath  the  tray  to  the  public,  except  so 
far  as  when  the  cooler  or  tray  was  not  in  use ;  and 
that  therefore  the  line  of  building  referred  to  in 
the  Act  of  Parliament  must  be  taken  to  be  the 
extent  to  which  the  cooler  or  tray  extended.  On 
these  grounds  they  did  not  convict. 

The  attorney  for  the  appellant  expressed  himself 
dissatisfied  with  this  determination  as  being  erro- 
neous in  point  of  law,  and  pursuant  to  the  2nd 
section  of  the  statute  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43,  duly  ap- 
plied in  writing  to  the  justices  to  state  and  sign 
a  case  setting  torth  the  facts  and  the  grounds  of 
this  determination  as  aforesaid,  for  the  opinion  of 
this  honourable  Court ;  and  the  appellant  duly 
entered  into  a  recognizance  as  required  by  the 
said  statute  in  that  behalf. 

Therefore  the  said  justices,  in  compliance  with 
the  said  application  and  the  provisions  of  the  said 
statute,  stated  and  signed  this  case. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  the  line  of  building,  referred  to  in  the 
information  and  the  said  section  of  the  statute, 
means  the  line  of  brick  or  stonework  of  the  house, 
or  the  line  of  the  outer  extremity  of  the  tray. 

If  it  should  be  the  opinion  of  the  court  that 
the  juBtioea  were  wrong  in  their  deoiaion,  then 


the  case  was  to  be  remitted  for  their  judgiMBl 
thereon. 

/.  Edwards  (with  him  Black)  argaed  fbr  the 
appellant,  the  officer  of  the  corporation  of  BottoB. — 
lliis  local  Act  contains  no  interpretation  daiiBe 
nor  definitions,  and  it  incorporates  no  pablio  Aot 
which  in  any  way  explains  what  is  meant  bj  tht 
words  "  line  of  any  house,  shop  or  building.  Ai^ 
however,  the  case  finds  that  this  cooler  or  taj 
*'  projects  2ft.  9in.  beyond  the  line  of  the  brick- 
work of  the  respondent's  building:"  this  if  ia 
almost  the  very  words  a  breach  of  the  Act  for 
which  a  penalty  is  imposed,  and  the  reapoBdeat 
ought  therefore  to  have  been  convicted. 

BaylU  for  respondent,  the  defendant. — PrimA 
faeis  vested  rights  cannot  be  afiected  bj  genenl 
provisions  :  {Moody  v.  CorheUj  L.  Bep.  1  Q.  & 
510 ;  14  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  568.)  Here  it  ap- 
pears that  at  all  events  for  thirty  years  beflbre 
the  Act  was  passed,  tho  occupiers  ol  tlds 
house  e^joved  and  exeroised  the  right  to  deposit 
goods  as  rar  forward  into  the  street  as  they  do 
now.  It  was  held  in  Morcmt  y.  Cha»nherUt^  (6 
H.  &  N.  541),  that  a  highway  ma^  be  dedicated  to 
the  public,  subject  to  a  pre-existme  right  of  nser 
bv  the  occupiers  of  adjoining  land,  for  the  pupon 
of  depositing  goods  thereon.  [Blackbubh,  J.— 
Can  there  be  a  line  of  shop  further  out  into  tbe 
street  by  day  than  by  ni^ht  P]  That  is  a  matter 
of  fact,  about  which  the  justices  have  decided  in 
respondent's  favour.  Lord  Auckland  v.  WMtmm 
eter  Local  Board  of  Works  (L.  Bep.  7  Gh.  App.  5S7; 
26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  961)  is  a  case  conceminga 
general  line  of  buildings  of  a  street,  in  which  the 
Lords  Justices  held  that  in  determining  this  genenl 
line,  the  architect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  cf 
Works  ought  to  have  regard  to  the  frontage  of 
houses  previously  existing,  and  which  may  b»  re* 
built,  as  well  as  to  those  still  standing.  And  in  AA- 
woHhY. neyworth(20  L.T.  Bep.N.  S.  439 ;  L.  Bep. 4 
Q.  B.  316),  the  majority  of  this  court  held  that  a 
shed  projecting  3ft.,  and  the  land  which  it  covered 
formed  part  of  the  dwelling-place  or  ^op  into 
which  the  shed  was  built.  That  case  arose  under 
the  Markets  and  Fairs  Clauses  Act  1847,  whick 
imposes  a  penalty  on  every  person  who  shall  sell 
or  expose  for  sale  in  any  place  within  the  pre- 
scribed limits,  except  in  his  own  dwelling-pnee 
or  shop,  any  articles  in  respect  of  which  toUi 
are  autnorised  to  be  taken  in  the  market.  The 
appellant  was  the  tenant  of  a  dwelling-house  and 
shop,  and  a  piece  of  ground  in  front  of  the  shop; 
there  was  a  wooden  shed  affixed  to  the  house  and 
supported  on  posts,  which  had  been  erected  fbr 
eighteen  years  on  flags  which  proieoted  3ft.  from 
the  house.  The  justices  convicted  the  appellant 
for  exposing  articles  for  sale  beneath  this  wooden 
shed.    The  court  ouashed  the  conviction. 

Edwards  in  reply. — ^The  words  '*  prqjeot"  and 
"line"  are  used  mconsistently  in  the  statute  sod 
in  the  case.  The  projecting  tray  or  steps  cannot 
be  the  line  of  the  builoing  l^^^ond  which  ther  pro- 
ject. The  question  of  dedication  is  immatenai,  for 
the  line  of  a  building  must  be  the  permanent 
structure. 

Blackbubn,  J.— I  think  we  must  hold  that  the 
justices  were  right.  The  Question  turns  entiniy 
upon  the  construction  of  tnis  one  seciioa  of  the 
local  Act.  The  words  are,  if  any  person  places 
or  exposes  any  goods  or  merohuodise  so  thai  tfw 
same  project  mto  or  over  any  foolwi^,  or  bsjfond 
the  line  of  any  house,  shop  or  bnikU&g  at  ifwob 
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the  aame  are  exposed,  he  shall  he  liable  to  a 
penalty.  The  magistrates  have  foand  that  this 
tnj  was  not  oyer  a  footway ;  but  it  is  certain  that 
these  ffoods  were  placed  so  as  to  project  beyond 
the  wall  of  the  house,  although  not  beyond  the 
space  which  had  been  used  and  enjoyed  by  the 
oocapiers  of  the  house  for  forty  years  for  this  pur- 
pose. The  question  is,  which  of  these  is  the  line 
of  the  house,  shop  or  building?  The  magistrates 
hare  determined  it  to  mean  the  extent  to  which 
the  cooler  or  tray  extended ;  although  the  words 
of  the  Act  are  not  clear,  I  think  this  interpretation 
is  plausible ;  and  we  ought,  rather  than  take  away 
this  vested  interest,  to  hold  that  the  justices  haye 
adopted  the  right  yiew.  They  say  in  effect  that 
this  was  the  line  of  shop  de  Judo  eujoyed  by  the 
respondent  at  the  time  the  Act  was  passed,  and 
that  must  be  the  line  to  which  the  Act  was  meant 
to  refer.  It  would  be  another  matter  if  the  shop 
were  new,  but  as  there  is  no  power  in  this  Act,  as 
in  the  Metropolis  Act  1862,  considered  in  Lord 
AvMand  y.  WestmirtBt^  Local  Board  of  Works 
(#up.),  to  giye  compensation,  it  could  not  be  in- 
tended to  affect  yested  interests. 

QuADf,  J. — I  haye  great  doubt  and  hesitation  in 
holding  that  the  justices  were  right,  because  it 
involyes  the  decision  that  a  line  of  building  may 
be  yariable  at  different  times.  Still  it  is  a  strong 
power  to  giye  the  justices  by  a  general  proyision 
that  they  should  thus  depriye  an  owner  of  a  right 
Tested  in  him  for  forty  years.  I  see  that  in  the  case 
of  Ashworth  y.  Heyworth  {aiw.)  the  only  difference 
in  the  circumstances  from  those  of  this  case  is 
thftt  the  shed  there  was  a  structure  of  a  more 
permanent  nature  than  this  tray.  It  is  clearly  an 
authority  for  affirming  this  decision,  and  I  think 
therefore  the  refusal  to  conyict  was  right. 

AscHiBALD,  J. — I  also  think  the  justices  were 
right.  The  section  says,  goods  shall  not  project 
bcnrond  the  line  of  any  shop;  but  this  must  be 
taken  to  be  the  line  of  shop  at  the  time  of  the 
Act.  This  was  a  right  exercised  more  than  thirty 
years ;  so  that  if  there  were  any  doubt,  at  all 
erents  our  conclusion  is  the  most  consistent  with 
justice.  Judgment  for  defendant. 

Attorneys  for  complainant,  Oheeter,  Urquhart, 
Bushby,  and  Mayhew,  for  /.  HinneU,  Boston. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Phelps  and  Sidgwick, 
for  8aie,  ohdpmofnf  Seddon,  and  Sale,  Manchester. 


Tuesday,  Jan.  27, 1874. 
PopLAB  Board  of  Works  v.  Love. 

Pamng  and  sewering — Incidental  costs  and  charges 
— dosts  of  coUeoliont  survey  plan,  and  notices — 
BwOding  oiimer~18  ^  19  vict.  c.  120 ;  25  ^  26 
Viet.  c.  102. 

Defendant  was  owner  of  some  houses,  and  occupied 
umd  hounding  or  abutting  on  a  new  street,  which 
^ke  plaintiffs  had  paved  under  sect.  105  of  the 
Metropolis  Management  Act  1855,  and  sewered 
under  secL  52  of  ike  amending  Act  of  1862. 

Amongst  other  items  which  the  plaintiffs  had  appor- 
Honed  to  drfendanVs  contribution  were  costs  of 
CoUeeting  apportioned  amounts,  of  survey  plan 
amd  Maimng  names  of  owners,  and  offiUvng-up, 
prinUng,  euhertieing,  and  serving  notices.  These 
nuntwere  cXtpaid  to  persons  employed  for  the 
pwfvote,  and  not  plaintiff s*  servants,  although 
fiamiiffs  had  t»  their  employ  a  surveyor  and  a 
d&rlh  and  paiymenis  wsre  requested  at  their  office. 


Defendant  occupied  the  said  land  under  a  huHding 
agreement,  6y  which  the  owner  of  the  land  agreed 
to  demise  to  defendant  or  his  nominees  the  several 
pieces  of  land  upon  which  defendant  was  to  buHd, 
as  the  houses  and  buildings  respectively  became 
erected  and  covered,  for  80  years,  al  the  rent  of  a 
peppercorn  for  two  years,  and  of  sums  increasing 
every  year  up  to  364^.  in  the  sixth  and  following 
years.    The  defendant  was  to  be  considered  as 
holding  the  undemised  portion  on  the  terms  of  the 
leases.     There  was  a  power  of  re-entry  upon  non- 
completion  of  the  building  covenants.    The  houses 
at  this  tims  were  in  every  stape  of  building  pro- 
gress,  and  some  had  been  demtsed  to  other  persons 
at  defendant's  nomination : 
Held,  upon  an  action  to  recover  defendamt*s  appor- 
tionment,  that,  with  the  exception  of  the  houses 
demised  to  other  persons,  the  aefendant  was  liable 
as  owner  of  all  the  wemises,  and  thai  the  above 
items  weve  inddentci  coits  and  charges  within  the 
77th  section  of  the  said  Act  of  1862. 
This  was  an  action  commenced  on  the  30th  Jan. 
1869,  brought  to  recoyer  183Z.  0«.  4d.,  consisting  of 
77Z.  Ss.  lloT,  the  amount  apportioned  to  be  paia  by 
the  defendant,  as  the  owner  of  certain  houses  in 
E^linton-road,  Bow,  of  the  costs  of  paying  the 
said  Eglinton-road ;  532. 0^.  M.,  the  amount  appor- 
tioned to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  as  the  owner  of 
certain  houses  in  Stafford-road,  Bow,  of  the  costs 
of  paying  the  said  Stafford-road ;  391. 16«.  6d.,  ap- 
portioned to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  as  the  owner 
of  certain  building  land  bounding  and  abutting  on 
Mary-street,  Bromley  St.  Leonards ;  and  12L14e.  Sd., 
apportioned  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  as  the 
owner  of  certain  other  building  land,  bounding 
and  abutting  on  Mary-street,   for  the    coste  of 
constructing  a  sewer  in   the   said  Mary-street, 
Bromley  St.  Leonards. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Cockbum, 
C.  J.,  at  a  sitting  at  Nisi  Prius  held  at  Westmin- 
ster, on  Wednesday,  the  14th  June,  1871,  when 
the  yerdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
damages  in  the  declaration,  with  costs  40s.,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  thia  court  upon  the  following  case : 

1.  The  pleadings  in  this  action,  a  copy  of  which 
accompanied  this  case,  were  to  be  consiaered  part 
thereof,  but  it  is  not  material  to  the  judgments 
that  they  should  be  set  out  or  more  fUfly  referred 
to. 

2.  The  plaintiffs  are  the  Board  of  Works  for  the 
Poplar  District,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855,  and  the 
Metropolis  Management  Amendment  Act  1862, 
and  are  the  Boaroof  Works  of  the  Poplar  District, 
mentioned  and  referred  to  in  part  1  of  schedule  B 
of  the  first-mentioned  Act. 

3.  The  plaintiffs,  as  such  board,  in  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration,  seek  to  recoyer  from  the 
defendant,  as  owner  of  certain  houses  in  Eglinton- 
road,  771.  Ss.  lid.,  being  the  amount  apportioned 
by  the  plaintiffs  as  the  prop<niiion  to  be  paid  by 
the  defendant  as  owner  of  tne  said  houses,  of  the 
costs  of  paying  the  said  Eglinton-road. 

4.  The  plaintiffs,  as  such  board,  in  the  second 
count  of  tne  declaration,  seek  to  recoyer  from  the 
defendant,  as  owner  of  certain  houses  in  Stafford- 
road,  532.  Os.  Sd.,  being  the  amount  apportioned 
by  the  plaintiffs  as  the  proportion  to  oe  paid  by 
the  defendant  as  owner  of  the  said  houses,  of  the 
costs  ol  paying  the  said  Stafford-road. 

5.  The  estimated  expenses  of  paying  Eglinton.- 
roadt  for  the  apportvonmsik^  ^^\£ki^^&b^*Kai&^^ 
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in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  sne,  amonnted, 
as  determined  by  the  surveyor  to  the  plaintiffs,  to 
768Z.  88,  Sd,,  but  in  the  said  amount  of  768i.  8«.  Sd. 
were  included,  beside  the  mere  oosts  of  paving  and 
of  paving  at  the  point  of  intersection  of  streets, 
the  following  charges : 

£  8.  d. 

For  ooUeotion  of  apportioned  amounts 13    7    2 

Survey  plan  and  obtaining  namea  of  owners  ...  3  2  0 
For  fiUing-np  and  serving  notioee 1  13    0 

iBlS  12  2 
The  persons  to  whom  the  above-mentioned  sums 
were  paid  respectively  were  not  officers  or  clerks  of 
the  plaintiffs,  but  persons  carrying  on  business  in- 
dependently of  the  plaintiffs,  and  employed  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  do  the  said  work. 

6.  The  estimated  cost  of  paving  Stafford-road, 

for  the  apportionment  of  which  the  plaintiffs  in  the 

second  count  of  the  declaration  sue,  amounted,  as 

determined  by  the  surveyor  to  the  plaintiffs,  to 

669L  15«.  Sd.,  but  in  the  said  amount  of  669M58.  Sd, 

were  included,  besides  the  mere  oosts  of  paving, 

and  of  pavins  at  the  points  of  intersection  of 

streets,  the  fouowing  charges  : 

£  8,  d. 

For  ooUeotion  of  apportioned  amoonts 13    2  7 

Survey  plan  and  obtaining  namee  of  owners 3    4  6 

For  fiUing-np  and  serving  notioee  2  11  3 

Advertisements  and  printing  notioee 2  17  4 

^1  15  8 
The  persons  to  whom  the  above-mentioned  sums 
were  respectively  paid  were  not  officers  or  clerks 
of  the  plaintiffs,  but  persons  carrying  on  business 
independently  of  the  plaintiffs. 

7.  Except  m  so  far  as  the  fact  of  including  the 
charges,  ISl.  12«.  2d.  and  21L  lbs.  Sd,  just  men- 
tioned in  the  respective  amounts  of  7061.  Ss.  Sd. 
and  6692.  lbs.  Sd.,  apportioned  as  before  respect- 
ively stated,  mav  disentitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  either  of  tne  amounts  in  the 
first  and  second  counts  respectively  sought  to  be 
recovered,  all  things  were  done  and  happened,  and 
all  conditions  existed  and  exist,  necessary  to  entitle 
the  plaintiffs  to  recover  those  amounts,  except  as 
aforesaid.  The  arbitrator  found  all  the  issues  on 
the  pleas  to  the  said  first  and  second  counts  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

8.  The  plaintiffs,  as  such  board,  in  the  third  and 
fourth  counts  of  the  declaration,  seek  to  recover 
from  the  defendant,  as  owner  of  certain  lands 
abutting  on  a  certain  street  called  Mary-street, 
521.  11«.  2(2.,  being  the  amount  apportioned  by  the 
plaintiffs  as  the  proportion  to  be  paid  bv  the  de- 
fendant, as  such  owner  of  the  said  lana,  of  con- 
structing a  sewer  in  the  said  Mary-street. 

9.  The  plaintiffs,  as  such  board,  having  duly 
resolved  to  construct  the  said  sewer  in  Mary-street, 
further  duly  resolved,  on  the  21st  May  lb67,  that 
with  reference  to  the  cost  of  construction  of  the 
sewer  in  Mary- street,  the  owners  of  the  unbuilt 
land  should  pay  half  the  cost,  and  t^t  the  owners 
of  the  property  on  the  built  side  should  pay  two- 
thirds  of  tne  remaining  half,  and  that  the  plamtiffs, 
as  such  board,  should  pay  the  remainder  of  the 
cost  of  the  construction  of  the  said  sewer.  It  is 
as  owner  of  part  of  the  unbuilt  land  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, in  the  tnird  and  fourth  counts,  seek  to  cnarge 
the  defendant. 

10.  The  plaintiffs  commenced  and  executed  and 
completed  the  said  sewer  in  Mary-street,  between 
the  2nd  June  and  the  4th  Oct,  1867. 

11.  The  expenses  apportioned  by  the  plaintiffa 


in  respect  of  the  constraotion  of  the  said  Marj- 
street  sewer,  amounted  to  126L  17t.  Sd;  but  m 
this  amount  of  1262. 17f.  Sd.  are  indaded  besides 
the  expense  of  oonstructing  auch  sewer,  and  the 
works  appertaining  thereto,  inclndinff  the  cost 
(if  any)  of  ^llies,  side  entranoeSy  fonffths  of 
sewer  at  the  mterseotion  of  streets,  ihe  following 
eharges: 

M   8.  I. 

For  plan  and  survey***.........— ...•••— #••—.•••.»•—    S    8  S 

FiUing-np  and  serving  notioes.........**...........-    0  IS  0 

.#S    1   S 

The  persons  to  whom  these  charges  mm  respec- 
tively paid  were  not  offioers  or  clerks  of  tho 
plaintiffs,  but  persons  carrying  on  basineas  inde- 
pendently of  the  plaintiffs. 

12.  The  followmg  account  shows  the  manner 
in  which  the  plaintiffs  apportioned  the  1261. 17s.  8iL 
between  the  unbuilt  land  on  the  north  side  and 
the  houses  on  the  south  side  of  Mary-street: 

Frontage,  north  side,  686ft  lOin.  £  8.  d. 

Half  the  oontraot  snm  for  oomstraction.... ^  18  S 

Proportion  of  ooats  of  plan^  fto. 10  0 

Fillmg-np  and  serving  notices 0   2  0 

68   0  S 
Frontage,  south  side,  720ft.  9in. 

Half  the  eontraot  sum  for  oonstmotiasi 61  18  S 

Proportion  of  ooats  of  plan,  fto. .«.••    18  2 

Fillmg-np  and  serving  notioes ......m    0  11  • 

6817  5 
t 
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13.  The  plaintiffs,  in  apportioning  the  63L  (k  Si., 
being  the  half  of  the  total  expenses  incarred  in 
respect  of  the  construction  of  the  said  Mary-strsec 
north  side  sewer,  plus  a  due  proportion  of  the 
ctiarges  added  to  the  expense  of  oonstniotion,  as 
above-mentioned  in  paragraph  11,  payable  bv  the 
owners  of  the  unbuilt  land,  charged  upon  a  plot  of 
land  described  in  plan  as  plot  A,  and  having  a 
frontage  in  Mary-street  of  141ft.  6in.,  the  sum  of 
121.  1^.  Sd, ;  and  charged  upon  a  plot  of  land 
described  in  plan  as  plot  0,  and  havinga  firaQtase 
in  Mary-street  of  44£m,  6in.,  the  snm  of  S9L  16s.  6d[ : 
which  two  sums  toother  make  up  the  52L  lis.  %i. 
claimed  in  the  thurd  and  fourth  oonnts  of  the 
declaration. 

14.  The  defendant  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the 
construction  of  the  Mary-street  sewer,  or  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  by  the  plaintiffs  of  any  of  the 
resolutions  relating  tnereto,  nor  has  been  sidos. 
the  owner  of  plot  A ;  the  said  plot,  togeUier  wiUi 
a  plot  described  on  plan  1  as  plot  B,  having  bees 
sold  in  the  year  1865  by  Mr.  Boyd,  the  fireehold 
owner  thereof,  to  certain  persons  other  than  the 
defendant,  which  sale  is  the  sale  mentioned  in  the 
memorandum  written  at  the  foot  of  the  agreement 
between  Mr.  Boyd  and  the  defbndant  hereiBaltsr 
in  paragraph  15  mentioned. 

15.  Plot  C  is  part  of  the  land  oomprised  in  te 
agreement  between  Mr.  Boyd  and  tilie  defendast, 
dated  the  23rd  June  1863,  which  is  to  be  takenai 
part  of  this  case.  No  lease  has  been  granted  to  the 
defendant  under  the  said  agreement  in  respect  of 
houses  erected  on  plot  C,  nor  have  aoy  hooass  or 
buildings  been  erected  thereon. 

16.  The  following  is  a  list  of  ttio  bouasB  sad 
buildings  erected  in  May  1867»  on  land  otiier 
plot  C,  oomprised  in  the  said 
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ParhMreei, — FiniBhed  houses  80,  rental  24, 

»t  M 161. 18s.  per  annnm. 

5,  at  181.  4s.  „ 

1,  at  201.  Os.  „ 
Unfinished  honsee  ;  11  oaroases,  yalued  at  601.  each. 

ChmrleM'Street. — Finished  houses  5,  rental  3, 

at  181.  4s.  per  annnm. 

2,  at  101.  8s.  „ 
Unfinished  houses ;  20  oaroases,  rained  at  20Z. 

CrosS'Street, — Finished  houses,  none. 

Unfinished  hoases  ;  5  oaroases,  yalned  at  302.  eaoh. 
BrieMeld-lane. — Finished  houses,  none. 

Unfinished  houses ;  5  oaroases,  valued  at  501.  eaoh. 
PubUc-house, — Bental,  501.  per  annum. 

17.  The  plantiffs  gave  the  defendant  separate 
notioee  to  pay  the  said  sums  of  12^.  14«.  Sd.  and 
39Z.  16«.  6(2.,  and  did  not  inclade  the  said  sums  in 
one  notice. 

18.  Mr.  Boyd  had,  in  May  1867,  advanced  to  the 
defendant  the  sum  of  2000L ;  this  advance  was  not 
aecored  by  any  mortgage,  nor  was  there  any  formal 
certificate  of  the  surveyor,  pursuant  to  clause  8  of 
the  agreement  between  Mr.  Boyd  and  the  defen- 
dant. 

19.  Except  in  so  far  as  the  fact  of  including  in 
1262.  17^.  Sd.  (the  apportioned  cost  of  con- 
Btmcting  Mary-street  sewer),  the  32.  Is,  2d.  in 
paragraph  11  mentioned,  and  the  facts  stated  with 
reference  to  the  ownership,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855,  and  the 
Metropolis  Management  Act  1862,  of  plots  A 
and  C,  may  disentitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the 
sum  of  522.  lla.  2(2.  in  the  tnird  and  fourth  counts 
of  the  declaration  sought  to  be  recovered,  all  things 
were  done  and  happened,  and  all  conditions  ex- 
isted and  exist  necessary  (subject  to  questions 
as  to  the  form  of  the  declaration)  to  entitle  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover  the  said  sum  of  522.  Il8.  2d., 
and,  except  as  aforesaid,  the  arbitrator  found  all 
the  issues  on  the  pleas  to  the  third  and  fourth 
counts  for  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  court 
mwv  draw  inferences  of  fact. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is :  If 
the  defendant  is  liable  to  pay  all  or  any,  and  which 
or  what  part  of  the  said  sums  claimed. 

In  botn  the  said  notices  referred  to  in  paragraphs 
12  and  17  of  the  case,  it  was  recited  that  the 
several  sums  claimed  had  "  been  apportioned  and 
determined  by  Robert  Parker,  the  surveyor  to  the 
said  board  of  works,  and  by  the  said  board  of 
works,  as  being  the  fair  proportion  of  the  said 
costs  and  expenses  as  be(x>ming  due  in  respect  of 
the  houses"  belonging  to  defendant. 

The  notices  were  signed,  **  8.  Jefiries  Barth, 
clerk  of  the  said  board,"  and  were  dated  at  the 
offices  of  plaintiffs.  They  concluded  with  a  me- 
morandum as  follows :— "!n.B.  You  are  requested 
to  bring  this  notice  with  you." 

The  said  a^^reement,  dated  the  23rd  June  1863, 
which  was  directed  in  paragraph  15  of  the  case  to 
be  taken  as  part  thereof,  was  made  between  one 
James  Bord  and  the  defendant,  described  as  a 
builder.  It  was  agreed,  amongst  other  things,  as 
follows: — (1)  "The  said  James  Boyd  will,  upon 
the  written  request,  and  at  the  expense  of  the  said 
Henr^  Love  (when  and  so  soon  as  the  houses  and 
boildings  hereinafter  agreed  to  be  bnilt,  shall  from 
time  to  time  be  erected  and  covered  in  to  ^e  satis- 
faction of  the  said  James  Boyd  or  his  surveyor, 
Mr.  Bobert  Heley,  or  other  his  surveyor  for  the 
time  being,  as  hereinafter  mentioned),  demise  unto 
tile  said  Henry  Love,  or  his  nominee  or  nominees, 
by  one  hase  or  seyeral  leasee  at  his  option,"  the 

IQe.  Oil.— y QL.  Ym. 


pieces  of  ground  there  described,  for  the  term  of 
eighty  years,  from  the  25th  Dec.  1862,  at  the  rent 
of  a  peppercorn,  till  the  25th  Dec.  1864 ;  and  for 
the  year  ending  at  Christmas  Day  1865,  the  rent 
of  9U. ;  for  the  year  ending  at  Christmas  Day  1866, 
the  rent  of  182L ;  for  the  year  ending  at  Christmas 
Day  1867,  the  rent  of  2732. ;  and  from  Christmas 
Day  1867,  and  for  each  and  every  then  succeeding 
year  of  the  said  term,  the  yearly  rent  of  3642." 

By  paragraph  (6)  of  the  agreement :  "  Until  the 
whole  of  the  premises  hereby  agreed  to  be  demised 
shall  be  demised  accordingly,  the  said  Henry  Love, 
his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  shall  bo 
considered  as  holding  the  same,  or  the  undemised 
portion  thereof,  upon  the  terms  of  the  said  lease  or 
leases." 

By  pa^^graph  (7)  of  the  agreement :  "If  the  said 
Henry  Love,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assiens,  shall  make  default  in  building  or  covering 
in  the  said  houses,  or  any  of  them,  within  the 
periods  hereinbefore  respectively  appointed  in  that 
oehalf ,  or  in  the  payment  of  the  rent  hereby  agreed 
to  be  paid,  or  in  performance  of  the  agreements 
herein  contained,  tne  said  James  Boyd,  his  heirs 
or  assigns,  may  re-enter  and  take  possession  of  such 

Eart  of  the  said  land  and  premises  as  may  not  have 
een  specifically  demised,  and  this  agreement,  so 
far  as  regards  the  land  and  premises  undemised, 
shall  thenceforth  become  void." 

At  the  foot  of  this  agreement  a  memorandum 
was  added  on  the  29th  April  1865,  by  which  it  was 
further  agreed  between  the  partite,  that  Love 
should  be  at  liberty  to  sell  and  convey  part  of  the 
said  land  in  the  agreement  mentioned  to  Messrs. 
Currie,  and  others,  and  that  Love  should  be  liberated 
from  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  so  far  as  it 
related  to  that  part  of  the  land.  This  part  is 
referred  to  in  paragraph  14  of  the  case,  as  plots  A 
and  B  in  the  plan. 

Shaw  (witn  him  Arhuthnot),  argued  for  the 
plaintiffs. — It  is  impossible,  upon  tne  finding  in 
the  14th  paragraph  of  the  case,  to  support  the 
Mary-street  sewers'  rate.  The  first  question  is 
concerning  the  paving  rates,  which  were  originally 
subject  to  18  <fe  19  Yict.  c.  120,  s.  105.  That  section, 
however,  enabled  a  vestry  or  district  board  to  ob- 
tain payment  for  the  estimated  expenses  only 
from  owners  of  houses,  and  the  only  remedy  was 
before  justices.  In  consequence  of  the  case  of 
Vestry  of  8t  Panerae  v.  Batterbury  (26  L.  J.  243, 
C.  P.),  this  section  was  amended  by  25  &  26  Yict. 
c.  102,  s.  77,  whereby  owners  of  the  land  bounding 
or  abutting  on  a  street  are  liable  to  contribute  to 
the  expenses  of  paving  as  well  as  the  owners  of 
houses,  the  vestry  or  district  board  having  power 
to  apportion  the  expenses  in  manner  therein 
stated,  and  to  recover  from  the  owner,  either  by 
action  at  law  or  in  a  summary  manner.  The  costs 
recoverable  are  thus  described : — **  Any  such  costs 
or  expenses"  (t.  6.,  of  paving  a  new  street,  as  in  sect. 
105  of  the  earlier  Act), "  including  the  cost  of  paving 
at  the  points  of  intersection  of  streets,  and  all  other 
incidental  costs  and  charges,  shall  be  apportioned 
by  the  vestry  or  board,  and  shall  be  recoverable 
either  before  the  work  shall  be  commenced,  or 
during  its  progress,  or  after  its  completion."  The 
defendant  contends  that  the  costs  mentioned  in 
the  case  are  not  incidental  to  the  paving,  but  so  far 
as  that  is  a  question  of  fact,  the  case  nnds  in  the 
plaintiff's  &vour.  There  is  no  authority  upon  the 
matter ;  but  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  dearly 
was,  that  these  owners  ^bL^cyoAsl  \3«Sc  'Oqa  ^^?w5«k  ^ 
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the  first  expense  of  paving.  A  similar  provision  is 
contained  in  the  Highway  Act  1835  (5  A  6  Will  4, 
c  50),  8.  23.  Payment  is  to  be  made,  under  sect. 
1 05  of  the  Act  of  1855,  by  the  owners  on  demand  ; 
some  kind  of  notice  or  demand  must  therefore  be 
made  upon  them,  and  it  is  not  found  in  the  case 
that  these  charges  are  excessive.  The  sewers'  rate 
is  subject  to  the  52nd  and  following  sections  of 
the  Act  of  1862,  and  can  be  apportioned  and  re- 
covered by  the  vestry  or  board  just  as  a  paving 
rate^  except  that  by  sect.  57  an  appeal  to  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  concerning  sewers' 
rate  is  given  to  any  person  who  may  deem  himself 
aggrieved.  The  same  poiut  as  to  incidental  ex- 
penses arises  under  these  rates;  and  there  is  a 
turther  important  question  as  to  the  defendant's 
ownership.  By  sect.  250  of  the  Act  of  1855, "  owner" 
is  to  mean  '*  the  person  for  the  time  being  receiv- 
ing the  rack  rent  of  the  lands  or  premises  in  con- 
nection with  which  the  said  word  is  used,  whether 
on  his  own  account  or  as  agent  or  trustee  for  any 
other  person,  or  who  would  so  receive  the  same  if 
such  lands  or  premises  were  let  at  a  rack  rent." 
The  agreement  here  differs  from  that  in  the  case 
of  LMy  Holland  v.  The  Kensington  Vestry  (17 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  73 ;  L.  Bep.  2  C.  P.  565),  in  that 
there  is  no  clause  that  the  builder  shall  have  no 
interest  in  any  house  or  land  until  a  lease  of  it  is 
granted.  The  defendant,  therefore,  is  owner 
within  the  meaning  of  the  interpretation  clause. 

Kingdon,  Q.C.  (with  him  Topping),  for  defen- 
dant.— ^The  board  has  regular  officers,  who  should 
do  all  this  work  for  which  thev  char^  as  incidental 
expenses.  It  appears  from  the  notices  referred  to, 
that  they  have  a  surveyor  and  clerk,  and  from 
the  demand  at  the  bottom,  no  collector  appa- 
rently is  necessary.  Yet,  as  the  case  finds,  tney 
employ  for  this  purpose  persons  who  are  not 
in  their  service,  tnese  charges  are  unnecessary. 
Further,  these  are  not  costs  or  charges  incidental 
to  paving,  but  only  to  the  collection  of  the  paving 
rates,  for  which  sect.  77  of  the  Act  of  1862  makes 
no  provision.  As  to  the  question  raised  concern- 
ing the  sewers  rate,  can  defendant  be  owner  when 
a  substantial  rent  is  reserved  to  the  vendor  of  the 
land  P  [Qdain,  J. — Is  it  not  a  ground  rent  only  P] 
Certainly  there  is  a  decision  somewhat  i^ainst  me 
in  CaudweU  v.  Hanson  (25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  595 ; 
L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  55). 

Shaw  was  not  heard  in  reply. 

Blackbubn,  J. — ^There  seems  to  be  not  the 
smallest  doubt,  except  as  to  the  claim  in  the  third 
count,  which  is  most  properly  ^ven  up.  The 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  everything  else.  No 
question  is  raised  as  to  whether  the  sums  charged 
for  collection  and  notices  are  excessive,  and  it 
seems  that  the  things  for  which  they  were  paid 
were  required  to  be  done.  Although  Mr.  Eangdon 
says  the  board's  servants  ought  to  have  done  them 
without  extra  charge,  on  that  point  our  opinion  is  not 
asked.  It  is  clear  that  if  they  cannot  be  recovered 
from  the  owners  of  lands  and  houses  in  their 
neighbourhood,  the  board  must  be  out  of  pocket 
for  them.  They  seem  to  me  to  be  costs  and  cnarges 
incidental  to  the  costs  of  paving,  and  are  therefore 
included  in  the  defendant's  liabilitjr.  That  defen- 
dant is  owner  for  the  purposes  of  these  Acts,  I  also 
have  no  doubt.  He  was  m  actual  occupation ;  his 
peppercorn  rent  to  bo  raised  to  a  ground  rent, 
lliis  could  not  be  a  reason  for  saying  that  Mr. 
Bqjrd  was  reoeiving  the  rack  rent.    It  may  be  a 


substantia]  rent,  but  not  such  as  to  pierent  the 
defendant  firom  being  the  owner.  The  phintiffii 
are,  therefore,  entitled  to  judgment. 

QuADT,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  words,  "  all  other  incidental  ooats 
and  cluums  "  are  added  in  the  Act  of  1862  to  the 
costs  maae  recoverable  by  the  Act  of  1855  for  the 
very  purpose  of  meeting  such,  expenses  as  these. 
On  the  other  point,  I  ooncar  in  the  case  mentioned 
by  Mr.  Kingdon. 

Archibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
first  point  is  plain.  The  expenses  of  oollection  and 
notices  are  incidental  to  paving,  within  the  Act  of 
1862.  And  on  the  other  point,  I  agree  that  the 
defendant  is  the  person  entitled  to  receive  the  ntk 
rent,  and  therefore  liable  for  this  oontribation. 

Judgment  for  plaiaUWfor  Ihs  whole  awm  dauned, 
except  39Z.  16«.  ^ 

Attorney  for  plaintiffs,  £f.  /.  Bartk, 
Attorney  for  defendant,  M.  K,  Bramnd. 


Saturday,  Jan.  31, 1874. 

Beg.  v.  Justices  of  Lahcashi&b  ;  Be  Mahv  v. 

Johnson. 


Order  of  hastardu — AppUeaHon — Hearing  of 
moTw— 35  ^  36  Via.  c65— 36  VieL  c  9. 
The  mother  of  a  bastard  child  signed  a  form  pf 
application  for  a  summons  agadnsi  (he  puiatiss 
fcUher  containing  the  words  Who  saUh  ihaiiks 
hath  been  delivered  of  a  bastard  chUd  nnee  ihs 
passing  of  the  Bastardy  Laws  Amendmeni  Ad 
1872.     When  the  summons  came  on  to  he  heard, 
objection  was  taken  by  the  defendant  that  (hs 
child  was  bom  before  repassing  ofUhe  Aet;  (he 
mother  was  sworn  and  admitted  this  was  so,  amd 
the  justices  dismissed  the  summons.  Upon  another 
summons,  reciting  the  same  appUeation  but  wUk- 
out  the  mistake  therein,  justices  made  an  order  uf 
2s.  6(2.  a  week  against  Uie  defendsmt. 
Held,  upon  certiorari,  thai  the  dismi$9(d  of  ike  first 
summons  was  not  such  a  hearing  as  to  eanaMst 
(he  a'oplication ;   and  thai  the  ordtr  upon  (ke 
second  summons  was  within  the  jus/tiees*  juris- 
diction. 
On  the  22nd  Jan.  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained 
by  FrevMih  on  behaK  of  John  Johnson,  calling  upon 
the  Bev.  J.  J.  Dixon  Clerk,  and  T.  Whale^,  &qn 
two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  fai  and 
for  the  county  of  Lancaster,  to  show  cause  why  a 
writ  of  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  into 
this  court  a  certain  order  under  the  hands  tnd 
seals  of  the  said  two  justices,  bearing  date  on  or 
about  the  19th  Deo.  1873,  whereby  Uie  said  Johft 
Johnson  was  adjudged  to  be  the  patative  &ther  ol 
a  certain  bastard  child,  bom  of  the  body  of  Esther 
Mann. 

The  said  Esther  Mann  was  deliT«red  ol  abastsrd 
child  on  the  Uth  Jan.  1872. 

The  Bastardy  Iaws  Amendment  Jkxk  1872  (35  A» 
36  Vict,  c.  65)  was  passed  on  tiie  10th  Aiog.  1872. 
By  sect.  2: 

The  enaotmenta  speoified  in  the  fixsladiadak  to  thu 
Aot  are  hereby  repeated,  except  as  to  aqyttung  kvifei^ 
fore  duly  done  thmeimdeir,  ana  esoept  aonyr  as  migr  to 
neoeoaaiy  for  the  pnrpoae  oC  sappoirlinff  and  eonliBiiV 
any  prooeeding  taken  oefoze  Uie  riffling  at  tUs  Aofc. 

All  previously  existing  jnriidiotioii  in  biitar^f 
was  thereby  repealed,  and  no  SQBoeptiaii  was 
withreepeot  to  ohildron  bom  bsftive  tba 
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the  Act,  conceming  whom  no  proceeding  had  been 
taken  at  that  time. 
By  sect*  3 : 

Anv  nn^le  wonum  who  may  be  with  child,  or  who 
maj  be  dehyered  of  a  bastard  ohUd  after  tiie  paesin^  of 
this  Act,  may  either  before  the  birth  or  at  any  time  with- 
in twelye  months  from  the  birth  of  saoh  ohUd  .  .  . 
make  application  to  an^  one  justice  of  the  peace  acting 
for  the  petty  sessional  division  of  the  oonnty  or  for  the 
oity,  borough,  or  place  in  which  she  mav  reside,  for  a 
summons  to  be  served  on  the  man  aUeeed  by  her  to  be 
the  father  of  the  child  ....  and  snch  justice  of  the 
peace  shall  thereupon  issue  his  summons  to  the  person 
alle^pd  to  be  the  father  of  such  child  to  appear  at  a  petty 
seasion  to  be  holden  after  the  expiration  of  six  days  at 
least  for  the  petty  sessional  division,  city,  borough,  or 
other  plaoe  in  which  such  justice  usually  acts. 

The  Bastardy  Laws  Amendment  Act  1873  (36 
Vict.  c.  9),  was  passed  on  the  24th  April  1873. 
By  sect.  3, 

Anv  woman  delivered  of  a  bastard  child  on  or  before 
the  10th  August,  1872,  who,  but  for  the  repeal  of  the  said 
recited  Act  (vis.,  the  atoresaid  Act  of  the  previous  year) 
of  the  enactments  specified  in  the  first  schedule  hereto 
would  have  been  entitled  to  apply  for  a  summons  against 
the  putative  father  of  such  cnild,  shall  be  entitled  to 
apply  for  such  summons  as  follows  :  In  any  case  in  which 
she  would  have  been  entitled  to  apply  at  any  time  within 
twelve  months  from  the  birth  of  the  child,  she  shall  be 
entitled  to  apply  at  any  time  within  six  months  next 

after   the    passing   of  this  Act And  upon  any 

such  application  tne  same  proceedings  shall  or  may  be 
taken,  and  the  same  consequences,  including  all  rights 
of  appeal,  shall  or  may  ensue  as  should  or  might  have 
been  taken  or  have  ensued  if  the  eaid  enactments  had 
not  been  repealed  by  the  said  recited  Act. 

The  said  Esther  Mann  made  applicacion  to  a 
jostice  nnder  the  preceding  enactments  on  the  17th 
Oct.  1873.  She  signed  a  partly  printed  i)aper, 
which,  when  filled  np  by  the  justices'  clerk,  was  in 
the  following  words : 

County  of  Lancaster  to  wit.  —  The  information  and 
application  of  Esther  Mann,  einglewoman,  residing  at 
the  township  of  Ashton  in  M ackerfield,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  before  me,  the  undersigned,  one  of  Her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  p«ace  acting  for  the  petty 
seaeional  division  of  Wigan,  in  the  said  County  of  Lan- 
caster^in  which  she  resides,  this  17th  day  of  October, 
▲.D.  1873,  who  saith  that  she  hath  been  delivered  of  a 
bastard  child  since  the  passing  of  Uie  Act  of  the  35th 
and  36th  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  present  Majesty,  in- 
titoM  '*  The  Bastardy  Laws  Amendment  Act,  1872,"  and 
more  than  [or]  witmn  twelve  calendar  months  before 
this  day,  to  wit  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1872 ;  and  alleges  that  one  John  Johnson,  of 
New ton-le- Willows,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  is  the 
father  of  such  child,  and  maketh  application  to  me  for 
a  summons  to  be  served  upon  the  said  John  Johnson,  to 
appear  at  a  pett]r  sessions  to  be  holden  for  the  pettv 
— nwionnl  division  in  which  I  usually  act,  to  answer  such 
eomplaint  as  she  shall  then  and  there  make  touching  the 

EsTHBR  Mann. 


Exhibited  before   me  the  day  and  year  first  above 

Hbnbt  Woodcock. 


On  the  same  day,  the  17th  Oct.  1873,  in  pur- 
Buance  of  the  aforesaid  application  the  said  justice 
Henry  Woodcock  issued  a  summons  to  the  said 
John  Johnson  to  appear  at  a  petty  session  to  be 
^holden  on  the  7th  S^oy.  The  summons  recited 
the  application  in  its  exact  words,  and  with  the 
mistake  contained  therein,  viz.,  "since  the  passing 
of  the  Act "  of  1872. 

In  one  of  the  affidavits  upon  which  this  rule  was 
granted,  the  attorney  of  the  said  John  Johnson 
stated  that  he  attended  the  petty  sessions  at 
Wigan,  and  acted  as  advocate  for  him  at  the 
liearing  of  this  summons  on  the  7th  Not.  The 
oaae,  he  said,  was  called  on,  and  the  complainant 
mm  oaUed  as  a  witness  on  her  own  hehau  by  her 


own  advocate,  and  examined  hy  him;  and  after 
hearing  her  evidence  the  justices  dismissed  the 
said  summons. 

Afterwards,  on  the  5th  Dec.  last,  the  said  justice 
issued  another  summons  to  the  said  John  Johnson 
to  appear  at  a  petty  session  to  be  holden  on  the 
19th  Dec.  The  recital  in  this  summons  was  as 
follows  :  "  Whereas,  on  the  17th  Oct.  last,  applica- 
tion was  made  to  me  the  undersigned  one  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  for  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  by  Esther  Mann,  single  woman,  resid- 
ing at  Ashton  in  Makerfield,  in  tne  petty  sessional 
division  of  the  said  county,  for  which  1  act,  who 
stated  that  she  had  been  delivered  of  a  bastard 
child  on  the  14th  Jan.  1872,  for  a  summons  to  be 
served  upon  you  to  appear  at  a  petty  sessions  of 
the  peace  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided." 

It  was  stated  in  tne  said  affidavit  of  the  said 
John  Johnson's  attorney  that  he  attended  with 
counsel  the  hearing  of  this  second  summons  ;  that 
when  the  case  was  called  on,  counsel  objected  that 
the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  sum- 
m6ns  or  make  an  order,  on  the  ground  that  the 
summons  was  issued  on  the  same  application  on 
which  the  said  first  summons  before  mentioned  had 
been  issued,  and  that  the  said  first  summons  had 
been  heard  and  dismissed ;  and  also  on  the  ground 
that  the  said  summons  to  which  the  defendant 
then  appeared  had  not  been  issued  in  accordance 
with  the  said  Esther  Mann's  application  for  the 
same.  The  justices,  however,  decided  to  hear  the 
case,  and  they  made  an  order  against  the  said 
John  Johnson  for  the  payment  of  2s.  6d,  a  week. 
This  was  the  order  concerning  which  this  rule  was 
grranted. 

B^  an  affidavit  filed  in  answer  to  the  rule,  the 
justices  who  were  sittins  in  petty  sessions  on  the 
7th  Nov.  1873,  to  hear  Uie  firHt  summons  of  the 
17th  Oct.,  stated  that  upon  the  case  of  Either 
Mann  v.  John  Johnson  beinff  called  on,  the  said 
7th  Nov.,  objection  was  taken  by  the  attorney 
acting  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  John  Johnson 
to  the  form  of  the  summons  of  the  17th  Oct.,  the 
objection  being  that  it  alleged  the  child  was  bom 
since  the  passing  of  the  Bastardy  Laws  Amend- 
ment Act  1872;  whereas  the  said  child  was  in  fact 
born  before  the  passing^  of  the  said  Act.  The 
affidavit  proceeded:  "The  only  evidence  taken 
before  us  was  given  by  the  said  Esther  Mann, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  the  said  child  was  in 
&ct  bom  before  tne  passing  of  the  said  Act,  and 
we  allowed  the  objection ;  and  thereupon  the  said 
summons  was  accordingly  dismissed.  We  say 
that  we  did  not  on  the  said  7th  Nov.  hear  and 
determine  the  said  summons  upon  its  merits, 
nor  c  id  we  go  into  it  or  discuss  the  merits,  but 
dismissed  it  solely  upon  the  objection  taken  by  the 
defendant's  attorney  as  aforesaid." 

A,  L.  Smith  for  the  justices  showed  cause. — ^The 
short  question  is  whether  what  took  place  before 
the  justices  on  the  7th  Nov.,  constituted  a  hearidg 
of  tne  summons.  This  certainly  was  not  such  a 
hearing  as  that  in  Beg,  v.  Thomas  (8  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  460),  which  is  the  authority  relied  upon  by 
the  defendant.  There  the  first  summons  in  pur- 
suance of  the  application  was  heard,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  there  oeing  no  sufficient  corroborative 
evidence  it  was  dismissed.  Oockburn,  G.  J.,  said, 
"The  justices  can  only  proceed  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  mother ;  she  did  make  her  application, 
and  it  was  heard  and  dismisaod,    T^aS(kV^^^9il)^«K8c^ 
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therefore  was  spent.  If  she  had  been  within  the 
statutable  time'  she  might  have  made  another 
application,  but  here  she  was  out  of  time."  The 
only  other  case  on  the  subject  is  Potts  y.  Cum- 
bridge  (8  E.  &  B.  847),  where  it  wa^  held  that, 
although  a  summons  professed  to  be  on  a  renewed 
application,  it  was  good,  having  been  founded  upon 
an  original  application  made  in  time;  and  that  it 
was  not  necessary  that  the  summons  should  issue  at 
the  time  when  the  application  is  made.  All  that 
happened  in  this  case  may  be  said  to  have  been 
the  grant  of  an  inaccurate  summons  upon  the 
woman's  application ;  she  then  asked  for  an 
accurate  summons  in  accordance  with  her  first 
application.  [Blackbukn,  J. — Clearly  it  would 
have  been  all  right  if  the  summons  had  been 
changed  before  the  hearing  came  on ;  why  should 
it  not  be  so  after  the  decision  of  the  justices  p] 
The  justices  might  have  amended  the  summons ; 
and  II  that  be  so,  their  dismissing  it  improperly 
could  not  have  exhausted  the  application. 

Torr,  Q.O.  and  French  supported  the  rule. — Even 
if  this  were  a  dismissal  of  the  summons  upon  a 
preliminary  objection,  it  was  after  a  hearing  suffi- 
cient to  exhaust  the  application.  It  was  held  in 
Beg.  y.  Stamper  (1  Q.  B.  119),  that  the  mere 
attendance  upon  the  entr^  of  an  application  to 
quarter  sessions  was  a  hearing  of  such  application, 
although  the  applicants  did  not  appear,  and  no 
order  was  made.  The  order  for  costs  of  the  party 
appearing  was  supported  accordingly.  fBLACK- 
BTTRN,  J. — That  was  a  mere  hearing  for  the  pur- 
pose of  costs,  the  same  effect  as  a  nonsuit.]  In 
Bex  V.  Justices  of  Carnarvon  (4  B.  &  Aid.  86),  the 
court  refused  to  grant  a  mandamus  to  rehear  an 
appeal  when  quarter  sessions  had  declined  to  hear 
the  witnesses  of  one  side.  [Quain,  J. — Those 
cases  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  second  hearing 
of  a  summons  upon  a  single  bastardy  application.] 
Beg,  v.  Recorder  of  Exeter  (5  B.  &  Aid.  342),  is  an 
authority  that  a  dismissal  of  an  application  on  the 
ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction  is  a  sufficient 
hearing  to  warrant  an  order  of  costs  under  4  &  5 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  73.  Further,  the  case  of  Beg.  v. 
Thomas  was  the  dismissal  of  the  summons  by  way 
of  nonsuit  for  want  of  corroborative  evidence ;  yet 
it  was  held  to  be  a  hearing  sufficient  to  spend  the 
application.  So  here  the  first  summons  was  not 
irre^lar;  it  was  in  accordance  exactly  with  the 
words  of  the  woman's  application;  upon  the 
hearing,  the  evidence  failed  to  support  the  applica- 
tion, and  the  summons  was  dismissed. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was 
no  determination  of  this  first  summons.  I  think 
the  justices  might  have  amended  it  upon  the  ob- 
jection taken,  and  their  unnecessarily  dismissing 
it  does  not  amount  to  a  hearing  and  determination. 
It  does  not  matter  that  the  justices  did  not  amend 
the  summons;  for  on  the  single  application, 
another  summons  if  in  time,  may  be  taken  out. 
The  defendant  has  come  here  upon  a  point  raised 
on  the  motion,  which  the  evidence  does  not 
support.  The  material  part  of  what  took  place 
upon  the  first  summons  was  omitted  from  the 
defendant's  affidavits;  if  it  had  been  stated,  no 
rule  would  have  been  granted.  It  must  be  dis- 
charged with  costs. 
Quain  and  Archibald,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
Attorneys :  for  defendant,  Combe  a,nd  Wamwright, 
for  /.  F.  Bretherion ;   for  justices,  Gregory,  Bow- 
l^e,  and  Bawle,  for  Leigh  and  Ellis. 
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Reported  by  H.  F.  Poolxt  and  Jon  Rtmrn^ 
BArriatert-at*lAw. 


Friday,  Jan.  30, 1874. 

Maude  and  others  (pet)  v.  Lowlbt  (reap.) 

Corrupt  Practices  {Municipal  Eleetians)  Ael  1872 
(35  ^  36  Vict.  c.  ^Oy-Jurisdidion  of  judge  at 
chambers  to  amend  petition — What  i§  a  fresh 
petition — Power  of  superior  court  under  sect.  21. 
Section  13  of  the   Corruvt  Practices  (Municipal 
Elections)    Act    1872    (35    <S>   36   Vict.)    e.   60, 
directing  thai  a  petition  shali  be  presented  within 
twenty-one  days  after  the  dav  on  which  the  electiom 
was  held,  is  imperative,  and  admits  of  no  eseep- 
tion  but  the  one  specified  in  that  section^  and 
therefore  when  a  petition  has  once  been  presented 
it  cannot  be  amended  by  the  addition  of  other 
charges  against  the  respondent,  and  a  judge  at 
Chambers  hcu  no  power  under  section  21»  sub' 
section  5,  to  make  an  order  allowing  an  ammd' 
ment,  which  varies  the  charge  originaUy  pr^erred. 
Per  Lord  Coleridge  C.  J.  two  cUuses   of  ojfenees 
are  included  in  section  7  of  (he  Municipal  Elsf 
tions  Act  1872 — viz.  the  employment  of  voters 
living  within    the  ward,  and  of  voters    Uving 
without  the  ward. 
This  was  an  application  to  set  aside  an  order  of 
Pollock    B.,    dated    16th    Jan.,     allowing    tiie 
petitioner  against  the  return  of  the  reBpon&nt  at 
a  municipal  election  held  at  Leeds,  to  amoui  the 
petition  in  two  paragraphs   by  the  addition  of 
certain  words. 

The  petition  had  been  presented  on  29th  Dec 
and  one  ground  of  obiection  to  the  respandent*8 
return  was  that  he  nad  contravened  the  pro- 
hibition in  sect.  7  of  the  Corrupt  Practioes 
(Municipal  Elections)  Act  1872.  The  allegation 
under  this  section  was  that  he  had  employed  is 
paid  canvassers  persons  who  were  on  the  roister 
m  a  particular  ward,  and  the  amendment  allowed 
by  the  judge  at  chambers  was  the  addition  of  the 
words,  *'  and  in  other  wards  of  the  said  borough." 
Tewnant  obtained  a  rule  on  the  ground  that  the 
judge  had  no  power  to  make  the  order. 

Cave  and  Lockwood  now  showed  cause. — ^This 
was  a  bye  election  to  supply  a  vacancy  caused  by 
the  deatn  of  a  member  of  the  Town  Oouncil,  re- 
presentinjz  the  North  Ward  in  the  Borough  of 
Leeds.  The  election  was  therefore  not  genend, 
but  confined  to  the  one  particular  ward,  and 
the  allegation  in  the  petition  was  that  the  re- 
spondent personally  employed  and  retained  in 
the  capacity  of  canvassers  persons  who  were  on 
the  register  as  burgesses  for  that  North  Ward ; 
this  was  a  perfectly  good  and  yalid  ground  of 
objection  under  sect.  7  of  the  Act,  but  it  was 
discovered  subsequently,  and  after  the  presentation 
of  the  petition,  that  some  of  the  burgesses  so 
employed  were  on  the  register  for  another  ward  in 
the  borough ;  and  therefore,  this  being  merely  an 
error  of  description,  and  not  going  to  vhe  root  of 
the  charge  preferred  a^nst  the  respondent,  appli* 
cation  was  made  to  Pollock  B.  upon  {affidavits 
setting  out  the  above  facts,  for  leave  to  amend  ths 
petition  by  the  insertion  of  the  words,  "and  in 
other  wards  of  the  said  borough,"  wfaioh  would 
supplement  or  correct  the  description  previoosly 
^iven.  No  question  was  raised  at  Ghamoers  about 
jurisdiction,  and  the  order  was  made,  and  as  we 
submit  properly  made,  under  the  power  given  bj 
section  21.    There  is  no  doubt  tfaftt  ^miyw^TnitPi^  di 
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partioiilare  by  a  judge  is  allowed  to  be  made :  that 
18  implied  clearly  in  the  case  of  the  Cheltenham 
Eleetum  PetUion  (19  L.  T.  Rep.,  N.  S.  820),  where  the 
note  is  as  follows :  "  To  induce  a  jnd^e  to  allow  an 
amendment  of  particulars  by  the  addition  of  names 
Id  the  list  of  persons  bribed,  there  must  be  a  strong 
affidavit  of  the  fact  that  the  cases  have  just  been 
disoovered."    There  is  no  suggestion  here  that  the 
judge  cannot  amend  particumrs,  the  question  is 
wholly  as  to  the  terms  on  which  he  will  allow  an 
amendment  of  the  nature  there  sought  to  be  made. 
If  he  can  amend  particulars,  why  can  he  not  amend 
the  petition,  especially  with  reference  to  matters 
which  are  only  of  the  character  of   piarticc^ars. 
[Lord  Coleridge,  O.J. — There  is  no  specific  power 
given  in  the  Act  to  amend  a  petition :  there  is  one 
and  only  one  case  specified,  in  which  a  petition  may 
be  presented  after  twenty-one  days.    la  this  a 
frean  petition  P    Because  if  so,  it  not  being  within 
the  exoeption,  the  court  is  concluded  from  allow- 
ing it.  j    No,  the  amendment  does  not  constitute 
the  petition  so  amended  a  new  petition.   It  is  true 
that  the  power  of  amendment  is  restricted  by  the 
proviso  m  subsect.  5  of  sect.  21,  **  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,"  so  that  nothing  must  be 
done  to  cause  in  effect  a  contravention  of  the  Act, 
as,  0,  g,  to  allow  a  new:  petition  to  be  filed  after  the 
time  limited.    But  a  petition  having  been  once 
duly  presented  the  court  has  seisin  as  it  were  of 
the  election  and  of  the  objection  to  it,  and  has  dis- 
c^tion  to  amend  as  it  may  think  to  be  just.    We 
do  not  ask  here  for  a  different  charge  to  be  inserted 
in  the  petition,  one  of  which  we  have  not  given 
notice  already,  but  we  want  only  to  alter  the  par- 
ticularity of  tiie  offence.     So  far  from  inserting 
an^hing  new,  we  could  get  what  we  desire  by 
Btriking  out  words,  and  those  are  words  which  we 
were  not  eompelled  to  insert  in  the  first  instance, 
as  they  simply  particularise  the  ward  in  which  the 
burgesses  alleged  to  have  been  retained  as  can- 
vassers   live.     Surely  the    power  of  the    court 
must  be  similar  to  that  vested  in  it  by  s.  222 
of  the  Common   Law    Procedure  Act    1852    in 
respect    of  amendmento    of   defects    and  errors 
in    any    preceding    in    civil   causes :    and    even 
before  that  Act  the  court  admitted  amendments 
even  in  penal  actions,  provided  the  amendment  did 
not  introduce  any  new  substantive  cause  of  action, 
or  new  charge  ajzainst  the  defendant.  See  Maddock 
▼.  HammeU  (7.  T.  E.  55),  and  Chitty's  Practice  1, 
p.  238.  [Keating  J. — Have  vou  not  made  one  charge 
in  your  petition,  and  would  it  not  be  another  and 
a  distinct  one  to  charge  the  employment  of  men 
belonging  to  a  different  ward  P]    It  is  only  giving 
to  the  respondent  further  information  as  to  the 
same  charge.    If  our  allegation  had  been  general 
the  court  would  have  had  jurisdiction  to  allow 
particulars  to  be  altered  by  the  insertion  of  facts 
oisoovered  after  the  twenty-one  days.    Are  we  to 
be  limited  now  by  the  particularity  of  our  allega- 
tions when  we  have  given  notice  of  the  charge 
generally,  and    the  petition  was  perfectly  good 
without  the  words  "  in  the  North  Ward."    All  the 
Act  requires  is  a  specification  of  the  class  of  charge 
that  is  to  be  made.    If  there  is  an  allegation  of 
briberv  by  one  person,  the  particulars  may  be 
amended  by  adding  the  names  of  others.  To  restrict 
an  amendment  of  the  nature  of  the  present  one 
wonld  have  the  effect  of  causing  all  petitions  to  be 
drawn  in  the  widest  possible  way,  alleging  every- 
thing and  giving  the  smallest  amount  of  informa- 
tion poatibie  to  the  respondente.    Hie  general 


char^  is  what  a  man  is  entitled  to  know  from  the 
petition  and  not  the  specific,  the  latter  is  in  the 
nature  of  information  to  be  given  in  the  particulars. 
The  6th  rule  says,  tliut  "  evidence  need  not  be 
stated  in  the  petition,"  and  what  we  have  here 
stated  is  merely  evidence,  and  not  a  material  part 
of  the  petition.  If  there  be  not  power  to  amend 
here  I  submit  that  there  cannot  be  in  any  case, 
not  even  if  there  were  a  clerical  error,  which  this 
well  might  be. 

Tennant  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  amendment 
wanted  would  not  be  effected  by  leaving  out  words, 
because  s.  7  applies  to  two  cases — viz.,  boroughfl 
with  wards  and  boroughs  without.  In  boroughs 
divided  into  wards  a  voter  has  only  a  right  to  vote 
when  there  is  a  vacancy  in  his  ward.  This  was  a 
bye  election,  and  therefore  the  men  in  respect  of 
wliom  they  now  seek  to  charge  us  are  men  who 
were  not  voters  at  all  at  that  election.  They  were 
on  the  register,  but  they  could  not  vote  this  time. 
It  will  be  seen  therefore  that  the  charge  now 
sought  to  be  made  is  a  different  one  altogether 
from  that  preferred  at  first,  affecting  both  the  re- 
spondent and  the  men  quite  differently.  Then  as 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  allow  of  an 
amendment :  if  the  Act  of  Parliament  makes  no 
provision  for  amendment,  and  there  has  been  no 
case  of  an  application  for  the  amendment  of  a 
petition  exeept  one,  the  Youghal  case  (1 0'Malley 
and  Hardcastle,  296)  where  the  judge  doubted 
whether  he  had  power  to  permit  it,  surely  that  is  a 
strong  argument  against, the  existence  of  the  juris- 
diction. [Keating  J.  referred  to  the  Norwich  EUc 
Hon  case:  Stevens  v.  TiUelt  (23  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  623 ; 
L.  Bep.  6  C.  P.  147),  where  Byles  J.  had  struck  out 
allegations  which  were  restored  by  the  court.] 
Look  also  at  the  words  of  the  scatute,  s.  13,  subs.  1. 
This  contemplates  no  alteration  or  amendment 
after  thp  petition  has  been  once  presented :  for  it 
is  to  be  published  forthwith  in  the  borough,  and  it 
cannot  be  that  when  notice  has  thus  been  publicly 
given  of  the  grounds  of  the  petition  they  may 
be  varied  and  aided  to  up  to  the  very  day  of  trial. 
Subsect.  4  again  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the 
same  view;  the  securities  propose  themselves 
on  the  faith  that  they  know  what  the  charge 
against  the  respondent  is :  were  amendments 
allowed,  the  securities  might  well  say.  This 
is  not  what  we  were  bound  for,  this  is  a  dif- 
ferent charge  to  what  we  thought  when  we 
proposed  ourselves.  What  is  the  meaning  of 
limiting  the  time  for  the  presentation  of  a  petition 
to  twenty -one  days  after  the  day  of  election,  if  the 
petitioners  may  afterwards  amend  in  the  manner 
proposed  here.  If  they  are  right  in  their  conten- 
tion they  are  the  only  persons  in  the  borough  who 
are  able  to  make  this  charge.  Every  one  else  is 
concluded  by  the  terms  of  the  2nd  subsection,  and 
it  cannot  be  intended  that  any  such  preference 
should  exist.  Independently  of  the  wording  of  the 
statute  itself  an  argument  from  analogy  will  be  of 
value,  if  we  find  that  in  similar  cases  where  the 
time  within  which  a  thing  must  be  done,  is  limited 

Sr  Act  of  Parliament  no  amendment  has  been 
lowed.  Such  are  (i.)  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  i3,  in 
respect  of  the  three  days  specified  therein,  within 
which  magistrates,  who  are  empowered  to  state  a 
case,  must  send  it  up.  This  has  been  held  to  be  a 
condition  precedent,  which  cannot  be  waived, 
(ii.)  Actions  against  magistrates,  which  must  be 
brought  within  the  time  limited :  and  there  are  no 
cases  of  amendmento  recorded  «:&  W^m%\)i^Ksci  ^^« 
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lowed,  (iii.)  The  Statate  of  Limitations.  In  Chod- 
thOd  y.  Leadham  {10  L.  T.  Bep.  348;  17  L.  J.  Ex.  90) 
application  was  made  to  add  a  defendant  after 
declaration  and  plea.  Since  the  issuing  of  the  writ 
the  Statate  of  Limitations  had  taken  effect  and 
barred  the  claim:  and  therefore  the  amendment 
was  not  allowed. 

Lord  Coleridge  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
role  ought  to  be  made  absolute,  on  the  ground 
that  the  learned  Baron  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  amendment.  That  is  in  m^  judgment  the  only 
question  before  the  court.  If  it  had  been  a  matter 
of  discretion  we  probably  should  not  have  reviewed 
it,  but  as  here  we  have  no  fact  on  which  to  review 
the  discretion  exercised,  we  express  no  opinion  as 
to  that.  This  is  a  municipal  election  petition  pre- 
sented and  prosecuted  under  the  Act  35  &  36 
Vict.  c.  60,  and  we  must  therefore  be  guided  by  the 
words  of  that  statute  and  that  statute  only.  The 
statement  as  it  stood  originally  in  the  petition  was 
as  follows :  **  The  petitioners  further  say  that  the 
respondent  J.  Lowley  did  retain  and  employ  persons 
who  were  included  as  burgesses  on  the  register  for 
the  North  Ward  as  canvassers  for  payment  and 
reward,"  whereby  the  election  is  renaered  void. 
I  find  in  the  7tn  section  of  the  Act,  "  no  person 
who  is  included  in  a  register  for  a  borough  or  ward 
thereof  as  a  burgess  or  citizen  shall  be  retained  or 
employed  for  payment  or  reward  by  or  on  behalf 
of  a  candidate  bA  an  election  for  such  borough  or 
ward  thereof  as  a  canvasser  for  the  purposes  of  the 
election."  This  probably  relates  to  two  classes  of 
offences  includea  under  the  section,  viz.  the  em- 
ployment of  voters  living  within  the  ward,  and 
the  employment  of  voters  living  without  the  ward. 
In  the  particular  case  before  us,  it  was  a  bye  elec- 
tion and  so  confined  to  one  ward.  The  petition 
originally  contained  a  perfectly  good  allegation  of 
a  specific  charge,  and  being  presented  on  29th  Dec., 
the  petitioners  now  want  on  14th  Jan.  to  amend 
by  the  insertion  of,  "  and  in  other  wards  of  the  said 
borough."  As  it  was  the  petition  specified  one  of  the 
offences,  as  amended  it  specified  both  of  the  offences 
in  the  7th  section.  Let  us  see  if  the  court  has  any 
power  to  amend.  The  enabling  clause  is  subsect.  5 
of  sect.  21,  which  says, ''  The  Superior  Court  shall, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  have  the  same 
powers,  jurisdiction  and  authority  with  reference  to 
an  election  petition  and  the  proceedings  thereon, 
as  it  would  nave  if  the  petition  were  an  ordinary 
cause  within  its  jurisdiction."  It  may  bo  taken 
therefore  that  if  this  be  an  ordinary  cause  within  its 
jurisdiction,  and  it  be  not  restrained  by  anything, 
the  court  would  have  power  to  amena ;  but  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  power  of  the  court  is  restrained, 
and  that  the  words  "  subject  to  the  provisons  of 
this  Act"  do  restrain  it.  In  subsect.  2,  sect.  13,  it  is 
enacted  that  "  a  petition  shall  be  presented  within 
twenty-one  days  after  the  day  on  which  the  election 
was  held,"  ana  only  one  case  is  mentioned  in  which 
an  exception  is  allowed,  and  that  a  specific  one. 
That  exception  has  reference  to  a  matter  not  found 
out  since  the  election,  but  perpetrated  since,  and 
this  to  my  mind  is  strong  to  snow  that  unless  in 
the  specified  excepted  case,  which  this  is  not,  the 
petition  must  be  presented  within  the  twenty-one 
days.  Does  then  the  allegation  in  the  amenmnent 
here  make  this  a  new  petition  P  It  is  argued  that 
the  charge  is  merely  that  of  employing  voters  as 
paid  caDvaesera,  and  that  the  amencunent  only 


not  a  well  founded  contentioii  for  the  reasdu  I  have 
given.  That  being  so  this  would  seem  to  go  beyond 
the  power  which  the  words  of  the  secstion  confer 
upon  us,  and  would  exceed  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  which  do  restrain  it,  and  would  also  be  con* 
trary  to  the  analogy  of  provisions  in  other  statates 
tending  in  the  same  direction  broagfat  to  our 
notice  by  Mr.  Tennant.  I  think  the  meaning  d 
the  Act  to  be,  that  it  is  to  bo  asoertained  onoe  for 
all  what  the  petition  is,  and  alter  publicadon  in  the 
borough  no  change  is  to  be  made  in  it.  Hie 
argument  as  to  the  position  of  the  securities,  which 
would  be  altered  by  thQ  allowanoe  of  amendments, 
isalso  I  think  a  good  one ;  and  it  cannot  be  intended 
to  confer  upon  persons  who  have  presented  an 
impel  feet  petition  the  right  which  no  one  else  in 
the  borough  possesses,  at  preferring  a  new  one 
after  the  proper  time.  Even  if  the  result  shoold 
be  that  petitions  will  be  drawn  vaguely,  the  order 
of  the  court  as  to  particulars  will  possibly  correct 
that  in  favour  of  the  respondent ;  bat  whether  that 
be  so  or  not  if  the  words  of  the  statute  are  im- 
perative, and  I  think  they  are,  we  muBt  act  on 
thenL 

Keating  J. — I  also  think  that  this  role  mast  be 
made  absolute.  It  clearly  appears  from  a  con- 
sideration of  the  Act  that  tne  intention  dl  the 
Legislature  was,  that  a  person  having  been  elected 
should  know  within  twenty-one  days  whether  his 
election  was  to  bo  questioned  or  not :  and  if  yes, 
upon  what  grounds.  Therefore  it  was  ensued 
that  the  petition  should  bo  presented  within  that 
space  of  time,  and  that  the  respondent  might  be 
able  at  once  to  know  what  was  tne  chai^  against 
him,  and  make  his  preparations  to  meet  it  accord- 
ingly. Any  additional  charge  is  in  reality  a  fresh 
petition,  and  so  the  intention  of  the  Act  would  be 
defeated  by  its  admission  after  the  time  limited. 
I  agree  therefore  for  the  reasons  given  b^  the 
Lora  Chief  Justice  that  the  court  has  no  joria- 
diction. 

Denmak  J. — I  have  had  considerable  doubts 
during  the  argument  whether  the  judge  had 
jurisdiction  to  allow  this  amendment,  and  they  are 
not  quite  removed.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  not  an 
unreabonable  contention  that  the  clause  in  section 
7  does  not  constitute  two  offences,  but  only  (me— 
viz.  the  employment  of  a  voter  as  paid  canvasser, 
and  that  that  offence  being  the  one  intended  to  be 
met  by  the  Act,  and  to  be  aUeged  in  the  pedtioB, 
the  words  **  in  the  north  ward"  were  a  mere  matter 
of  description,  which  might  be  amended  in  the 
particulars.  My  doubts,  however,  will  not  lead 
me  to  go  against  the  rest  of.  the  courts  as  to  the 
added  words  making  a  new  petition,  benaose  the 
very  particularity  of  the  petition  might  lead  seen- 
rities  and  others  to  think  that  there  was  only  one 
charge  to  meet. 

HoNTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  lliere 
is  no  express  power  in  the  Act  given  to  amend, 
only  the  very  general  section  npon  which  this 
application  is  based.  The  effect  ol  allowing  an 
amendment  would  be  to  repeal  the  Act  altogemr. 
If  there  were  no  petition  existmg  the  matter  woold 
after  the  twenty-one  days  &11.  Tniais  likebegimiing 
a  new  petition.  The  original  statement  ia  aa  if  it  were 
said,  "  I  am  not  proceeding  against  yon  for  emplof- 
iog  canvassers  belonging  to  B.  Ward.*'  Now  tne 
petitioner  wants  to  say  the  oanvasaen  do  bdong 
to  B.  Ward.  The  charge  is  quite  differentt  and  the 


corrects  the  particulars  of  the  charge  pTeleTToa.  \  i^\i\\i\Qii  ^bo  %xsiKSidfidL  ^ould  be  a  new  one. 
But  if  my  interpretation  of  sect  7  be  riobti  \Ibia  \b  \  Bn»U  a 
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Attonaejs  for  petitioner,  Patersan  Snow  and 
Bwmey, 

Attorneys  for  respondent,  I.  0,  Dcurley  for 
NewHead  and  WUsont  Leeds. 


CBOWir  CASES  BESEBVED. 

B«port6d  by  Jokv  Trohpsov,  Eiq.,  Barriater-at-L^w. 


ScUwrday,  Jem.  24, 1874. 

(Before  Lord  Colebidoe,  G.J.,  Melloe,  J.,  and 
PiGOTT  and  Gleasbt,  BB.) 

Beg.  V,  Gbeese. 

MUdemecmor — Fra/udulent  removal  of  property  hy 
debtor — Asngnment  before  liguidation—i)ebtor^ 
Ad  1869, 8,  15,  8ub-8,  b—BuUof  Sale  Act 
A  debtor  on  the  17th  Oct  1873  Med  hie  petition  for 
the  UquidaUon  of  his  affairs  by  arrangement,  and 
a  irwstee  was  dtUy  appointed.    In  Dec,  1872  he 
had  assigned  his  property  to  L,  and  W,,  to  whom  he 
f€(U  indebted  (L.  having  then  advanced  a  further 
9Ufn  of  350L  for  the  purpose  of  enahling  the  busi- 
ness to  be  carried  on), upon  trust,  for  the  ben^  of 
L,  and  W,  and  his  scheduled  creditors.     There 
were  other  creditors  than  those  schedtded.     On  the 
144h,  16th,  and  17th  Oct  1873,  the  debtor  fraudu- 
lently removed  portions  of  the  property  so  assigned 
to  L.  and  TT.,  and   in  respect  of  these  removals, 
he  was  indicted  under  the  Debtors*  Act  1869,  s,  11, 
eub'Seet,  5,  for  having,  vnthin  four  months  next 
before  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation  of  his 
chairs,  fraudulently  removed  part  of  his  property, 
of  the  value  af  101,  and  upwards  : 
Held^  that  the  offence  was  not  proved,  for  the  pro- 
petty  was  not  his  ai  the  time  of  removal,   but 
that  of  Jj»  and  W,,  the  trustees  under  the  assign- 
ment 
Secondly,  that  the  assignment  required  to  be  regis- 
tered under  the^BUls  of  Sale  Act,  17  f  18  Vict 
c  36,  cmd  was  inoperative  a^gainst  tne  tnutee 
under  the  liquidation. 
Case  stated  for  tbe  opinion  of  this  Gonrt  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  Worcestershire  Quarter  Sessions. 
On  the  7th  Jan.  1874,  the  prisoner,  Thomas  Greese, 
was  tried  before  me  at  the  Worcestershire  Quarter 
Sessions,  on  a  charffe  of  misdemeanor,  under  the 
11th  section  of  the  Debtors'  Act  1869,  for  having 
within  four  months  next  before  the  commencement 
of  the  liquidation  of  his  affairs,  in  pursuance  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act  1869,  fraudulently  removed  part 
of  his  property,  of  the  value  of  lOL  and  upwards. 

The  prisoner  was,  at  the  date  of  the  assignment 
hereinafter  mentioned,  and  for  some  years  pre- 
viously, the  occupier  of  a  farm  of  considerable 
extent,  called  "Fakener^s  Farm,"  as  tenant  to 
Earl  Beanchamp  from  year  to  year. 

In  the  month  of  May  1872  the  prisoner  was  in 
diffioalties,  and  made  a  disclosure  of  his  affairs  to 
Mr.  Henry  Lakin,  the  land  Bgent  of  Earl  Beau- 
champ,  and  to  a  Mr.  William  White,  both  of  whom 
were  creditors  of  the  prisoner  for  moneys  pre- 
Tioaaly  advanced;  and  it  appeared  from  such 
diBdoBure  that  the  prisoner  was  largely  indebted, 
and  to  an  amount  exceeding  the  total  value  of  his 
aseetB,  and  would  be  unable  to  continue  the  farm 
withoat  assistanoe.  Thereupon  Mr.  Lakin  and 
Mr.  White  eadi  made  a  farther  advance  to  the 
prisoiierby  way  of  temporary  aBsistanoe,  and  Mr. 
Lakin  entered  into  communication  with  Messrs. 
Berwick  and  Co.,  of  tbs  Old  Bank,  Worcester,  who 
weve  Hkm  pmaptd  cnditoPB,  and  ultimately  an 


arrangement  was  come  to  which  is  evidenced  by 
the  two  documents  next  hereinafter  stated. 

The  first  of  these  documents  (hereinafter  re- 
ferred to  as  '*  the  assignment ")  was  an  indenture 
dated  the  21st  Dec.  1872,  and  made  between  the 
prisoner  of  the  one  part  and  the  said  Henry  Lakin 
and  William  White  of  the  other  part,  and 
dul^  executed  by  all  the  parties,  whereby  after 
reciting  the  tenancy  of  the  prisoner  of  the  said 
Fakener's  Farm,  and  that  he  was  then  indebted  to 
the  said  Henry  Lakin  and  William  White,  and  to 
the  several  other  persons  and  firms  whose  names 
appeared  in  the  first  column  of  the  schedule 
thereto  in  the  several  sums  respectively  set  op- 
posite to  such  names  in  the  second  column  of 
the  said  schedule,  and  being  unable  to  pay  such 
sums,  had  applied  to  Messrs.  Lakin  and  White  to 
assist  him  in  making  some  disposition  and  arrange- 
ment of  his  affairs,  with  a  view  to  such  ultimate 
liquidation  of  his  debts  as  might  be  satisfactory  to 
his  creditors,  and  that,  for  this  purpose,  it  had 
been  egreed  that  he  should  assign  unto  Messrs. 
Lakin  and  White  his  tenancy  of  the  said  farm,  and 
'  all  other  the  property  thereinafter  mentioned,  upon 
the  trusts  thereinafter  declared ;  and  that,  in  oraer 
to  enable  the  business  of  the  said  farm  to  be  carried 
on  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  Mr.  Lakin  had  agreed 
toadvance  to  the  prisoner  a  further  sum  of  350Z.,  for 
the  purpose  of  meeting  any  then  pressing  demands, 
and  supplying  other  urgent  occasions.  It  was  wit- 
nessed tnat,  in  consideration  of  the  sums  of  money 
then  due  to  Messrs.  Lakin  and  White,  and  of  the 
further  sum  of  SbOl.  then  stated  to  be  paid  and 
advanced  by  Mr.  Lakin,  the  prisoner  thereby  as- 
signed all  his  estate,  interest,  tenant  risht,  and 
tenancy  in  the  said  Fakener's  Farm,  and  all  the 
live  and  dead  feurmins  stock,  com,  ffrain,  hay  and 
crops,  implements  of  husbandry  and  effects,  chat- 
tels, and  utensils  then  in,  upon,  about,  or  belonging 
to  the  said  farm ;  and  all  tne  household  furniture 
and  effects  in  and  about  the  dwelling-house  then 
in  the  occupation  of  the  prisoner  upon  the  said 
farm  or  elsewhere,  and  belonging  to  the  prisoner. 
And  all  and  every  sums  and  sum  of  money  owing 
to  the  prisoner,  in  respect  of  the  said  business, 
unto  Messrs.  Lakin  ana  White,  upon  trust,  to  sell 
and  convert  the  same  into  money  at  their  dis* 
cretion,  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  and  in  the 
meantime,  upon  trust,  to  be  and  continue  tenants 
of  the  said  farm,  and  carry  on  the  business  thereof, 
and  receive  and  take  the  moneys  to  arise  there&om, 
and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from 
such  sale  and  conversion,  and  from  carrying  on  the 
said  business ;  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay 
the  rent,  tithe,  rates  and  taxes,  premiums  on  fire 
insurance,  and  the  costs  incidental  to  the  assign- 
ment, and  the  current  wages  and  outgoings  neces- 
sary for  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  said  farm 
(including  auy  salary  to  be  paid  to  the  prisoner,  or 
any  other  person  or  persons,  for  managing  the 
said  farm),  and  also  the  said  sum  of  3507.,  so  ad- 
vanced by  Mr.  Lakin,  and  costs  and  expenses  of 
the  trustees  as  therein  mentioned.  And  in  the  next 
place  in  or  towards  payment,  at  such  times  and  by 
such  dividends,  as  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  of  the  said  assignment  might  think 
fit,  of  the  said  several  sums  of  money  in  which  the 
prisoner  was  then  indebted  to  Messrs.  Lakin  and 
White  and  his  other  creditors,  as  thereinbo^d^^ 
recited,  togeihet  m\»\i  m\«t^fiX»  -nsj^wi^.  ^asq  ^^ci^ 
aponw\Ao\i\\.  nnA\,>Q^TMacfi«a»!r3  ^  ^R«ato«k'<So^ 

I  interest  B\ionVd\»v«^^'^^^^^^^^'^^'^'^ 
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payment  of  the  principal  (and  particularly  upon  a 
Dank  debt  to  the  saia  Messrs.  Berwick  and  Go.)f 
and  should  stand  possessed  of  the  surplus  (if  any) 
of  such  moneys,  upon  trust  for  the  defendant, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.  And 
it  was  thereby  provided,  among  other  things,  that 
in  case  of  any  difficulty  arising,  as  therein  men- 
tioned, the  trustees  should  have  power  to  wind-up 
the  said  farming  business  and  other  matters 
coming  Into  their  hands,  either  by  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy,  as  in  an  ordinary  bankrupts 
estate,  or  oy  liquidation,  or  by  any  other  such 
means  as  the^  might  see  fit  or  think  best,  or 
might  be  advised,  for  the  general  good  of  the 
present  creditors  of  the  prisoner,  without  any  let 
or  hindrance  from  him.  And  it  was  also  thereby 
agreed  and  declared  that  it  was  not  contemplated 
that  the  said  assignment  should  be  registered 
under  any  Act  of  Parliament  relating  to  the  regiR- 
tration  of  bills  of  sale,  and  that  Messrs.  Lakin 
and  White  should  not  incur  any  liability  by  reason 
of  the  same  not  being  registered. 

In  the  schedule  to  the  said  indenture  the  names 
of  sixteen  creditors  only  appeared,  whose  debts 
amounted  in  all  to  42101.  98.  lOd,  Among  such 
creditors  were  the  following : 

£    s.   d. 

The  said  Messrs.  Berwick  and  Go for    2969  11  10 

The  said  William  White  „       473  17    2 

The  said  Henry  Lakin  ,.       213    1    0 

Earl  Beauchamp,  for  rent  and  tithe 271  19    6 

The  other  twelve  creditors  in  the  schedule  were 
for  smaller  amounts. 

The  assignment  comprised  substantially  all  the 
prisoner's  property,  and  it  has  never  oeen  re- 
l^stered  under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Act.  The  provision 
m  the  assignment  for  not  registering  the  same 
was  inserted  at  the  request  of  the  prisoner,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  saving  his  credit. 

The  second  of  the  documents  before  referred  to 
was  an  agreement  dated  the  23rd  Dec.  1872,  and 
made  between  the  said  Messrs.  Lakin  and  White 
of  the  one  part,  and  the  prisoner  of  the  other  part, 
and  signed  by  all  the  parties,  whereby  in  effect  the 
prisoner  agreed  to  serve  Messrs.  Lakin  and  White 
in  the  capacity  of  bailiff  or  mana^r  of  the  said 
farm,  from  the  21st  Dec.  1872  until  such  service 
should  be  discontinued  by  a  month's  notice  of 
either  party,  and  whereby  it  was  stipulated, 
among  other  things,  that  any  purchases  and  sales 
which  the  prisoner  might  make  on  account  of  the 
said  farm  should  be  made  only  with  consent  of 
Messrs.  Lakin  and  White,  and  that  the  prisoner 
was,  so  long  as  the  service  continued,  to  have  a 
salary  of  1001.  per  annum,  and  to  occupy  the  house 
on  the  farm,  except  three  rooms,  which  were  re- 
served by  Messrs.  Lakin  and  White  for  occupation 
by  any  other  person  whom  they  might  appoint. 

The  ori^nals  of  these  two  documents  will  be  in 
court  on  tne  hearing  of  this  case,  for  reference  if 
required. 

Formal  possession  was  given  to  Messrs.  Lakin 
and  White  on  the  execution  of  the  assignment, 
and  thenceforth  the  prisoner  continued  to  carry  on 
the  farm  ostensibly  as  owner,  but  in  reality  as 
their  bailiff  and  manager,  and  he  did  not,  to  the 
knowledge  of  Messrs.  Lakin  and  White,  until  the 
time  hereinafter  mentioned,  sell  or  purchase  any 
stock  on  account  of  the  form,  without  the  previous 
consent  of  tbem  or  one  of  them. 

The   said   arrangement  was  commximcaied.  \a 
teBBra,  Berwick  and  Co.  and  to  Earl  Bettaobamp 
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and  assented  to  by  them.  It  did  not  appear  il 
the  trial  whether  the  same  was  or  was  not  oom- 
munioated  or  known  to  any  other  creditor  6t  the 
bankrupt. 

Before  the  completion  of  the  said  ananffement, 
the  prisoner  hanaed  to  the  trustees  a  list  df  debts, 
which  he  represented  to  be  all  that  he  then  owed. 
That  list  comprised  the  debts  mentioned  in  the 
schedule  to  the  assignment,  and  also  a  namber  of 
other  small  debts,  amounting  in  the  asgregate  to 
about  1501.,  which  it  ?raB  intended  to  ouschaiige  at 
once  out  of  the  850L  advanced  by  Mr.  Lakin.  Tb» 
prisoner,  however,  knew  at  the  time,  and  it  wm 
the  fiEMst,  that  he  was  then  indebted  to  other  per* 
sons  not  named  in  the  list,  and  one,  at  least,  of 
such  undisclosed  debts,  viz.,  3001.  dae  to  a  Mr. 
Oliver  Ghrub,  on  the  prisoner's  note  of  band,  is  still 
unpaid. 

All  the  debts  mentioned  in  the  said  schedule  to 
the  assisnment  are  also  still  unpaid,  except  four 
or  five,  the  largest  of  which  did  not  exceed  lOL 

There  are  other  debts  of  the  prisoner  stiU  un- 
paid, which  were  contracted  between  the  dates  of 
the  assignment  and  the  commencement  of  the 
liquidation. 

The  850L  advanced  by  Mr.  Lakin  at  the  date  of 
the  assignment,  was  intended  by  all  parties  to  be 
applied,  and  was  applied,  as  follows,  via.,  150L,  or 
thereabouts,  in  discnar^g  the  small  debts  in  the 
list  produced  by  the  prisoner  and  not  included  in 
the  schedule  to  the  assignment,  and  the  remaining 
part  thereof  in  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  turn 
for  the  benefit  of  the  trust. 

On  the  17th  Oct.  1873,  the  prisoner,  while  stiU 
carrying  on  the  business  of  the  said  fiyrm  as  the 
bailiior  or  manager  of  the  trustees  under  the  ssid 
arrangement,  instituted  proceedings  in  the  Coonty 
Court  of  Worcester,  under  the  Bankruptcy  Aik 
1869,  for  the  liquidation  of  his  affairs  by  anange- 
ment,  and  on  the  18th  Oct.  1873  a  receiver  ww 
appointed  by  the  court,  who  thereupon  proceeded 
to  take  possession  of  the  said  fiom  and  the  stock 
and  effects  remaining  thereon. 

On  the  7th  Nov.  1873,  at  a  meeting  duly  sum- 
moned of  the  prisoner's  creditors,  it  was  resolved 
by  a  statutory  mc^ority,  that  the  affairs  of  the  sud 
prisoner  should  be  liquidated  by  arrangement,  sod 
one  Francis  Spooner  was  appointed  and  k  now 
trustee  under  such  liquidation.  Li  the  meanwhile 
it  ?ras  discovered  that  on  the  14th,  16tb,  and  17th 
Oct.  1873,  the  prisoner  had,  without  the  consent  or 
knowledge  of  Messrs.  Lakin  and  White,  or  either 
of  them,  removed  a  large  quantity  of  stock  com- 
prised in  the  assignment,  of  the  value  of  several 
nundred  pounds  from  the  said  fiurm,  and  sold  the 
same,  ana  applied  the  proceeds  for  the  most  pert 
in  payment  of  the  debts  of  creditors  not  named  in 
the  schedule  to  the  assignment. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  state  in  detail  the  ciroom- 
stances  of  such  removal,  since  it  has  been  found  by 
the  jury,  and  is  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  to  be 
taken  as  a  fact,  that  the  removal  was  fraudulent. 

It  was,  however,  objected  by  Mr.  Gk)dson,  on 
behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  the  stock  so  removed 
was  vested  in  Messrs.  Lakin  and  White  by  virtot 
of  tiie  assignment,  and,  consequently,  was  not,  sod 
ought  not  to  be  considered  as  the  prisoner's  pro- 
perty, within  the  meaning  of  tiie  Ilth  sectioii  d 
the  Debtors'  Act  1869. 

I  declined  to  withdraw  the  case  from  tihe  jmjoa 

I^^bXi  OD\<e(c^tsii«  V^\s^  of  opinion  that  t^  avM- 

TQSu^  i««a  ^Qvi  ^\g»3a^  ^^  NiRitei^  ^adv  IM 
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liquidation,  either  under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Act  for 
want  of  registration,  or  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act 
1869  as  being  an  act  of  bankruptcy  within  twelve 
months  of  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation, 
and  that  having  regard  to  the  15th  section  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act  lo69,  and  the  3rd  section  of  the 
Debtors  Act  1869,  all  property  divisible  among 
the  prisoner's  creditors  under  the  liquidation  must 
be  considered  as  his  property,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  last-mentioned  Act,  but  I  consented  to  re- 
serve the  point. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  the 
prisoner  was  sentenced  to  four  months'  imprison- 
ment, but  the  sentence  was  respited,  and  tne  pri- 
soner admitted  to  bail  pending  the  decision  upon 
this  case. 

The  question  on  which  I  respectfully  desire  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  is — Whetner  the  stock  com- 
prised in  the  assignment  of  the  21st  Dec.  1872,  and 
so  removed  by  the  prisoner  as  aforesaid,  was  the 

froperty  of  the  prisoner  within  the  meaning  of  the 
1th  section  of  the  Debtors'  Act  1869. 

(Signed)  B.  Paul  Amphlett, 

Chairman  of  the  above  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions. 
Go(2«an,f or  the  prisoner. — The  conviction  cannot  be 
sustained,  for  the  property  removed  by  the  prisoner 
was  not  his,  within  the  meaning  of  the  11th  section 
of  the  Debtors'  Act  1869,  sub-sect.  5,  which  enacts 
"that  anv  person  adjudged  bankrupt,  and  any 
person  whose  chairs  are  liquidated  oy  arrange- 
ment, in  pursuance  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869, 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  if  after 
the  presentation  of  a  bankruptcy  petition  against 
him,  or  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation,  or 
within  four  months  next  before  such  presentation 
or  commencement  he  fraudulently  removes  any 
part  of  his  property  of  the  value  of  lOi.  or  up- 
wards." By  the  assignment  of  the  2l8t  Dec.  1872, 
the  property  was  vested  in  Lakin  and  White ;  and 
it  so  continued  to  be  up  to  the  17th  Oct.  1873. 
But  it  was  objected  (1),  that  the  assignment  was 
null  and  void  as  against  the  trustee  for  want 
of  registration  under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Act  (17  &  18 
Vict.  c.  36);  and  (2)  that  it  was  null  and  void 
as  beinff  an  act  of  bankraptcy.  As  to  the  first 
point,  this  was  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
all  the  existing  creditors  of  the  prisoner,  and  uot 
for  a  selected  class  only,  as  appears  by  the  proviso 
at  the  end  of  the  deed :  "  In  case  of  any  difficulty 
arising,  the  trustees  might  wind-up  the  business 
as  they  might  see  fit  for  the  general  good  of  the 
present  creditors  of  the  prisoner,"  and  that  being 
BO,  it  was  not  a  bill  of  sale  that  required  to  be 
registered  :  (sect.  7.)  Secondly,  this  assignment 
was  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  This  was  an  as- 
signment not  in  consideration  of  a  past  debt 
merely,  but  there  was  an  additional  advance  also. 
The  case  falls  within  the  principle  laid  down 
in  Ex  parte  Fisher,  re  Ash  (26  I^.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
931 ;  41  L.  J.  62,  Bank.),  that  the  assign- 
ment by  a  debtor  of  all  his  efiects,  partly  as  a 
security  for  a  past  debt  and  partly  as  a  security 
for  a  substantial  fresh  advance,  is  not  necessarily 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Here  the  350Z.  being  a 
substantial  advance  to  enable  the  farm  to  be  car- 
ried on,  the  assignment  was  valid:  (Mercer  v. 
Peterson,  37  L.  J.  E^,  Ex.)  It  will  be  further  con- 
tended that  the  deed  is  avoided  by  the  title  of  the 
trustee  under  the  liquidation  relating  back  to  the 
date  of  its  execution ;  hut  the  doctrine  of  relation 
dooB  not  apply  to  erimiDal  cases. 

Mag.  Oja—Vol,  VJJL 


Jelft  for  the  prosecution. — First,  the  property 
removed  was  that  of  the  prisoner,  under  sub-sect. 
6  of  sect.  11  of  the  Debtors'  Act  1869.  Sect.  3  of 
that  Act  enacts  that  "  words  and  expressions " 
defined  or  explained  in  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869, 
shall  have  the  same  meaning  in  the  Debtors'  Act 
1869.  The  word  "property,"  therefore,  in  sub- 
sect.  5  of  sect.  11  of  the  Debtors'  Act  means  pro- 
perty divisible  among  the  debtor's  creditors,  and 
the  sub-section  will  then  read,  "  removes  any  part 
of  his  property  divisible  among  his  creditors." 
That  this  was  a  bill  of  sale  within  the  Bills  of  Sale 
Act  requiring  it  to  be  registered,  admits  of  no  real 
doubt.  Secondly,  if  this  assignment  was  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  the  property  removed  was  the  pri- 
soner's at  the  time  of  the  removal.  As  to  whether 
the  assignment  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  the 
decisions  are  conflicting.  According  to  the  caae  Ex 
parte  Fisher,  re  Ash  (»tw).),  the  amount  of  the  fresh 
advance  is  to  be  lookea  at  with  reference  to  the 
amount  of  existing  debts  and  the  extent  of  the 
estate.  The  circumstances  in  this  case  show  that 
it  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy:  (Lomax  v.  Biixton, 
24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  137 ;  40  L.  J.,  150,  C.  P.)  On 
the  face  of  the  deed  it  appears  that  3501.  was  not 
a  substantial  advance :  (Ex  parte  Cohen,  L.  Bep.  7 
Ch.  Ap.  Bank.  20 ;  25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  473.) 

Godson,  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv,  vult, 

Cleasbt,  B.  read  the  judgment  of  the  court. — 
The  defendant  was  indicted  under  the  5th  sub- 
section of  sect.  11  of  the  Debtors'  Act  1869,  for 
having,  within  four  months  of  his  petition  for 
liquidation,  fraudulently  removed  a  part  of  his 
property.    And  the  question  was,  whether  certain 

Sroperty  removed  by  him  on  the  14th  and  16th 
•ct.  (which  was  within  the  period  specified,  and 
as  to  which  the  jury  found  that  the  removal  was 
fraudulent)  was  nis  property,  within  the  meaning 
of  that  provision.  It  appeared  that  on  the  21st 
Dec.  1872,  the  defendant  had  by  indenture,  for 
certain  consideration,  assigned  his  farm  and  all 
the  property  thereon  to  certain  persons  as  trus- 
tees, upon  certain  trusts  there  mentioned,  and  it  is 
to  be  taken  that  the  property  removed  was  part  of 
the  property  comprisea  in  that  deed.  The  pro- 
perty no  doubt  passed  under  the  deed,  but  the 
deed  was  not  registered,  and  it  was  therefore  con- 
tended for  the  prosecution  that  by  the  Bills  of  Sale 
Act  the  deed  was  void,  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
against  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  and,  therefore,  at 
the  time  of  the  removal,  the  defenda.nt  was  dealing 
with  property  upon  which  the  deed  did  not  (under 
the  events  which  had  happened)  operate,  and  that 
it  was  therefore  the  deiendant's  property,  and 
divisible  among  his  creditors  as  such,  so  as  to 
bring  the  same  within  the  words  and  meaning  of 
the  section.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  inden- 
ture required  registration,  and  so  was  inoperative 
against  assignees  in  bankruptcy.  It  was  contended 
that  the  deed  was  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
so  as  to  come  within  the  exemption  in  the  Bills  of 
Sale  Act.  It  has  been  held  in  the  case  of  the 
General  Furnishing  Company  v.  Venn  (32  L.  J., 
220,  Ex.),  that  creditors  in  the  Bills  of  Sale  Act 
means  all  the  creditors ;  and,  therefore,  having 
regard  to  the  trusts  in  the  deed,  viz.,  First,  to  pay 
the  350L  advanced  by  Lakin  and  White ;  secondly, 
to  pay  certain  creditors  named,  bein^  &  «!^W;^\vfCL 
of  the  defendant?^  eT^\\.Qt^x  wA'Oq&t^vsv  \xxiA\»  Vest 
the  deiendaaiit,  we^  wce^  ciV^xVj  o\  ^v^\v\^^Jv^^^^ 
does  not  com^  mt\sMi  xXi'ft  ^^^^rv^'Cvo^  ^^  ^  ^«^ 


410 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


0.  Ca3.  B.] 


Beg.  v.  O&eesb. 


[O.  Cmb.  B. 


for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  as  interpreted  by 
authority.    It  is  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of  certain 
creditors,  and  of  these  unequally ;  and  is,  besides, 
a  deed  not  founded  upon  the  consideration  of  sub- 
sisting debts,  but  upon  a  new  consideration  and 
advance.    That  being  so,  as  soon  as  there  was  a 
petition  for  liquidation,  the  deed  was  void  as  af^inst 
the  trustee,  and  the  property  comprised  in  the 
deed  became  the  property  of  the  trustee.    But  it 
does  not,  in  our  opinion,  follow  from  this  that  it 
was  the  property  of  the  defendant  on  the  16th 
Oct.,  or  at  any  time  between  the  assignment  and 
the  liquidation.    The  assignment  is  absolute,  and 
irrevocably  transfers  the  property.    There  is  no 
imaginable  state  of  things  under  which  the  pro- 
perty could  return  to  the  defendant.  The  resulting 
trust  of  the  surplus,  after  paying   all  the  debts 
specified,  cannot  be  regarded  as  giving  the  defen- 
dant, even  contingent^,  any  interest  in  the  goods 
themselves.    In  this  case,  the  trustee  under  the 
liquidation  does  not  make  title  to  the  property 
through  the  defendant,  as  being  his  at  the  time  of 
the  petition,  but    claims   the   goods    as   having 
been  the  defendant's  at  the  time  of  the  assignment, 
and  then  the  assignment  by  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment cannot  be  set  up  against  him.     Just  as  in 
the  case  of  payments  by  way  of  fraudulent  pre- 
ference, the  bankrupt  voluntarily,  and  in  contem- 
plation of  bankruptcy,  pays  a  particular  debt.    He 
can  never  by  possibility  acquu«  any  right  to  it ; 
but  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy  can  recover  it  back, 
not  because  it  became  his  (the  bankrupt's),  but 
because  he  ought  not  to  have  made  the  payment, 
and  deprived  the  estate  of  the    benefit  of  the 
amount.     If  any  person  had  seized  or  converted 
the  goods  after  the  assignment,  the  defendant 
could  never  have  maintained  an  action,  and  the 
assignee,  in  order  to  recover,  must  treat  it  not  as 
a  wrong  done  to  the  defendant,  but  as  a  wrong 
done  to  him  as  trustee.    The  learned  counsel  for 
the  {)rosccution  appeared  to  feel  that  this  conclu- 
sion was  unavoidable,  and  he  therefore   mainly 
relied  upon  a  construction  of  the  sub-section  in 
question  which  if  correct  might  sustain  the  pre- 
sent indictment.    He  contended  that  the  proper 
meaning  of  the  words  "  his  property,"  in  the  5th 
Hub-scction,  was    property  divisible    among    his 
creditors,    and    that    as    the    property    in    this 
case    became    divisible    among     tiis     creditors, 
the    ofTenco   was    proved.      To    this    argument 
there  are  two  answers :  First,  at  the  time  when 
the  act  was  done  it  was  not  property  divisible 
among  his  creditors,  but  became  so  by  notice  at  a 
subsequent  event  which  might  or  might  not  have 
happened ;  and  you  cannot  upon  general  principles 
(except  by  virtue  of  some  clear  and  express  enact- 
ment) alter  the  character  of  an  act  by  something 
which  occurs  afterwards  so  as  to  make  it  criminal. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  resort  to  this  answer, 
because  we  think  the  argument  of  the  learned 
counsel  as  to  the  construction  of  the  sub-section  in 
(question  is  not  well  founded.     The  argument  was 
basoil  uix>n  a  comparison  of  the  words  in  the  sub- 
section in  question  with  that  of  other  sub-sections, 
and  particularly  upon  that  of  the  15th  section  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  1869.    That    section  com- 
mences as  follows : — "  The  property  of  the  bank- 
rupt divisible  among  his  creaitors,  and  in  this  Act 
referred  to  as  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,"  so 
that  in  the  Bankruptcy  Act  the  words,  "  property 
of  the  bankrupt,"  means  his  property  dmaVbfc  \ 
uaong  hia  creaitors.    The  section  then  &pec\&QB  \ 


what  property  is  not  divisible,  and  therefore  does 
not  come  under  the  word  property,  yiz^  proper^ 
held  in  trust,  and  tools  of  trade,  wearing  apparel, 
&c.,  of  a  certain  value,  and  afterwards  what  pro- 

63rty  is  divisible.     By  the  third  section  of  the 
ebtors'  Act  1869,  words  and  expressions  in  thit 
Act  have  the  same  meaning  as  in  the  Bankruptcy 
Act;    so  that  in  the  Debtors*    Act   the  words, 
"property  of  the  bankrupt,"  mean  **  his  proper^ 
divisible  among  his  creditors."    They  must  be  eo 
read  in  the  5th  sub-section,  and  the  offenoe  wooU 
consist  in  removing  the  puroperty  of  the  bankropt 
divisible  among  his  creditors,  so  as  not  to  i^ply  to 
trust  property  or  tools  of  trade,  &o.    Bat  we  were 
asked,  upon  the  comparison  above  mentioned,  to 
read  the  words  as  not  referring  to  the  property  of 
the  bankrupt  divisible,  but  to  something  which  is 
not  his  propertv  at  the  time,  but  afterwards  be- 
comes divisible  by  the  operation  of  the  bankruptcy 
law ;  a  reading  of  the  statute  opposed,  as  we  think, 
to  true  rules  of  construction,    and  violating  the 
principle  ^s  to  altering  the  equality  of  acts,  inno- 
cent when  done,  so  as  to  make  them  criminal  hj 
relation,  to  which  we  have  already  adverted.    It 
therefore  appears  to  us,  that  in  tne  present  case 
the  defendant  improperly  removed  the  property  of 
the  trustees  under  the  deed,    and  not  his  own 
property.    The  date  at  which  the  act  was  done 
warrants  the  conclusion  that  it  was  done  to  evade 
the  operation  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  which  may  be 
said  of  all  cases  of  fraudulent  preference;    bat 
another  enactment  is  necessaxy,  in  addition  to  the 
16th  sub-section  of  the  11th  section,  and  the  three 
sub-sections  of  the  13th  section,  to  meet  such  a 
case  as  this.    We  had  a  considerable  argument,  and 
many  authorities  were  referred  to  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  assignment  was  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  so  as  to  avoid  the  deed,  and  so  give 
the  assignees  a  title  by  relation  back  te  that  time. 
But  as  we  have  treated  the  deed  as  wholly  void 
a^inst  the  trustee  in  Uquidation,  by  virtue  of  the 
Bills  of  Sale  Act,  it  appears  unnecessary  to  consider 
whether  it  is  capable  of  being  considered  as  an 
act  of  bankruptcy.    It  is  fortunate  that  we  deem 
this  unnecessuT,  because  (after  the  cases  of  Lomax 
V.  Buxton,  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  137 ;  L.  Bep.  6 
C.  P.  107,  and  Ex  parte  Fisher,  re  Ash,  L.  Bep.  7 
Ch.  Ap.  636 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  931),  beine  unable 
in  a  criminal  case  to  draw  inferences  of  met,  we 
have  hardly  materials  before  us    to    determine 
whether  the  deed  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy  or  not 
It  was  suggested,  that  at  all  events  the  defendant, 
as  bailifi*  with  possession,  had  a  qualified  property 
in  the  things  removed,  and  that  this  was  sufficient, 
but,  independent  of  other  objections,  the  previous 
ar^mont  of  the  learned  counsel  had  disposed  of 
this  argument,  since  it  could  not  be  contended 
that  this  qualified  property  was  divisible  among 
his  creditors,  so  as  to  come  within  the  section.  For 
the  reasons  assigned,  we  think  that  the  defendant, 
on  the  14th  and  16th  Oct.,  did  not  remove  his  own 
propertv,  and   therefore   the  conviction  must  be 
quashed. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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COITBT   OF  APPEAL  IV  CKAVCEKT. 

Beportod  bj  E.  Stswabt  Bochx  and  H.  Peat,  Eeqrt., 

Baxristers-at-Law. 


Jam,,  14  and  15,  1874. 

(Before  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Selbome),  and  the 

Lords  Justices.) 

Clark  v.  The  School  Board  por  London. 

MemMiia'nj  Education  Act  1870  (33  ^  34  Vict. 
c.  75),  88, 19  ^  20 — Injury  to  premises  not  taken 
under  compulsory  powers — Remedy  of  injured 
landowner — Compensation — Lands  Clauses  Con- 
•oUdafion  Act  1845,  s,  68. 
Where  a  school  hoard  acquires  land  as  a  site  for  a 
Bchoolf  under  the  compulsory  powers  given  hy  the 
Elementary  Educaiion  Act,  aivd  builds  a  school  so 
as  to  obstruct  the  ancient  lights  of  an  adjoining 
landowner,  tlieremsdy  of  the  adjoining  landowner 
is  by  claiming  compensation  under  the  QSth  section 
of  tite  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845,  and 
not  by  bill  for  an  injunction. 
This  was  a  motion  for  decree. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows  : 
The  plaintiff  was  the  lessee  of  some  houses  in 
Winchester-court,  Pentonville. 
.  The  School  Board  for  London,  under  their  sta- 
tutory powers,  took  some  land  to  the  north  of 
Winchester-court,  and  in  May  1873  they  com- 
menced building  a  school  house  on  this  land ;  and 
part  of  the  wall  of  this  school  house  being  within 
four  feet  of  the  windows  of  some  of  the  plaintiff's 
houses,  the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  to  restrain  the 
board  from  so  building  as  to  interfere  with  his 
ancient  lights. 

Before  the  bill  was  filed,  the  board  had  purchased 
the  fee  of  the  houses  in  question,  subject  to  the 
plaintiff's  lease,  and  had  endeavoured  to  come  to 
terms  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  his 
interest,  but  he  asked  too  high  a  price,  and  they 
were  unable  to  agree. 

Malins,  V.C.  granted  the  injunction  prayed  for 
(see  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  657).  and  the  board  ap- 
pealed. 

On  the  appeal  motion  coming  on  for  hearing 
before  the  Lords  Justices  in  July  last,  it  was  ar- 
ranged that  the  plaintiff  should  give  notice  of 
motion  for  decree,  and  that  it  should  be  heard  by 
the  full  Court  of  Appeal. 

The  case  now  came  on  for  hearing. 
The  board  had,  since  the  case  came  last  before 
the  court,  obtained  power  to  acquire  the  plaintiff's 
interest  compidsorily,  so  that  the  only  question 
remaining  between  the  parties  was,  which  of  them 
was  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  but  this  involved 
the  question  which  of  them  was  originally  in  the 
ri^t. 

This  question  turned  upon  the  construction  of 
certain  sections  of  the  Elementary  Education  Act 
1870,  the  18th  section  of  which  provides  that  "  the 
school  board  shall  maintain  and  keep  efficient 
every  school  provided  by  such  board,  and  shall  from 
time  to  time  provide  such  additional  school  accom- 
modation as  is,  in  their  opinion,  necessary  in  order 
to  supply  a  sufficient  amount  of  public  school  ac- 
ooramodation  for  their  district." 

The  19th  section  of  the  Act  provides  that  every 
school  board,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  sufficient 
pablio  school  accommodation  for  their  district, 
may  provide,  by  building  or  otherwise,  school 
houses  properly  fitted  up,  and  improve,  enlarge, 
and  fit  up  anf  school  bouse  provided  by  them,  and 


supply  school  apparatus  and  everything  necessary 
for  the  efficiency  of  the  schools  provided  by  them, 
and  purchase  and  take  on  lease  any  land,  and  anv 
right  over  land,  or  may  exercise  any  of  sucn 
powers. 

And  by  the  20th  section  of  the  Act,  it  is  pro- 
vided that,  **  with  respect  to  the  purchase  of  land 
by  school  boards  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the 
following  provisions  shall  have  effect  (that  is  to 
say),  (1)  The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 
181^,  and  the  Acts  amending  the  same,  shall  be 
incorporated  with  this  Act,  except  the  provisions 
relating  to  access  to  the  special  Act ;  and  in  con- 
struing those  Acts  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  special  Act  shall  be  construed  to  mean  this 
Act,  and  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  shall 
be  construed  to  mean  the  school  board,  and  land 
shall  be  construed  to  include  any  right  over  land." 
Then  follow  provisions  that  the  board  must  give 
certain  notices  as  to  the  land  they  propose  to  take, 
and  that,  having  done  so,  they  cannot  take  the  land 
until  they  have  obtained  from  the  Education  De- 
partment an  order  authorising  them  to  put  in  force 
their  powers  under  the  Act,  which  order  is  not  to 
be  of  any  validity  unless  it  has  been  confirmed  by 
an  Act  of  Parliament,  which  confirmation  the  Edu- 
cation Department  are  authorised  to  obtain. 

The  sections  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act  1845,  upon  which  the  decision  of  the  present 
case  turned,  are  the  18th  section,  by  which  the 
promoters  of  an  undertaking  are  required  to  give 
notice  to  all  the  parties  interested  in  any  lands 
which  they  propose  to  take ;  the  21st  and  following 
sections,  by  which  provision  is  made  for  ascertain- 
ing, in  case  of  dispute,  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion to  be  paid  for  the  different  interests  m  the 
land  so  taken ;  the  68th  section,  by  which  provi- 
sion is  made  for  settling  the  amount  of  the  compen- 
sation to  be  paid  to  any  party  who  is  entitled  to 
compensation  "  in  respect  of  any  lands,  or  any 
interest  therein,  which  shall  have  been  taken  for 
or  iiyuriously  affected  by  the  execution  of  the 
works ;"  and  the  84th  section,  which  provides  that 
*^  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  snail  not,  ex- 
cept by  the  consent  of  the  owners  or  occupiers,  . 
enter  upon  any  lands  which  shall  be  required  to  be 
purchased,  or  permanently  used  for  the  purposes, 
and  under  the  powers  of  this  or  the  special  Act, 
until  they  shall  either  have  paid  to  every  party 
having  any  interest  in  such  lands,  or  deposited  in 
the  bank,  the  purchase  money  or  compensation 
agreed  or  awarded  to  be  paid  to  such  parties  re- 
spectively for  their  respective  interests  therein.'* 

Olasse,  Q.C.  and  JP.  A,  Letvin,  for  the  plaintiff. 
— The  only  power  given  to  school  boards  by  the 
Elementary  Education  Act  is  to  purchase  land 
compulsonly,  but  the  Act  gives  them  no  power  to 
erect  buildings  on  the  land  so  purchased  in  such  a 
way  as  to  interfere  with  the  rights  of  adjoining 
landowners.  They  have  power  to  build  school 
houses  on  land  acquired  by  them  under  the  Act, 
but  they  can  only  build  in  the  same  way  as  any 
other  landowner.  The  20th  section,  which  pro- 
vides that  land  shall  include  "any  right  over 
land,"  shows  that  the  board  in  this  case  were 
bound  to  purchase  the  plaintiff's  easement  before 
they  commenced  obstructing  his  lights.  They  had 
power  to  purchase  his  easement  compulsorily,  and 
nis  remeoy  was  not  by  compensation,  under  the 
68th  section  of  the  Land^  Gl&UL^ieA  Ci^Tffi^:}cv^?i^^vL 
Act,  in  Teapwjx.  ol\i\a\«ii^\iKs\\i%\5iwsQ.\\i^^>^^ 
1  affected  \>7  t\i»  eiftcaWoii  ^1  >2ckft  ^^^*&^\sQis»  Xiss.  ^«^ 
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right  in  filing  this  bill,  and  is  therefore  entitled  to 
his  costs,    lliey  refen^ed  to 

The  Elementary  Edaoation  Act  1870  (33  &  34  Yiot. 

0.  75),  88. 19,  aO,  21  and  26 ; 
HiUtonT.  The  London  and  Sovih-Westem  BaiUoay 

Company,  7  Hare,  2d9 ; 
Daw8on  y.  Paver,  4  Bail.  Cas.  81 ; 
Peale  y.  Watson,  Wm.  Blaok8t.  922 ; 
Reg.  Y.  The  Vestry  of  8t.  Luke*8,  Chelsea,  25  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  914 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  14a 

Cotton,  Q.G.  and  Speed,  for  the  defendants. — 
The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  is  incorpo- 
rated with  the  Elementary  Education  Act,  and  the 
plaintiff's  remedy  was  under  the  68th  section  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  by  compensation  in  respect 
of  his  houses  having  been  injuriously  affectea  by 
the  obstruction  of  his  lights.  The  defendants  were 
always  ready  and  willing  to  give  him  such  com- 
pensation, and  he  was  therefore  wrong  in  filing  his 
bill,  which  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs.  They 
cited 

Simpson   y.    The  South    Staffordshire    Waterworks 
Company,  12  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  360 ;  34  L.  J.  880, 
Ch.; 
Broadbent  y.  The  Imperial  Qas  Company,  7  De  0. 

M.  AG.  436; 
HuV/m  7.  The  Limdtm  and  South-Westem  Railway 

Company,  7  Hare,  250 ; 
Lister  y.  Lobley,  7  Ad.  A  Ell.  124. 

Leufin,  in  reply. 

[During  the  argument,  Lord  Justice  James  re- 
ferred to  Macey  v.  Ths  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Worki  (10  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  66 ;  33  L.  J.  377,  Ch.] 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Selborne). — ^The  question 
which  has  been  arffued  here  is  one  of  some  im- 
portance, and  therefore  we  think  it  right  to  express 
our  opinion  upon  it.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  Le- 
gislature, in.  authorising  school  boards  for  im- 
portant public  purposes  to  exercise  these  large 
powers,  subject  to  tne  supervision  and  authority  of 
the  department  of  the  Privy  Council  for  Education, 
meant  to  sive  them  a  discretion  suitable  to  the 
nature  and  importance  of  the  duties  to  be  dis- 
charged by  them.  That  discretion  required  that 
the  persons  entrusted  with  it  should  provide 
what  in  their  honest  judgment  was  the  proper  and 
suitable  accommodation  for  the  instruction  of  the 
children  to  be  educated  in  the  buildings  to  be 
erected  by  them  upon  the  lands  so  acquir^.  And 
it  appears  to  me  tnat  it  is  reasonable  to  understand 
that  when  compulsory  powers  to  take  lands  for 
these  public  purposes  are  given,  it  is  not  absolutely 
left  to  their  decision,  because  if  they  did  not  pro- 
vide what  a  higher  authority  considered  sufficient 
school  accommodation,  they  could  be  required  to 
provide  more.  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  was 
meant  by  that,  that  they  should  have  the  full 
benefit  of  all  the  provisions  connected  with  the 
compulsory  powers  in  the  Lands  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Act,  to  enable  them  to  erect,  according  to 
their  judgment  and  discretion,  acting  bond  fide, 
such  Duilaings,  on  such  a  space  of  ground,  of  such 
m^nitude,  and  situated  on  such  lands  acquired  by 
them,  as  thev  mi^ht  think  proper  for  the  public 
purposes  with  which  they  have  been  charged.  And 
It  appears  to  me  that  that  view  is  confirmed,  not 
only  by  the  general  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  the 
particular  provisions  in  other  respects  of  clause  19, 
but  very  much  by  the  express  words  which  are 
found  in  clause  19,  and  repeated  in  clause  20,  that 
for  the  purpose  of  the  buildings  so  to  be  erected 
bjr  them,  they  should  have  power  to  purchase,  not 
only  the  land  hut  any  rignt  over  land.  And  in 
the  next  clause  (clause  20),  it  is  said  that  t\iQ  \aEid« 
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within  the  meaning  of  this  olanse,  shall  be  oon* 
strued  to  include  .*'  any  right  over  land.'*  Those 
are  very  large  powers;  and,  accordingly,  they 
appear  to  me  to  show  that  the  intention  of  tiie 
Legislature  was  to  give  the  land  which  is  required, 
to  the  school  boiurd  absolutely,  free  of  any  jus  iertii, 
which  would  control  their  absolute  dominion  over 
it  for  the  purpose  of  the  duty  which  they  have  to 
discharge.  The  right  as  against  his  neighboor 
which  a  man  acquires  by  reason  of  the  possession 
of  ancient  lights,  is  on  the  part  of  that  neighbour 
strictly  within  the  nature  of  the  servitade  known 
to  the  Roman  and  to  the  Civil  Law  by  that  phrase, 
ju8  nan  aUiua  toUendi,  which  expresses  pKwitiTe 
liability,  and  which  cannot  be  acquired  against  a 
neighbour  by  less  than  twenty  years'  ns^.  It 
is,  therefore,  strictly  withm  the  meaning  of 
these  words,  a  right  over  land,  just  like  the 
right  to  take  a  water  course,  or  a  right  of 
way  over  land.  The  expression  is  a  right  over 
the  land,  whether  exercised  upon  the  snr&oe 
or  under  the  surface.  It  strikes  me  that  it 
is  about  the  largest  expression  that  oonld  have 
been  used,  if  it  was  the  object  of  the  Legislature 
to  show  that  the  land  was  to  be  acauired  absolute^ 
on  the  part  of  anybody  for  the  puolic  service,  fi 
so,  of  course  it  must  be  the  subject  of  ooxnpensa- 
tion  under  the  Act,  which  is  as  to  the  right  of 
anyone  interfered  with;  and  the  sole  quesdon 
which  appears  to  me  to  be  one  of  nicety,  is  the 
question  in  what  mode  that  compensation  is  to  be 
given,  and  whether  by  the  introduction  of  these 
words,  "  any  right  oyer  land,"  is  included  the  right 
within  the  meaning  of  the  word  "land;"  aod 
whether  there  is  in  addition  the  power  to  purchase 
any  right  over  land  where  there  should  be  an  in- 
terterence  with  any  servitude  of  this  description, 
or  whether  the  compensation  is  to  be  obtained 
under  those  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act, 
which  deal  with  persons  whose  lands  are  not 
taken,  but  are  injuriously  afiected.  In  my  opinion, 
the  sound  view  is,  that  the  application,  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  in 
the  different  compensation  clauses  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  is  not  meant  to  be  altered  by  this 
special  definition  in  the  special  Act,  that  m  the 
word  "  land  "  is  included  "  any  right  over  land,** 
or  by  the  expr^s  mention  tliat  the  compulsoiy 
powers  are  to  extend  over  lands.  The  ffenmJ  Act 
contains  a  scheme  of  provisions  applicable  to  work- 
ing out  the  right  to  compensation,  and  that  scheme 
of  provisions  varies  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
matter.  In  some  clauses,  where  the  purchase  of 
land  is  meant,  when  land  is  to  be  taken  notice  is  to 
be  given,  and  if  that  notice  is  jjiven,  then  there  is  a 
right  to  take  it,  and  no  injunction  may  be  g^ruited; 
but  if  it  is  attempted  to  enter  without  notice,  or 
taking  the  proper  steps,  then  an  ii\junction  may  be 
granted.  The  interference  with  ancient  lights  is 
not  a  thing  which  can  come  within  the  expression, 
"entering  upon.**  The  word  "entering"  is  in- 
applicable to  it,  and  therefore  such  a  clause  as  that  is 
inapplicable  to  it.  But  there  are  other  cases  in  the 
I^nas  Clauses  Act,  as  to  compensation  to  be  made, 
such  as  a  case  in  which  no  agreement  has  been 
arrived  at,  where  an  injurious  act  is  proposed  to 
be  done  upon  lands  not  taken.  That  seems  to  me 
to  be  applicable  to  a  case  of  this  kind;  and  the 
more  especially,  because  until  the  thing  is  dona^  in 
manv  such  cases  it  cannot  be  known  whether  it 
m)\\)^  mVoiTv^vvil^  affected,  so  as  to  be  the  siilMOt 
o^  coTCi^XL«a\I\Qii  QT  \L<^\»«  \  %30Dk.  ^^srj  ^jad  to  find 


MAGISTRATES'   CASES. 


418 


Chan.] 


St.  Mabt,  IsLiNGTOir  (apps.)  o.  Ba&rett  (resp.). 


[Q.B. 


that  in  coming  to  that  oonclosion  we  are  not  with- 
out authority,  because  the  case  under  the  Act  for 
the  Thames  Embankment  is  entirely  in  point — I 
mean  the  case  of  Macey  v.  The  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Worki  (10  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  66 ;  '33  L.  J.  377, 
Uh.)f  which  seems  on  all  fours  in  that  respect  witii 
the  present  case,  for  there  the  Thames  Embank- 
ment Act,  by  a  definition  clause,  similar  to  that 
which  we  liave  to  construe  here,  says  that  the 
word  "  land  "  is  to  be  construed  to  include  ease- 
ments and  rights  over  land.  In  the  execution  of 
the  works,  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  pro- 
ceeded to  fill  up  the  river  in  front  of  the  plaintiff,  Mr. 
Macey's  wharf,  and  it  was  found  that  that  would  de- 
stroy a  very  valuable  riffht  over  land  which  he  pos- 
s^sed,  and  he  insisted  uiat  they  should  have  given 
the  notice,  which  they  had  authority  to  do,  and  so  ao- 
onired  the  easement  by  purchase ;  but  it  was  held 
tJbat  that  was  not  so,  that  their  right  to  enter  and 
execute  the  works  was  not  in  abeyance  till  they  had 
done  the  act,  and  that  the  nature  of  the  right  was 
such  that  the  proper  compensation  clauses  appli- 
cable to  it  were  those  which  related  to  persons 
whose  lands  were  injuriously  affected,  and  not  those 
which  related  w  persons  whose  lands  were  pur- 
chased under  what  we  call  the  purchase  clauses. 
That  is  an  authority  that  appears  to  be  consistent 
with  common  sense,  and  from  which,  for  my  part, 
I  do  not  differ.  That,  of  course,  disposes  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  (if  this  case  had  been  brought 
to  a  hearing  without  the  intervention  of  an  Act  of 
Parliament  altering  the  position  of  the  parties)  to 
maintain  the  injunction  he  has  obtained,  and  to 
obtain  a  decree^  but,  it  seems  to  us,  looking  at 
everything  that  has  passed,  and  at  the  fact  that 
this  is  an  important  general  question,  the  decision 
of  which  to  some  extent  will  affect  other  cases,  and 
on  the  other  hand,  looking  at  the  fact  that  there  is 
something  special  in  the  general  form  of  this  Act, 
in  the  clauses  we  have  to  construe  (19  and  20),  and 
particularlv  in  these  words  as  to  "  any  right  over 
land,"  I  think  we  shall  not  be  doing  wrong  in 
dismissing  the  bill  simply,  without  costs. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same 
opinion.  During  the  argument  I  for  some  time 
thought  it  was  doubtful  whether,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  Act,  the  meaning  was  not 
that  the  school  board  were  to  purchase  all  such  land 
as  would  enable  them  to  buila  their  school  without 
interfering  with  the  rights  of  any  third  persons, 
and  that  it  was  therefore  merely  a  question  of  the 
sum  which  thej  were  to  pay  for  it ;  but  I  am  now 
satisfied  there  is  no  ground  for  that  view.  I  think 
they  are  only  required,  and  indeed  authorised,  to 
purchase  that  quantity  of  land  which  the^  want  for 
the  purpose  of  building  the  school  house,  mcluding, 
of  course,  the  house  which  they  are  bound  to  have 
for  the  master ;  and  it  would  have  been  rather  an 
extraordinary  thing,  considering  that  the  site  and 
school  are  to  be  paid  for  by  the  ratepayers,  if 
Biurliament  had  made  it  necessary  that  a  larger 
quantity  of  land  should  be  purchased  than  was 
realijT  necessary  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
reqmred.  I  think,  therefore,  that  they  are  not 
aathorised,  and  had  no  compulsory  power,  properly 
speaking,  to  purchase  any  land  except  that  land 
which  mi^ht  be  required  for  the  purposes  of  their 
new  buildmgs.  I  think  that  that  is  made  clear  by 
those  words  which  were  pressed  so  much  upon  us, 
namely,  "  any  interest  or  right  over  land;"  because 
what  the  19th  section  says  is :  "If  you  want  to 
erect  a  sohooJ  joa  may  purchase  land,  and  then,  in 


order  that  yon  may  be  perfectly  unfettered  in 
building  the  schoo},  you  may  purchase  any  rieht 
which  any  third  person  has  over  that  land;" 
that  is,  supposing  they  cannot  get  the  whole  of  it 
by  voluntary  sale,  that  the  owner  of  the  land  will 
not  sell  it,  or  the  owner  of  the  right  over  the  land 
will  not  sell  it.  Then  the  next  section  proceeds  to 
give  the  compulsory  power,  and  incorporate  the 
various  clauses  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  and  savs  that  land  shall  include  any  right 
over  land,  t  cannot  help  thinking  that  they  have, 
under  the  compulsory  powers,  not  only  the  land 
itself,  which  they  acquire,  but  any  right  over  that 
land,  that  is,  any  easement  which  any  third  person 
has  over  it ;  and  if  it  is  necessary,  then  they  shall 
acquire  that  for  the  purpose  of  building  the  school. 
I  agree  entirely  with  the  cases  that  have  been  cited. 
This  makes  no  difference  in  the  forms  that  are  to 
be  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  getting  compensation 
by  a  person  in  the  position  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  by 
the  terms  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  his  land  is  to 
be  treated  as  land  which  has  been  injuriously 
affected. 

Lord  Justice  James. — The  bill  will  be  dismissed 
without  costs,  and  the  deposit  returned. 
Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Lewin  and  Oo, 
Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Sydney  Oedge  and 
Oo.  

COXTKT  OF  QUESV'8  BSVCK. 

Reported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  MoKsllab,  Eeqri., 

fiurristeni-at-lAw. 

Nov.  15, 1873,  and  Feb.  16, 1874. 
St.  Maby,  Islington  (apps,)  v.  Babkett  (resp.) 

New  street — Highto(iy — Dedication  to  the  public — 
18  ^  19  Vict.  c.  120, 8$.  105, 106,  and  250 ;  25  ^  26 
Vict.  c.  102,  88.  80  and  112. 

Respondent  had  leased  land  for  buHdina  purposes, 
and  tJifC  road  betvoeen  the  houses  he  haa  built  was, 
before  1863,  tised  for  sawpits  and  building  mate' 
rials.  Since  then  footways  on  each  side  nod  been 
made  by  the  appellants^  vestry,  and  paid  for  by 
the  lessees  or  owners  of  the  houses.  Abarrier  had 
been  kept  by  the  respondent  across  part  of  the 
carriage-way,  and  the  remainder  could  be  closed 
by  a  folding  bar.  Respondent  had  occasionally 
prevented  the  passage  of  vehicles,  and  had  once 
recovered  damages  for  trespass  along  this  road. 
The  freeholders  also  had  given  public  notice  thai 
they  objected  to  this  road  being  -used  as  a  thorough- 
fare. The  appellants,  without  notice  to  the  respon- 
dent,  resolved  to  pave,  and  paved  this  carriage- 
way, and  sum/moned  respondent  for  his  proportion 
of  the  expenses  of  a  new  street,  under  the  Metro- 
polis Management  Act  1855,  s.  105.  The  justices 
decided  that  this  road  had  not  been  dedicaled  to 
the  tmblic,that  it  was  not  a  new  street  within  that 
section,  and  that  respondent  could  be  liahle  only 
if  the  appellants  haa  proceeded  under  sect.  106: 

Held,  on  a  case  stated,  thai  upon  tliese  fa/Us  the 
finding  of  the  justices  was  conclusive  as  to  the 
dedication  of  the  road  to  the  public ;  btU  that  sect. 
105  relates  to  the  paving  or  forming  new  streets, 
as  may  be  deemed  expedient  by  the  vestry,  whether 
highways  or  not ;  thai  sect.  106  relates  only  to  the 
repair  of  streets,  not  being  highways,  which  have 
not  been  paved  by  the  vestry ;  and  thai,  therefore., 
the  appellants  Mji  Kcnre  •procfeft/QAiOb  -n^^OiXix^  «\ktvA«t 
sect.  10b,  arid  were  «n.t\i\ed.  to  twwjw  .^ 
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Chan.] 


Cla&k  v.  The  School  Boakd  for  Londoit. 


[Chav. 


right  in  S\mg  this  bill,  and  is  therefore  entitled  to 
his  costs,    lliey  referred  to 

The  Elementary  Eduoation  Aot  1870  (33  &  34  Yiot. 

0.  75),  88. 19,  aO,  21  and  26 ; 
HiUtonT,  The  London  and  BoviK.Western  Railway 

Company^  7  Hare,  259 ; 
Dawson  y.  Paver,  4  Bail.  Cas.  81 ; 
Peale  y.  Waiaon,  Wm.  Blaokst.  922 ; 
Reg.  Y.  The  Vestry  of  8L  Lulce's,  Chelsea,  25  L.  T. 

&p.  N.  S.  914 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  14a 

Cottony  Q.O.  and  Speed,  for  the  defendants. — 
The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  is  incorpo- 
rated with  the  Elementary  Education  Act,  and  the 
plaintiff's  remedy  was  under  the  68th  section  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  by  compensation  in  respect 
of  his  houses  having  been  injuriously  affected  by 
the  obstruction  of  his  lights.  The  defendants  were 
always  ready  and  willing  to  give  him  such  com- 
pensation, and  he  was  therefore  wrong  in  filing  his 
bill,  which  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs.  They 
cited 

Simpson   y.    The  South    Staffordshire    Waterworks 
Company,  12  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  360 ;  34  L.  J.  880, 
Ch.; 
Broadbent  y.  The  Imperial  Qas  Company,  7  De  O. 

M.  AG.  436; 
HuVxm  V.  The  London  and  South-Westem  Railway 

Company,  7  Hare,  259 ; 
Lister  y.  ^obley,  7  Ad.  &  EIL  124. 

Lewin,  in  reply. 

[During  the  argument,  Lord  Justice  James  re- 
fenred  to  Macey  v.  Ths  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  (10  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  66 ;  33  L.  J.  377,  Ch.] 

The  LoKD  CHANCBLLo&(Selborne). — ^The  question 
which  has  been  arffued  here  is  one  of  some  im- 
portance, and  therefore  we  think  it  right  to  express 
our  opinion  upon  it.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  Le- 
gislature, in.  authorising  school  boards  for  im- 
portant public  purposes  to  exercise  these  hu^e 
powers,  subject  to  the  supervision  and  authority  of 
the  department  of  the  Privy  Council  for  Education, 
meant  to  sive  them  a  discretion  suitable  to  the 
nature  and  importance  of  the  duties  to  be  dis- 
charged by  them.  That  discretion  required  that 
the  persons  entrusted  with  it  should  provide 
what  in  their  honest  judgment  was  the  proper  and 
suitable  accommodation  for  the  instruction  of  the 
children  to  be  educated  in  the  buildings  to  be 
erected  by  them  upon  the  lands  so  acquired.  And 
it  appears  to  me  tnat  it  is  reasonable  to  understand 
that  when  compulsory  powers  to  take  lands  for 
these  public  purposes  are  given,  it  is  not  absolutely 
left  to  their  decision,  because  if  they  did  not  pro- 
vide what  a  higher  authority  considered  sufficient 
school  accommodation,  they  could  be  required  to 
provide  more.  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  was 
meant  by  that,  that  they  should  have  the  full 
benefit  of  all  the  provisions  connected  with  the 
compulsory  powers  in  the  Lands  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Act,  to  enable  them  to  erect,  according  to 
their  judgment  and  discretion,  acting  bond  fide, 
such  builaings,  on  such  a  space  of  ground,  of  such 
m^nitude,  and  situated  on  such  lands  acquired  by 
them,  as  they  mi^ht  think  proper  for  the  public 
purposes  with  which  they  have  been  charged.  And 
it  appears  to  me  that  that  view  is  confirmed,  not 
only  by  the  general  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  the 
particular  provisions  in  other  respects  of  clause  19, 
but  very  much  by  the  express  words  which  are 
found  in  clause  19,  and  repeated  in  clause  20,  that 
for  the  purpose  of  the  buildings  so  to  be  erected 
bjr  them,  they  should  have  power  to  purchase,  not 
only  the  land  hut  any  rignt  over  land.  And  lu 
ibe  next  clause  (clause  20),  it  is  sidd  that  t\iQ  \&iid. 


\ 


within  the  meaning  of  this  clanse,  shall  be  con- 
strued to  include  "  any  right  over  land."  Those 
are  very  large  powers;  and,  aocordinjgly,  they 
appear  to  me  to  show  that  the  intention  of  tiie 
Legislature  was  to  give  the  land  which  is  required, 
to  the  school  board  absolutely,  free  of  any  jug  iertii, 
which  would  control  their  absolute  dominion  over 
it  for  the  purpose  of  the  duty  which  they  have  to 
discharge.  The  right  as  against  his  neighbour 
which  a  man  acquires  by  reason  of  the  posseaaioD 
of  ancient  lights,  is  on  the  part  of  that  neighbour 
strictly  within  the  nature  of  the  servitude  known 
to  the  Roman  and  to  the  Civil  Law  by  that  phrase, 
ju8  non  altius  toUendi,  which  expresses  piositiTe 
liability,  and  which  cannot  be  acquired  against  a 
neighbour  by  less  than  twenty  years'  ns^.  It 
is,  therefore,  strictly  withm  the  meaning  of 
these  words,  a  right  over  land,  jnst  like  the 
right  to  take  a  water  course,  or  a  right  of 
way  over  land.  The  expression  is  a  right  over 
the  land,  whether  exercised  upon  the  snr&ce 
or  under  the  surface.  It  strikes  me  that  it 
is  about  the  largest  expression  that  oonld  have 
been  used,  if  it  was  the  object  of  the  Legislature 
to  show  that  the  land  was  to  be  acauired  absolutely 
on  the  part  of  anybody  for  the  puolic  service,  u 
so,  of  course  it  must  be  the  subject  of  compensa- 
tion under  the  Act,  which  is  as  to  the  right  of 
anyone  interfered  with;  and  the  sole  question 
which  appears  to  me  to  be  one  of  nicety,  is  the 
question  in  what  mode  that  compensation  is  to  be 
given,  and  whether  by  the  introduction  of  these 
words,  **  any  right  over  land,"  is  included  the  right 
within  the  meaning  of  the  word  "land;"  and 
whether  there  is  in  addition  the  power  to  purchase 
any  right  over  land  where  there  should  be  an  in- 
terference with  any  servitude  of  this  description, 
or  whether  the  compensation  is  to  be  obtained 
under  those  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act, 
which  deal  with  persons  whose  lands  are  not 
taken,  but  are  injuriously  affected.  In  my  opinion, 
the  sound  view  is,  that  the  application,  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  in 
the  different  compensation  clauses  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  is  not  meant  to  be  altered  by  this 
special  definition  in  the  special  Act,  that  m  the 
word  "  land  "  is  included  "  any  right  over  land," 
or  by  the  express  mention  tliat  tne  compulsory 
powers  are  to  extend  over  lands.  The  seneral  Act 
contains  a  scheme  of  provisions  applicable  to  work- 
ing out  the  right  to  compensation,  and  that  scheme 
of  provisions  varies  according  to  the  natTune  of  the 
matter.  In  some  clauses,  where  the  purchase  of 
laud  is  meant,  when  land  is  to  be  taken  notice  is  to 
be  given,  and  if  that  notice  is  |pven«  then  there  is  a 
right  to  take  it,  and  no  injunction  may  be  g^ruited ; 
but  if  it  is  attempted  to  enter  without  notice,  or 
taking  the  proper  steps,  then  an  ix^unction  may  be 
granted.  The  interference  with  ancient  lights  is 
not  a  thing  which  can  come  within  the  expression, 
"entering  upon."  The  word  "entering"  is  in- 
applicable to  it,  and  therefore  such  a  clause  as  that  is 
inapplicable  to  it.  But  there  are  other  cases  in  the 
Lanas  Clauses  Act,  as  to  compensation  to  be  made, 
such  as  a  case  in  which  no  agreement  has  been 
arrived  at,  where  an  injurious  act  is  proposed  to 
be  done  upon  lands  not  taken.  That  seems  to  me 
to  be  applicable  to  a  case  of  this  land;  «id  the 
more  especially,  because  until  the  thing  is  done^  in 
many  such  cases  it  cannot  be  known  whether  it 
^v^\)^  mVoiTv^w^ly  affected,  so  as  to  be  the  sulneot 
o^  eoTCi^xi«a\I\Qii  qx  tl<^\».  \  %30Dk.  ^^srj  ^gad  to  find 
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Crah.] 


St.  Mabt,  Islinctom  (apps.)  o.  Ba&rett  (resp.). 


[QB. 


that  in  coming  to  that  conclnsion  we  are  not  with- 
out authority,  because  the  case  under  the  Act  for 
the  Thames  Embankment  is  entirely  in  point — I 
mean  the  case  of  Macey  v.  The  MetrovolUan  Board 
of  Worki  (10  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  66 ;  33  L.  J.  377, 
Ch.),  which  seems  on  all  fours  in  that  respect  with 
the  present  case,  for  there  the  Thames  Embank- 
ment Act,  by  a  definition  clause,  similar  to  that 
which  we  liave  to  construe  here,  says  that  the 
word  "land  "  is  to  be  construed  to  include  ease- 
ments and  rights  over  land.  In  the  execution  of 
the  works,  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  pro- 
ceeded to  fill  up  the  river  in  front  of  the  plaintiff,  Mr. 
Macey's  wharf,  and  it  was  found  that  that  would  de- 
stroy a  very  valuable  riffht  over  land  which  he  pos- 
sessed, and  he  insisted  tnat  they  should  have  given 
the  notice,  which  they  had  authority  to  do,  and  so  ac- 
quired the  easement  bv  purchase ;  but  it  was  held 
that  that  was  not  so,  that  their  right  to  enter  and 
execute  the  works  was  not  in  abeyance  till  they  had 
done  the  act,  and  that  the  nature  of  the  right  was 
such  that  the  proper  compensation  clauses  appli- 
cable to  it  were  those  which  related  to  persons 
whose  lands  were  injuriously  afibcted,  and  not  those 
which  related  w  persons  whose  lands  were  pur- 
chased under  what  we  call  the  purchase  clauses. 
That  is  an  authority  that  appears  to  be  consistent 
with  common  sense,  and  from  which,  for  my  part, 
I  do  not  difier.  That,  of  course,  disposes  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  (if  this  case  had  been  brought 
to  a  hearing  without  the  intervention  of  an  Act  of 
Parliament  altering  the  position  of  the  parties)  to 
maintain  the  injunction  he  has  obtained,  and  to 
obtain  a  decree^  but,  it  seems  to  us,  looking  at 
everything  that  has  passed,  and  at  the  fact  that 
this  is  an  important  general  question,  the  decision 
of  which  to  some  extent  will  aif  ect  other  cases,  and 
on  the  other  hand,  looking  at  the  fact  that  there  is 
something  special  in  the  general  form  of  this  Act, 
in  the  clauses  we  have  to  construe  (19  and  20),  and 
particularlv  in  these  words  as  to  "  any  right  over 
land,**  I  think  we  shall  not  be  doing  wrong  in 
dismissing  the  bill  simply,  without  costs. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same 
opinion.  During  the  argument  I  for  some  time 
thought  it  was  doubtful  whether,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  Act,  the  meaning  was  not 
that  the  school  board  were  to  purchase  all  such  land 
as  would  enable  them  to  buila  their  school  without 
interfering  with  the  rights  of  any  third  persons, 
and  that  it  w^  therefore  merely  a  question  of  the 
sum  which  they  were  to  pay  for  it ;  but  I  am  now 
satisfied  there  is  no  ground  for  that  view.  I  think 
they  are  only  required,  and  indeed  authorised,  to 
purchase  that  quantity  of  land  which  they  want  for 
the  purpose  of  building  the  school  hoase,  mcluding, 
of  course,  the  house  which  they  are  bound  to  have 
for  the  master ;  and  it  would  have  been  rather  an 
extraordinary  thing,  considering  that  the  site  and 
school  are  to  be  paid  for  by  the  ratepayers,  if 
Parliament  had  made  it  necessary  that  a  larger 
quantity  of  land  should  be  purchased  than  was 
really  necessary  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
required.  I  think,  therefore,  that  they  are  not 
authorised,  and  had  no  compulsory  power,  properly 
speaking,  to  purchase  any  land  except  that  land 
which  might  be  required  for  the  purposes  of  their 
new  buildings.  I  think  that  that  is  made  clear  by 
those  words  which  were  pressed  so  much  upon  us, 
namely,  "  any  interest  or  right  over  land;"  because 
what  the  19th  section  says  is :  "If  yon  want  to 
erect  a  school  joa  may  pnrobaee  land,  and  then,  in 


order  that  you  may  be  perfectly  unfettered  in 
building  the  school,  you  may  purchase  any  rieht 
which  any  third  person  has  over  that  land;" 
that  is,  supposing  they  cannot  get  the  whole  of  it 
by  voluntary  sale,  that  the  owner  of  the  land  will 
not  sell  it,  or  the  owner  of  the  right  over  the  land 
will  not  sell  it.  Then  the  next  section  proceeds  to 
give  the  compulsory  power,  and  incorporate  the 
various  clauses  of  the  Iiands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  and  savs  that  land  shall  include  any  right 
over  land,  t  cannot  help  thinking  that  they  have, 
under  the  compulsory  powers,  not  only  tne  land 
itself,  which  they  acquire,  but  any  right  over  that 
land,  that  is,  any  easement  which  anv  third  person 
has  over  it ;  and  if  it  is  necessary,  then  they  shall 
acquire  that  for  the  purpose  of  buUding  the  school. 
I  a^ree  entirely  with  the  cases  that  have  been  cited. 
This  makes  no  difference  in  the  forms  that  are  to 
be  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  getting  compensation 
by  a  person  in  the  position  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  by 
the  terms  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  his  land  is  to 
be  treated  as  land  which  has  been  injuriously 
affected. 

Lord  Justice  James. — The  bill  will  be  dismissed 
without  costs,  and  the  deposit  returned. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Lewin  and  Oo. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Sydney  Oedge  and 
Oo,  

COXTKT  OF  QUEEN'S  BEVCK. 

Reported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  MoKbllab,  Eaqri., 

fiurristeni-at-lAw. 

Nov.  15, 1873,  and  Feb.  16, 1874. 
St.  Mabt,  Islington  (apps,)  t;.  Babkett  (resp.) 

New  street — Highw(iy — Dedication  to  the  public — 
18  ^  19  Vict.  c.  120,  $8. 105,  106,  and  250  ;  25  d*  26 
Viet.  c.  102,  88.  80  and  112. 

Respondent  had  leased  land  for  buHdina  ptbrposes, 
and  tlifC  road  between  the  houses  he  haabuilt  was, 
before  1863,  tised  for  sawpits  a/nd  building  mate' 
rials.  Since  then  footways  on  each  side  nod  been 
made  by  the  appellants'  vestry,  and  paid  for  by 
the  lessees  or  owners  of  the  houses.  Abarrier  hcid 
been  kept  by  the  respondent  across  part  of  the 
carria^ge-way,  and  the  remainder  could  be  closed 
by  a  folding  bar.  Respondent  had  occasionally 
prevented  (he  passage  of  vehicles,  and  had  once 
recovered  damages  for  trespass  along  this  road. 
The  freeholders  also  had  given  public  notice  that 
they  objected  to  this  road  being  used  as  a  thorough- 
fare. The  appellants,  without  notice  to  the  respon- 
dent, resolved  to  pave,  and  paned  this  carnage- 
way,  and  summoned  respondent  for  his  proportion 
of  the  expenses  of  a  new  street,  under  the  Metro- 
polis Management  Act  1855,  s.  105.  The  justices 
decided  that  this  road  had  not  been  dedicated  to 
the  vublicihat  it  was  not  a  new  street  within  that 
section,  and  that  respondent  covld  be  lial)le  only 
if  the  appellants  had  proceeded  under  sect.  106: 

Held,  on  a  case  stated,  thai  upon  these  facts  the 
finding  of  the  justices  was  conclusive  as  to  the 
dedication  of  the  road  to  the  public  ;  but  that  sect 
105  relates  to  the  paving  or  forming  new  streets, 
as  may  be  deemed  expedient  by  the  vestry,  whether 
highways  or  not ;  that  sect.  106  retates  only  to  the 
repair  of  streets,  not  being  highways,  which  have 
not  been  paved  by  the  vestry  ;  and  thaJt,  therefore^ 
the  appellants  had  h*ere  iprocifeftAftdi  •n^^0^^^^  -swAwt 
•ect.  vOb,  arid  vaere  eut\V\^  to  Tw«naw»^  ^^ 
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oonnty  of  Middlesex  in  petty  session,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  for 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

At  a  petty  session  of  justices  for  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  held  at  the  vestry  HaU,  Upper- street, 
Islinfi^ton,  in  the  said  county,  on  the  12th  Dec. 
1872,  a  complaint  made  by  the  vestry  of  the  parish 
of  St  Mary,  Islington,  in  the  said  county,  herein- 
after called  the  appellants,  against  James  Barrett, 
hereinafter  callea  the  respondent,  for  that  he, 
being  the  owner  of  thirty-nine  houses  abutting  on 
and  forming  part  of  St.  John*s-road,  in  the  said 
parish,  being  a  new  street  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855,  and  the 
several  Acts  amending  the  same,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  appellants,  had  refused  to  pay 
to  them  the  sum  of  4271. 11«.  6d,,  bein^  the  pro- 

Sortion  of  the  expense  of  making  the  said  roaa,  as 
etermined  by  the  surveyor  of  toe  appellants,  was 
heard  by  the  said  justices ;  and  they  adjourned  the 
further  hearing  thereof  until  the  30th  Jan.  1873, 
when  they  dismissed  the  same,  and  ordered  that 
the  appellants  should  pay  to  the  respondent  the 
sum  of  211,  for  the  costs  incurred  by  him  in  his 
defence  on  that  behalf;  and  the  appellants,  being 
dissatisfied  with  this  determination,  as  being  erro- 
neous in  point  of  law,  did  then  and  there  apply  to 
the  justices  to  state  and  sign  a  case,  setting  forth 
the  facts  and  the  ground  of  their  determination, 
for  the  opinion  thereon  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench.  And  the  said  appellants,  having  duly  en- 
tered into  recognizanoes  to  prosecute  such  appeal, 
and  to  submit  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  and  to 
pay  such  costs  as  might  be  ordered  thereby,  they, 
in  accordance  with  such  request,  stated  and  signed 
the  following  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

The  compuiint  against  the  respondent  was  made 
under  the  provisions  of  the  105th  section  of  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  1855,  whereby 
it  is  enacted  that,  "  In  case  the  owners  of  the 
houses  forming  the  greater  part  of  any  new  street, 
laid  out  or  made  or  hereafter  to  be  laid  out  or 
made,  which  is  not  paved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
vestry  or  district  board  of  the  parish  or  district  in 
which  such  street  is  situate,  be  desirous  of  having 
the  same  paved  as  hereinafber  mentioned;  or  if 
such  vestry  or  board  deem  it  necessary  or  expe- 
dient that  the  same  should  be  so  paved,  then  and 
in  either  of  such  cases  such  vestry  or  board  shall 
well  and  sufficiently  pave  the  same,  either  through- 
out the  whole  breadth  of  the  carriage-wav  and 
footpaths  thereof,  or  any  part  of  such  brcadtn,  and 
from  time  to  time  keep  such  pavement  in  good  and 
sufficient  repair;  ana  the  owners  of  the  houses 
forming  such  street  shall,  on  demand,  pay  to  such 
vestry  or  board  the  amount  of  the  estimated  ex- 
penses of  providing  and  laying  such  pavement  (such 
amount  to  be  determined  by  the  surveyor  for  the 
time  being  of  the  vestry  or  board)." 

The  word  "  street,"  by  sect.  250  (the  Interpre- 
tation Clause),  "shall  apply  to  and  include  any 
highway  (except  the  carriage-way  of  any  turnpike 
road),  and  any  road,  bridge  (not  being  a  county 
bridge),  lane,  footway,  square,  court,  alley,  passage, 
whether  a  thoroughfare  or  not,  and  a  part  of  any 
such  highway,  tosSl,  bridge,  lane,  footway,  square, 
court,  idley,  or  passage." 

It  was  admitted  by  the  respondent  that  the  reso- 
lutions of  the  vestry  of  the  7th  Jan.  1870,  to  the  effect 
that  the  road  in  question  should  be  made,  and  that 


the  cost  of  making  the  same  should  be  appoTtVoned  \ 
ou  the  owners  of  houses  abutting  theTeon,\iaA\)eeii  \ 


duly  made ;  also,  that  he  was  the  owner  of  thirty- 
one  of  such  houses ;  that  demand  for  payment  of 
the  sum  so  apportioned  was  made  upon  him; 
that  he  had  refused  to  pay  the  same ;  and  that» 
previously  to  the  year  1861,  he  had  applied  to  the 
vestry  on  many  occasions  to  adopt  tne  carriage- 
way, and  take  the  same  xmder  their  jurisdiction, 
but  that  subsequently  he  had  changed  his  mind, 
and  ceased  to  urge  his  request. 

It  was  also  admitted  by  both  parties  that  the 
carriage-way  only  of  part  of  the  said  road  is  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "  street,"  for  the  non-payment  ol 
the  cost  of  making  which  the  complaint  was  made, 
and  that  the  footways  on  each  side  have  been 
already  made  by  the  appellants,  and  paid  for  by 
the  lessees  or  owners,  and  are  not  referred  to 
therein. 

It  was  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants, 
that  a  portion  of  the  camage-way  of  St.  John's 
Park-road  had  been  made  by  the  vestry,  pursuant 
to  resolutions  dated  the  18th  May  1866  and  the 
1st  Nov.  1867,  under  the  provisions  of  the  105th 
section  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act, 
and  paid  for  by  the  lessees  as  owners  of  houses 
abutting  thereon ;  that  the  footpaths  on  each  side, 
throughout  the  whole  length  of  the  road,  had  i^ 
been  made  at  the  cost  of  the  owners  ajid  main- 
tained by  the  vestry,  and  that  the  public  had  free 
right  to  use  the  same ;  that  a  portion  of  the  car- 
riage-way of  the  road  was  the  part  which  the  vestry 
had  resolved  to  make,  and  which  was  then  the 
subject  of  the  proceedings  against  the  respondent; 
and  although  a  barrier  was  placed  across  the 
carriage-way  at  one  part,  there  was  an  open  space 
left  for  the  passage  of  at  least  one  carriage  at  a 
time ;  and  it  was  admitted  by  the  appellants  that 
the  passage  of  vehicles  along  this  portion  of  the 
road  had  occasionally  been  rdfused. 

In  reply  to  the  said  complaint,  the  respondent 
contended  that  the  portion  of  the  carriage-way  in 
question  had  not  been  dedicated  to  the  use  of  the 
public,  either  by  himself  or  by  the  freeholders  of 
the  land ;  that  this  portion  of  the  road  did  not  abut 
on  the  property  which  belonged  to  him  at  the  time 
when  the  appellants  resolved  upon  taking  the 
carriage-way  under  their  jurisdiction,  and  that  he 
took  no  part  in  the  steps  taken  by  the  vestry  to 
make  that  part,  and  charge  the  costs  on  the  then 
owners  of  the  houses  abutting  thereon.  That  this 
portion  of  roadway  was  not  a  thorough&re  to  any 
place  except  by  passa^,  with  his  consent,  throng 
a  barrier  placed  by  him  there ;  and  that  the  road 
was  not  a  street,  within  the  meaning  of  the  lOoth 
section  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act 
1855,  but  came  within  the  provisions  of  the  next 
section  (106)  of  that  Act,  as  altered  by  sect.  80  of 
25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102.  Sect  106  enacts  that  "The 
vestry  or  district  board  of  any  parish  or  district 
may,  if  they  think  fit,  by  notice  in  writing  put 
up  in  any  part  of  any  street  in  their  pansh 
or  district,  not  being  a  highway,  decUune  their  in- 
tention of  repairing  the  same  under  this  Act,  and 
thereupon  the  same  shall  be  from  time  to  time 
repaired  by  them  under  the  authority  ol  this  Act** 
Provided  (as  amended  by  25  &  26  Vict,  a  102,  s. 
80)  *'  That  no  street  not  oeing  a  highway  shall  be 
repaired,  as  in  the  said  section  mentioned,  nnko 
notice  be  given  to  the  owners  and  rated  oocopien 
of  the  houses  in  such  street  respeotiydy;  .  .  .  and 
provided  further  that  no  such  street  shall  be 
T^i^vc^^  «&  YM  >iXi<^  ^d  section  mentioDed,  if 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


415 


Q.B.] 


St.  Mabt,  Islington  (apps.)  v.  Barbett  (reap.). 


[Q.B. 


aforesaid  written  notice  of  objection  to  such  repair, 
signed  by  at  least  two-thirds  of  the  owners  or  rated 
oocapiers  of  hoases  in  the  said  street,  shall  be 
given  to  the  vestry  or  district  board/' 

In  support  of  this  contention,  the  respondent 
proved  in  evidence  that  he  had  leased  about  twenty- 
four  acres  of  land,  situate  between  the  Holloway- 
road  and  Junction-road,  for  building  purposes,  from 
the  Corporation  of  the  Sons  of  the  Clergy ;  that 
he  had  formed  the  road  for  the  purposes  of  the 
houses  built  on  each  side  of  such  road ;  that  pre- 
vious to  1863  and  1864  the  road  was  partly,  if  not 
entirely ,occupied  by  sawpits  and  buildmg  materials 
placed  there  by  him ;  that  from  the  year  1863  to  the 
present  time  he  had  placed  a  barrier  across  it,  with 
an  open  space  capable  of  being  also  closed  by  a 
folding  bar,  and  had  frequently  during  that  time 
by  himself  or  his  servants  prevented  the  passage 
of  vehicles  along  the  same;  that  the  freeholders 
had  never  given  peimission  or  sanction  to  the 
dedication  of  the  road,  and  in  fact  had  never  inter- 
fered except  as  hereinafter  mentioned;  that 
upon  one  occasion  he  brought  an  action  against 
a  person  for  trespass,  who  persisted  in  passing 
along  the  road,  ana  judgment  having  been  suffered 
by  default,  he  recovered  damages  for  such  trespass; 
and  that,  at  his  request,  a  notice  from  the  Corpo- 
ration of  the  Sons  of  the  Clergy,  the  freeholders, 
was  given  to  the  vestry  on  the  25th  April  1870 
that  the  said  corporation,  as  such  freeholders  and 
landlords  of  the  estate,  of  which  St.  John's  Park 
and  St.  John's  Park -road  are  part,  objected  to  the 
said  park  and  road  being  made  public  thorough- 
fares. 

The  justices  found  that  on  this  portion  of  the 
roadway,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  complaint 
under  consideration,  there  are  no  side  roaas  or 
streets  whereby  or  along  which  any  thoroughfare 
mi^ht  be  made  or  created,  so  as  to  assume  a  dedi- 
cation of  the  existence  of  any  facility  to  persons  to 
use  a  portion  thereof  as  a  thoroughfare ;  and  that 
the  barrier  can  and  does,  when  the  respondent 
causes  it  to  be  closed,  effectually  prevent  the  free 
passage  of  vehicles  along  the  whole  length  thereof. 
After  hearing  the  foregoing  evidence,  the  justices 
were  of  opinion  that  the  carriage-way  of  the  road 
in  question  had  not  been  dedicated  to  the  public, 
andf  that,  therefore,  considering  the  provisions  of 
the  106th  section  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act  1855,  as  jbo  streets  not  being  highvrays, 
it  was  not  a  street  within  the  meaning  of  the  105th 
section  of  the  same  Act,  for  the  cost  of  making 
which  the  owners  of  houses  abutting  thereon  are 
liable,  and  they  made  an  order  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint, and  directing  the  apoellants  to  pay  to  the 
respondent  the  sum  of  212.,  being  the  costs  incurred 
by  nim  in  answering  thereto. 

The  questions  for  the  decision  of  the  court  are : 
First,  wnether  the  respondent,  by  the  steps  he  has 
taken  to  retain  his  right  to  the  road  in  question, 
has  avoided  a  dedication  of  the  same  to  the  public, 
so  that  the  same  has  not  been  dedicated;  and, 
secondly,  if  the  said  road  has  not  been  dedicated 
to  the  public,  whether  it  is  a  new  street  within  the 
meaning  of  the  105th  section  of  18  &  19  Vict,  c. 
120. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  road 
(as  to  the  carriage-way)  is  not  a  new  street  within 
Uie  meaninff  of  the  said  105th  section,  the  order 
dismissing  tae  complaint  is  to  be  confirmed;  if  the 
ooort  shaU  be  of  opinion  to  the  contrary,  an  order 
IB  to  be  mside  an  the  respondent  for  the  payment 


I  by  him  of  the  cost  of  making  such  road  in  respect 
of  the  thirty-one  houses  of  which  he  admits  the 
ownership,  as  determined  by  the  surveyor  of  the 
said  appellants,  with  such  costs  as  may  be  ascer- 
tained by  the  justices. 

Theaiger,  Q.C.  (with  him   Sturge),  argued  lor 
appellants,  the  vestry. — Dedication  to  the  public 
is  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  decision  of  the  justices, 
and  although  the  case  contains  some  evidence  of 
such  dedication,  I  will  not  argue  the  first  question 
left  to  the  court.  The  second  point  is  whether  this 
road  was  a  "new  street"  under  sect.  105,  or  a 
street  "  not  being  a  highway  "  under  sect.  106  of 
the  Metropolis  Local  I\£magement  Act  1855.    If  it 
be  the  former,  the  justices  were  wrong  in  dis- 
missing the  summons  ;  if  the  latter,  no  notice  has 
been  given  under  sect.  80  of  the  Act  of  1862,  and 
therefore  the  owners  and  occupiers  cannot  be  liable 
for  the  repairs.    The  question  raised  in  Found  v. 
Plumstead  Board  of  Works  (h.  !Bep.  7Q.B.  183),  was 
whether  an  old  highway  could  become  a  new  street 
under  this  105th  section,  by  building  houses  on  each 
side.     Blackburn,  J.,  said,  at  p.  194 :  "I  think  that 
it  is  olain  the  Lefi^islatnre  are  here  using  the  word 
'  street '  in  its  ordinary  popular  and  natural  sense, 
and  mean  a  place  with  continuous  houses  on  each 
side.  Then  the  interpretation  clause  enacts  that  the 
expression  '  new  stree|} '  shall  apply  to  and  include 
certain  streets  and  places.    It  does  not  enact  that 
the  word  '  street '  shall  be  confined  to  the  things 
enumerated  in  that  action,  but  that  it  shall  include 
them.    That  is  perfectly  intelligible.     The  Legis- 
lature, in  sect.  105,  from  the  context  show  that 
they  are  using  the  words  '  new  street  *  in  the  or- 
dinary and  actual  sense  of  the  word,  and  it  does 
not    tollow  that   because,  in   the    interpretation 
clause  they  say  the  expression  *  new  street  *  shall 
include  certain  other  things,  we  are  to  say  it  does 
not  include  its  own  natural  sense."   Not  only  does 
a  street  in  its  natural  sense  include  both  a  highway 
with  houses  on  each  side,  and  a  place  like  this  which 
is  not  a  thoroughfare,  but  also  that  double  meaning 
may  be  inferred  from  sect.  106,  which  relates  only 
to  a  street  which  is  not  a  highway :  and  also  from 
sect.  96,  which  speaks  of  "  all  streets  being  high- 
ways." If  a  "  street"  be  not  necessarily  a  highway, 
sect.  105  clearly  relates  to  the  present  case,  and  the 
justices  were  wrong.   The  Public  Health  Act  1848 
(11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63)  was  in  pari  maierid  with  this 
Act,  and  by  sect.  2  the  wora  street  is  defined  to 
"  apply  to  and  include  any  highway  (not  being  a 
turnpike  road)."    Sects.  69  and  70  manifestly  con- 
template that  a  street  should  not  be  always  neces- 
sarily a  highway.  This  court  held  that  an  unfinished 
road,  with  occasional  houses,  and  not  dedicated  to 
the  public,  was  not  a  street  within  this  Act,  in 
Beg.  Y,  Vestry  of  St.  Mary,  Islington  (E.B.  &  E.  743), 
but  that  decision  was  not  founded  on  the  fact  that 
the  road  was  not  a  highway.     In  the  Metropolis 
Management  Amendment  Act  1862  (20  &  26  V  ict. 
c.  102),  s.  112,  the  definitions  for  construction  of 
the  recited  Acts  (amongst  them  the  Metropolis 
Management  Act   1855),  contain  the  expression 
"  new  street,"  which  "  shall  apply  to  and  include 
all  streets  hereafter  to  be  formed  or  laid  out,  and 
a  part  of  any  such  street,  and  also  aU  streets,  the 
maintenance  of  the  paving  and  roadway  whereof 
had  not  previously  to  the  passing  of  this  Act, 
been  taken   into    charge    and   assumed   b^  ^V^^ 
commissioner^^,    ttw&W^^    ^vxt-^^^wr^^^   ^t    cJ^«t 
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snch  streets  are  situate,  and  a  part  of  any  such 
street,  and  also  all  streets  partly  formed  or  laid 
oat."  It  is  clear  from  these  two  Acts  that  certain 
rights  over  private  owners  were  intended  to  be 
given  to  the  vestries,  and  that  in  this  case  the 
vestry  has  exercised  the  right  given  by  sect.  105. 

Manisfy,  Q.C.  (with  him  Poland)  for  the  re- 
spondent.— It  is  conceded  that  this  is  not  a  high- 
way, and  I  admit  that  it  is  a  street.  The  words, 
therefore,  of  sect.  106  exactly  apply ;  and  if  this 
case  were  included  in  the  previous  section,  the 
106th  could  have  no  application  at  all.  Sect.  105 
is  directed  to  those  streets  over  which  the  public 
have  rights,  and  sect.  106  to  those  which  are  pri- 
vate, like  that  in  this  case.  If  such  a  street  as 
this  were  included  in  the  application  of  both  sects. 
105  and  106,  no  board  would  ever  adopt  the  latter, 
for  by  sect.  105  they  can  make  the  owners  jMy 
— under  sect.  106  the  public  must  pay.  The 
word  "  street,"  without  qualification,  refers  only 
to  places  over  which  the  public  have  a  right  of 
passage.  This  was  so  held  in  Cnrtia  v.  Emheru 
(L.  Rep.  7  Ex.  369),  upon  the  definition  of  the  word 
in  the  Towns  Police  Clauses  Act  1847.  By  sect.  3, 
"  street  is  to  extend  to  and  include  any  road,  square, 
court,  alley,  and  thoroughfare  or  public  passage 
within  the  limits  of  the  special  Act.  In  Tke  Local 
Board  of  Health  of  EvU  v.  Jone^  (1  H.  &  N.  489), 
a  footway  was  admitted  to  be  a  public  highway 
repairable  by  the  parish ;  but  in  the  judgment  it 
was  stated,  at  p.  493,  if  this  were  not  so,  how  the 
defendant  was  to  be  liable  under  sect.  69  of  the 
Public  Health  Act.  1848,  it  was  not  easy  to  see. 
The  question  of  what  a  **  new  street "  was,  under 
this  section  was  considered,  but  not  decided  by  this 
court,  in  Beq.  v.  Dayman  (7  E.  &  B.  672).  [Quajn, 
J. — ^The  point  there  raised  was  that  decided  by 
Pound  V.  PUimsfead  Board  of  Works.']  Bacon, 
V.C,  held  that  a  forecourt,  which  was  not  dedicated 
to  the  public,  could  not  be  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  vestry  under  this  Act :  {Rolls  v.  Vestry  of  8t, 
Mary,  Netotngton,  Weekly  Notes,  July  19,  1873, 
p.  168). 

Thesiger,  Q.C,  in  reply. — Sect.  105  limits,  with 
respect  to  new  streets,  tne  powers  which  a  vestry 
has  over  streets  generally ;  but  there  is  no  ground 
for  saying  that  a  new  street,  according  to  that 
section,  must  be  a  highway.  Sect.  106  refers  to 
streets  not  highways,  and  not  necessarily  new. 

Ctt/r.  adv.  vult. 

Feb.  16. — QuATN,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  court  (Quain  and  Archibald,  JJ.). — As  to  the 
first  question,  we  think  that  the  evidence  set  out 
justifies  the  finding  of  the  justices,  that  the  Btreet 
in  question  had  not  been  dedicated  to  the  public, 
and  we  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  finding 
of  the  justices  on  this  point  is  conclusive,  and 
cannot  be  disturbed  on  this  appeal.  The  next 
question  is,  assuming  that  the  street  has  not  been 
dedicated  to  the  public,  is  it  or  can  it  bo  a  new 
street  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  105  of  18  &  19 
Vict.  c.  120  P  The  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120  has  been 
amended  by  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102,  which  came 
into  operation  on  the  7th  Aug.  1862.  The  present 
street  was  formed  and  laid  out  after  the  passing  of 
the  last-mentioned  Act,  und  is  therefore  subject  to 
its  provisions.  The  first  Act  (s.  250)  enumerates 
various  things   which  the    word  "street"  shall 

''apply  to  and  include,"  and  amongst  others  **a  ,.        _       . 

highway ;"  and  the  second  Act  (s.  112)  Bt\V\i\xTt\ieT  \  V^^X^rj  «,\io\x\d  have  proceeded,  not  andor  sect.  105^ 

extends  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  street,"  and  a\»o  \  W\.  Mxv^ct  ^sic\,,  Wi,  ^  vo^^xi^&»i  by  wet.  80  of 

enumerates  the  things  which  the  expression  "  hot  \  'i^&.^^^\^.^A^,wA^\is3tt.«^^wi%Vi\w^\«^ 


street "  shall  "  apply  to  and  include."  But  (as  wu 
decided  in  Pound  v.  Plumstead  Board  of  Works: 
25  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  461  ;  L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B. 
183)  the  interpretation  sections  do  not  exclude 
the  ordinary  and  popular  sense  of  the  words  or 
expressions  used.  Now  we  think,  in  the  first 
place,  that  this  street  or  part  of  a  street  is  a 
street,  and  a  new  street,  in  the  ordinair  and 
popular  sense  of  the  words.  It  is  a  road  with 
nouses  built  on  each  side  of  it.  These  houses  seem 
to  have  been  built  in  1863-4|  and  the  footways 
adjoining  the  houses  have  been  already  paved 
by  the  vestry  at  the  expense  of  the  owners,  or  owners 
of  the  houses,  and  are  open  to  the  public.  We  far- 
ther think  that  the  part  of  the  street  in  question 
is  a  "  new  street,"  within  sect.  112  of  25  &  26  Vict 
c.  102.  That  section  enaccs  that  the  expression 
"  new  street "  shall  "  apply  to  and  indnde  all 
streets  thereafter  to  be  formed  or  laid  out,  and  a 
part  of  any  such  street ;  and  also  all  streets,  the 
maintenance  of  the  paving  and  roadway  whereof 
had  not  previously  to  the  passing  of  that  Act  been 
taken  into  charge  and  opened  by  the  authorities 
having  the  control  of  the  pavements  or  hiehwajTB 
in  the  parish  in  which  such  street  is  situate.  *  Hiis 
definition  applies  to  all  "  new  streets  "  in  the  ordi- 
nary sense  of  that  exprension,  and  even  to  old 
streets  the  maintenance  of  the  paving  and  roadway 
whereof  had  not,  before  the  passing  of  the  Act, 
been  taken  into  charge  by  the  authorities  having 
the  control  of  the  pavements  and  highways.  We 
see  no  language  in  the  Act  which  confines  the  ex- 
pression "  new  street "  to  streets  dedicated  to  the 
public.  The  Metropolitan  Management  Acts  were 
passed  with  sanitary  objects  in  view,  and  relate  to 
the  sewerage  and  drainage,  and  the  paving,  cleans- 
ing, lighting,  and  improvements  of  the  Metro- 
politan distncts.  They  are,  in  fact.  Public  Health 
Acts  as  well  as  Local  Management  Acts,  and  being 
framed  with  that  view,  they  confer  very  Inrs^e  and 
extensive  powers  on  the  authorities,  for  the  par- 
pose  of  promoting  the  public  health.  Sect.  105, 
under  which  the  vestry  acted  in  this  case,  resem- 
bles sect.  69  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1868.  That 
section  applied  to  all  streets,  present  and  futore 
(except  thoy  were  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at 
large),  and  the  object  of  the  enactment  is  explained 
by  Alderson,  B.,  in  these  words,  in  the  case  of  the 
Local  Board  of  Kinqston-upon'HuU  v.  Jones  (1 
H.  &  N.  489 ;  26  L.  J.  34,  Ex.) :  "The  object  of 
the  section  is  plain  ;  where  a  road  has  been  made 
which  is  not  repairable  by  the  parish,  it  maj  become 
a  public  nuisance  or  injurious  to  the  public  health, 
because  there  is  nobody  bound  to  put  it  into  a  proper 
state,  and  the  Legislature  thought  it  right  that 
those  who  owned  the  property,  for  the  convenience 
of  whom  the  street  is  made,  should  be  at  the  ex- 
pensie  of  preventing  it  from  being  a  mischief  to  the 
public  at  large."  It  is  obvious  that  the  mischief 
may  be  the  same,  whether  the  new  street  is  oi  is 
not  dedicated  to  the  public,  for  though  d^cated 
to  the  public  it  may  not  be  repairable  by  the 
parish ;  and  even  though  it  may  be  an  old  highway 
and  so  repairable  by  the  parish,  it  was  held  in 
Pound  V.  The  Plumstead  Board  of  Works,  that 
when  converted  into  a  new  street  uie  Testry  may 
pave  it  under  sect.  105,  and  charge  the  expense  on 
the  adjoining  owners.  It  was  argued  for  the  re* 
spondent  that  this  street,  not  being  a  highway,  the 
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the  opinion  of  the  iasticeB.  But  it  seems  to  have 
been  overlooked  that  sects.  105  and  106  relate  to 
two  different  things — sect.  105  relates  to  the 
**  paving  "  of  new  streets  which  the  vestry  deem  it 
necessary  or  expedient  should  be  paved ;  and  the 
word  "paving."  by  sect.  112  of  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102 
includes  the  formation  of  the  roadway  as  well  as 
paving  in  the  ordinary  sense.  Sect.  106,  on  the 
other  hand,  relates  only  to  the  "  repair  *'  of  streets, 
and  not  necessarily  **  new  streets  "  not  being  high- 
ways, and  which  have  not  been  paved  by  the 
vestxT — for  where  the  new  street  has  been  paved 
by  the  vestry,  un<|er  sect.  |105,  they  are  bound 
afterwards  to  keep  it  in  sufficient  repair.  For 
these  reasons  we  tnink  that  the  judgment  of  the 
joBtices  is  erroneous,  and  that  it  must  be  re- 
versed. Judgment  for  appeUa/nis, 

Attorney    for    appellants,   /.   Layton,  Yestry 
Clerk. 
Attorneys  for  respondents.  Crouch  and  Spencer. 


Tuesday,  Jan.  27, 1874. 

Cape  v.  Scott. 

Disireei — Colour  of  right — Bight  of  common  pur 

cause  de  fnc%nage — Surcharge  of  catUe, 
A  claim  of  a  custom  from  time  immemorial  that 
eatUe  upon  adjoining  commons  strayed  from  one 
to  the  other,  is  a  sufficient  colour  of  right  to  de* 
price  a  commoner  of  one  common  of  the  remedy  of 
distress  apainst  trespassing  cattle  of  a  comm^mer 
of  the  adioinina  comm^on,  even  although  the  latter 
has  surchargea  his  oum  common. 
This  was  an  action  of  replevin  for  twenty  sheep,  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  secondly  pleaded  for  an  avowry 
and  cognizance  to  the  dtiK;&ration,  that  the  land  on 
which  the  said  sheep  were  taken  was  a  portion  of 
the  common  and  waste  land  of  the  manor  of  Cald- 
bech,  in  the  county  of  Cumberland;  and  the 
defendant  Scott  well  averred,  and  the  other  defen- 
dant  Hudson  as  bailiff  well  acknowledged  as  his 
bailiff  and  agent,  because  thev  said  that  before  and 
at  the  time  when,  &c.,  the  defendant  Scott  was  and 
still  is  the  possessor  and  occupier  of  certain  lands  and 
tenements  in  the  manor  ana  parish  of  Caldbeck,  in 
the  said  countv,  the  occupiers  whereof  have  for 
thirty  years  before  this  enjoyed  as  of  right,  and 
without  interruption,  common  of  pasture  over  the 
said  common  or  waste  lands  of  the  said  manor  of 
Caldbeck,  for  all  their  sheep  and  other  common- 
able cattle,  levant  and  couchant,  upon  their  said 
lands  and  tenements  so  in  the  possession  and 
ooompation  of  defendant  Scott,  as  aforesaid,  at  all 
times  of  the  year  as  to  the  said  lands  and  tene- 
ments of  the  said  defendant  appertaining;  and 
because  the  said  sheep  in  the  aeclaration  men- 
tioned at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  were  wrongfully 
in  and  upon  the  said  common  and  waste  lands  of 
the  said  manor  of  Caldbeck,  depasturing  and  doing 
daniage  there,  so  that  the  defendant  Scott  could  not 
enjoy  nis  said  right  of  common  as  he  otherwise 
oonld  and  might  have  done,  the  defendant  Scott 
well  avowed,  and  the  other  defendant  well  acknow- 
ledged the  taking  of  the  said  sheep  in  the  said 
common  or  waste  lands  of  the  said  manor  of 
Galdbeok,  and  justly,  &c.,  as  a  distress  for  the  said 
damage. 

There  were  farther  avowries  and  cognizances 
cUming  the  said  right  for  sixty  years,  and  fVom 
time  tmmemarial,  in  the  same  and  other  names. 


The  plaintiff  pleaded  to  these   avowries    and 
cognizances  of  ctefendants,  that  the  said  land  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  was  at  the  time,  when, 
&c.,  a  common  thereinafter  called  Caldbeck  Com- 
mon, formiug  part  of  the  common  and  waste  lands 
of  the  manor  of  Caldbeck,  and  by  and  from  time  im- 
memorial had  laid  contiguous  to  a  common  herein- 
after called  Uldale  Common,  forming  part  of  the 
common  and  waste  land  of  the  manor  of  Uldale, 
and  had  never  been  divided  or  separated  from  the 
last-mentioned  common  by  any  hedge  or  fence  what- 
soever sufficient  to  prevent  cattle  from  time  to  time 
feeding  on  either  common  goin^  or  escaping  on  to 
the  other  common ;  and  the  plaintiff  said  that  fVom 
time  immemorial  the  cattle  dulv  put  on  either  of 
the  said  commons,  in  exercise  of  nghts  of  common 
over  such  common,  have  gone  and  escaped,  and 
been  accustomed  to  go  and  escape,  on  to  tne  other 
common,  and  there  to  intermix  with  and  feed  with 
the  cattle  from  time  to  time  feeding  on  such  other 
oommon ;  and  the  plaintiff  further  said,  that  he 
was  possessed  of  a  messuage  and   lands  in  the 
parisn  of  Uldale,  the  occupiers  of  which,  for  thirty 
years  before  this  suit,  enjoyed  as  of  right,  and 
without    interruption,  common  of  pasture    over 
Uldale  Common  for  all  their  cattle,  levant  and 
couchant,  upon  the  said  land  of  the  plaintiff,  at  all 
times  of  the  ^ear,  as  to  the  said  land  of  the  plain- 
tiff appertaining.  And  the  plaintiff  said,  that  oeing 
in  possession  of  such  messuage  and  lands  as  afore- 
said, just  before  the  time  when,  Jko.,  he  put  the 
said  sheep,  being  his  own  sheep,  levant  and  cou- 
chant, upon  the  said  land  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
said  Uldale  Common,  in  exercise  of  his  said  right 
of  common,  and  the  said  sheep  of  the   plaintiff 
afterwards,  and  ^ust  before  the  said  time  when, 
&c.,  of  their  own  accord,  and  without  the  know- 
ledge and  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  went  and  escaped 
out  of  the  said  Uldale  Clommon,  on  to  the  said 
Caldbeck  Common,  and  intermixed  and  fed  with 
the  cattle  then  and  there  feeding  on  the  said 
Caldbeck   Common,  remained  and  continued  on 
the  said  Caldbeck  Common  on  the  occasion  afore- 
said, without  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
then  necessarily  and   unavoidably  a  little  trod 
down  and  depastured,  &c.,  and  necessarily  did 
damage,  &c.,  as  in  the  said  avowries  and  cogni- 
zances respective!  V  mentioned. 

There  were  further  pleas  alleging  the  same  cus- 
tom, and  claiming  the  same  right  for  plaintiff  by 
occupation  for  sixty  years,  and  from  time  imme- 
morial, in  the  names  of  plaintiff  and  other  persons. 

The  defendants,  as  to  plaintiff's  said  pleas,  said 
by  way  of  new  assignment,  that  the  avowries  and 
cognizances  thereinbefore  mentioned  were  not 
merely  in  respect  of  the  said  matters  and  acts  in 
the  said  pleas  attempted  to  be  justified,  but  also  in 
respect  of  the  said  sheep  mentioned  in  the  said 
pleas  being  more  than  were  levant  and  couchant 
on  the  said  land  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also  in  resnect 
of  the  sheep  put  upon  the  said  common  of  Uldale 
by  all  the  persons  having  rights  of  common  of 
pasture  thereon,  being  more  tnan  the  number  of 
sheep  proportionable  to  the  extent  of  the  said 
common  of  Uldale,  as  compared  with  the  said 
common  of  Caldbeck. 

The  iUi)ove  pleas  of  plaintiff  and  the  defendant's 
new  assignment  were  all  demurred  to. 

Bompas,  for  plaintiff. — A  right  of  c^ycaxassix  "^^ 

cause  de  mcvnaqe,  w\xv^ S&  ^^^Qa  ^\J^aKD^^%  ^tfaMw\xv 

I  tills  caae,  \b  w&lc\«dl\»  Vo  ^«v<^^^  ^  ^TSfl»ssMst ^  ^ 

I  ad\afieixtcommoii^«.T^mt5dc^\>i^MN.v^^   ^2;^ 
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held  in  HaU  v.  Harding  (4  Burr.  2426),  that  any 
colour  of  right  in  fche  owner  of  sheep  trespassing 
upon  a  common  was  a  good  ground  for  replevin. 
Ail  the  previous  authorities  are  dted  and  dis- 
cussed in  the  arguments  of  that  case,  and  all  the 
more  recent  cases  may  be  found  in  the  notes  to 
Mellor  V.  Spaieman  (1  Wms.  Saund.  612).  The 
right  of  common,  pur  eause  de  vicinage  is  ex- 
plained in  Jones  v.  Bohin  (10  Q.  B.  620). 

Crompton,  contra. — These  pleas  of  the  plaintiff 
merely  allege  a  permission  to  trespass,  which  does 
not  amount  to  a  colour  of  ri^ht.  There  is  a  great 
distinction  between  the  relative  positions  of  fellow 
commoners  and  of  commoners  of  acyoining  com- 
mons. In  the  case  of  the  latter,  there  is  no  other 
remedy  for  a  surcharge  but  distaress. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  think  we  need  not  trouble  the 
counsel  for  plaintiff  to  rq)ly.  The  question  is, 
whether  upon  this  replevin  the  avowant  is  entitled 
to  have  the  sheep  he  distrained.  In  Hail  v.  Hard- 
ing, which  was  replevin  for  sheep  of  a  commoner 
distrained  by  another  commoner,  the  plaintiff 
pleaded  a  right  of  common  to  himself  as  a  tenant  of 
eight  acres  of  land  in  the  parish,  for  two  sheep  for 
every  acre,  and  that  de&ndants  wrongfully  dis- 
trained his  sixteen. sheep  put  on  the  common  in 
pursuance  of  his  said  right.  The  defendants  re- 
plied, admitting  the  right  claimed,  that  plaintiff 
nad  sixteen  sheep  upon  tne  common  over  and  above 
and  besides  the  sixteen  which  the  defendants  dis- 
trained. Upon  a  demurrer  to  this  replication, 
Lord  Mansneld  laid  down,  at  p.  24d2,  that  "  Upon 
the  whole,  the  right  of  distraining  seems  to  tarn 
upon  this — that  wherever  there  is  a  colour  of  right 
for  putting  in  the  cattle,  a  commoner  cannot  dis- 
train; because  it  would  be  judging  for  himself  in 
a  question  that  depends  upon  a  more  competent 
inquiry ;  but  where  cattle  are  put  upon  the  com- 
mon, without  any  colour  or  pretence  of  right,  the 
commoner  may  distrain  them ;  and,  therefore,  he 
may  distrain  the  cattle  of  a  stranger.  But  here 
the  plaintiff  had  a  colour  for  putting  in  his  cattle, 
though,  in  fact,  he  might  exceed  the  due  number. 
He  might  put  them  in  under  the  idea  or  pretence 
of  having  more  acres  of  land  than  he  really  had. 
And  though  in  the  pleading  he  has  stated  his 
number  of  acres  to  be  onl^  eight,  yet  the  question 
as  to  the  right  of  distraming  depends  upon  the 
nature  of  the  common  and  not  on  the  particular 
fiEk^ts.  In  cases  where  a  writ  of  admeasurement 
lies  between  commoners,  one  cannot  distrain  the 
other;  ho  cannot  for  his  own  benefit  admeasure 
the  right  of  the  other.  Therefore,  we  are  all  of 
opinion  that  this  distress  was  illegal  and  bad,  and 
the  plaintiff  must  have  judgment."    In  this  case 


the  commoner  distrained  the  sheep  of  the  plain- 
tiff, which  the  plaintiff  had  put  on  his  own  com- 
mon, and  which  had  strayed  on  to  the  defendant's. 
He  does  so,  because,  as  he  says,  the  plaintiff  put 
more  on  his  own  common  than  he  had  a  right  to 
do;  but  this  is  exactly  what  Lord  Mansfield  says 
is  a  (question  which  depends  upon  a  more  compe- 
tent inquiry.  The  reason  for  that  decision  appUes 
to  this  case ;  here  the  defendant,  by  distraining, 
has  judged  for  himself,  and  for  his  own  benefit  has 
assumed  to  admeasure  the  plaintiff's  right.  Then 
it  was  argued  that  this  alleged  right,  pur  catise  de 
vici7iage,  was  a  mere  excuse  for  trespass,  and  could 
be  put  an  end  to  at  any  time  by  mclosure ;  and 
that,  therefore,  it  did  not  amount  to  such  ^  coVoux  \ 
of  right  as  to  jaatify  the  replication.  LoTd^ena-  \ 
^eyd&le  distinguiahes  this  rieht  from  a  ouBU>m«m  \ 


Jones  V.  Bohin  (p.  635) :  "  A  oustom  is  the  le»  lod^ 
ancient  local  law  in  some  known  diatrict,  aa  a 
hamlet,  town,  or  manor,  and  does  not  arise  from 
the  grant,  act,  or  agreement  of  the  party;  whereas 
this  right  does,  and  though  not  a  profit  d  prendre, 
nor  properly  an  easement  but  raiher  an  exeaseftr 
a  trespass,  has  its  origin  from  a  presumed  mntoal 
grant  or  covenant  between  the  owners  of  each  hrm 
tiiat  neither  of  them  or  their  tenants  shoold  sue 
the  other  or  his  tenants*  or  distrain,  or  periu^ 
even  drive  their  cattle  away,  so  long  as  the  faxroB 
should  respectively  lie  open  to  ea^  crtiher.  It  is 
releasable  like  any  other  private  right,  and  it 
ought,  according  to  the  rules  of  pleading,  to  be 
pleaded  as  a  prescription."  Whilst,  theretoe, 
these  commons  lie  open  and  the  licence  is  unre- 
voked, the  colour  of  right  in  a  oonmioner  of  an 
adjoining  common  is  as  good  as  that  of  a  com- 
moner of  the  same  common.  Even  if  the  plaintiff 
were  wrong  in  putting  on  too  many  sheep,  and  if 
he  therebv  injured  not  only  his  own  commoners 
but  also  those  of  defendanto'  common,  the  defen- 
dant can  have  no  right  to  decide  the  matter  for 
himself  by  distress.  There  is  no  authority  for 
distraining  when  there  is  such  a  colour  of  right, 
and  it  is  contrary  to  principle.  There  may  be 
some  doubt  whether  the  lora  of  a  oommon  can 
distrain  for  an  overcharge,  notwithstanding  a 
colour  of  right  advanced  by  a  commoner,    ^fliat 

goint  we  need  not  determine.  Gilbert  says, 
owever,  in  the  Law  of  Distresses,  p.  23 :  ^  Where 
a  man  turns  in  his  cattle  under  some  oolonr  of 
right  of  common,  the  lord  cannot  distrain.'*  Here, 
at  all  events,  the  distress  was  not  justifiable  upon 
the  facts  stated,  and  our  judgment  most  be  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Qu^iN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  although  I 
had  at  first  some  doubts  whether  this  answer  to 
the  distress  was  a  sufficient  colour  of  right  to  come 
within  Lord  Mansfield's  rule.  Mr.  GrompUm  Has, 
however,  found  no  authoritv  for  any  distinction. 
It  was  clearly  established  by  Ihmon  v.  James 
(2  Lutw.  1838),  which  was  foUowed  by  HaU  v. 
Harding,  that  the  right  of  distress  turns  upon 
whether  the  plaintiff  has  a  colour  of  right.  Here 
it  is  stated  that  the  plaintiff  surcharged  upon  his 
own  oommon,  and  that  his  sheep  strayed  upon  the 
defendants'.  It  seems  to  follow  that  the  defendant 
has  no  better  remedy  against  the  plaintiff,  undsr 
such  circumstances,  than  he  would  have  against  a 
commoner  of  his  own  common.  There  is  no  valid 
distinction  between  the  two,  and  a  distress  is  not 
the  proper  remedy  where  there  is  a  colour  of 
right. 

Akchibald,  J.^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
impossible  to  distinguish  this  from  the  principle 
laia  down  in  HaU  v.  Harding,  The  origin  of 
plaintiff's  claim  may  have  been  a  mere  excuse  for 
trespass,  but  it  has  grown  into  a  right.  Tbere 
being,  at  all  events,  a  colour  of  right  in  tiie  plain- 
tiff, the  defendants  cannot,  acconling  to  any 
analogies  in  the  law,  obtain  a  remedy  by  distress. 

Judgment  for  plaint^. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff^  Bisehoff,  Botnpasj  and 
Bischoff. 
Attorneys  for  defendants,  Sharp  and  UUHhonis, 
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Mondag.  FOi.  2, 1674. 
AxuR  r.  LnzKNOL  Union. 
ImuM  V.  West  Debbt  Union, 
Rateah^y  of  oeeupier*  of  dock*  and  thedt—Frefe- 
renUai  iu9—JPoa*ettion  of  dockt  hoard— 21  A  22 
VieL  c  MM,  It.  63,  64,  82, 83,  and  84—24  *  25 
Vict.  e.  cliasxviii,  m.  27,  28,  29,  30,  32,  and  35. 
By  the  lier*ey  Docki  Aei  Conaolidation  Ad  1858, 
the  dock  board  may  appropriate  dockt,  quays,  or 
thtdt  to  perton*  for  me  reception  of  (fi«w  UM«ei» 
and  gooat,  provded  they  and  their  tervantt  »hali 
be  tvhjeti  to  the  regviationt  of  the  board :  and 
ike  board  may  let  wvah  ^aayt  and  »hed»  on  nich 
rentt,  tervu,  and  conditiont  at  they  may  deem 
expedient  i  but  aUpertone  employed  thaU  be  m  the 
*en>iee  of  or  (^proved  by  the  board. 
By  the  Mert»y  Dockt  (Corporaiitm  Parehate)  Aot 
1861,  goodt  tvkiek  have  lain  vpon  any  Quoy  or  in 
any  shed  afl«r  a  certain  time,  aira  liable,  by 
vay  of  penalh/,  to  pay  a  rented  per  hour  to  the 
board. 
The  appeUanU  had  appropriated  lo  them,  under  the 
Act  of  1858,  certain  doelu,  quayi,  and  ehedt; 
and  the  boax-d  fized  a  charge  per  iquare  yard 
per  annum  for  the  u»e  of  Ike  thed  tpaee,  «ue& 
oharge  to  commence  from  the  date  of  occupation. 
Thit  viae  a  provieumal  agreement,  ana  made 
daring  the  pleature  of  the  board. 
When  these  appropriated  premises  were  nof  aduaXly 
in  use  by  the  appeUanli,  they  were,  by  direcliim  of 
the  board,  and  without  appeUanl't  content,  used 
by  other  vesiele  and  their  owners.  The  board's 
teniaiUe  had  acceti  to  ali  the  premiees.  The  goods 
of  appeUa/al*  were  liable  lo  the  penal  rent  as 
well  as  those  of  other  persons,  and  keys  of  some  of 
the  sheds  were  kept  both  by  the  appeUants  and  the 
Cuttonu'  authorUiet. 
One  of  the  appeUants  had  used  some  ground  within 
the  dock  property,  as  a  coal  depot,  for  eighteen 
yeart.  It  was  ailotied  lo  him  ^or  this  pmpote 
only  and  itpon  tufferanee,  he  being  bound  to  give 
it  vp  at  a  weeks  notice;  payment  to  be  made 
for  the  use  thereof  at  one  penny  per  square  yard 
per  week: 
Seld,  that  the  appelLmls  were  rateable  for  norte  of 
these  premitet. 

Allan  o.  LirxxrooL  Union. 
This  was  a  Bpeciel  case,  stated  faj  consent  of  the 
parties  onder  12  A  13  Yict.  c.  45.  a.  11,  and  ander 
an  order  of  Loiih,  J.,  dated  the  26th  Oct.  1872,  in 
which  order  ia  indaded  the  names  of  the  Mersey 
Dock  and  Harbow  Board  aa  co-respondeats.  It 
hoB,  however,  been  afi^reed,  b;  and  between  all  the 
EMTties,  that  the  name  of  the  Morsej  Docks  and 
Earbonr  Board  shall  he  omitted  from  the  case, 
they  having  undertaken,  that  if  tae  coart  should 
be  or  opinion  that  the  Meraej  Docks  and  Harbour 
Board  should  have  been  assessed  instead  of  the 
appellants,  and  that  the  name  of  the  board  can 
now  be  legally  inserted  in  the  rate  in  lieo  of  that 
of  the  appellants,  they  will  admit  that  all  proper 
notices  nave  been  given,  and  respites  made,  to 
enable  the  court  so  to  insert  their  name. 

By  a  rate  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  of  Liverpool  the  14th  May  1872,  the  appel- 
lant was  assesst^  in  respect  of  his  alleged  occupa- 
tion [amongst  other  premises]  of  certain  sheds 
■itoate  at  the  Wellington  Dock,  irilhin  the  aaid 
parish,  in  the  sum  of  5401. 
Tha  aasMsmeoc  isiatbe  toUawmg  lemu : 


III 


Agwngt  this  rate  the  appellant  gave  notice  of 
appeal  to  the  next  Liverpool  Quarter  Sessions,  and 
thereupon  the  aforesaid  order  was  made. 

The  appellant  ia  the  manaKing  owner  of  the 
Montreal  Ocean  Steam  Ship  Company,  who  own 
a  hne  of  steamers  regularly  plying  to  and  from 
Liverpool. 

The  system  of  docks  at  Liverpool  is  nnder  the 
control  of  the  Meraev  Docks  and  Harbour  Board, 
hereinafter  called  "  the  board,"  and  is  managed  by 
them  nnder  the  provisions  of  their  Consolidation 
Aot  1858  (21  ft  22  Viot.  o.  xcii.),  and  certain  bye- 
laws  made  thereunder,  which  Act  and  byelawa  may 
be  referred  to  as  if  they  formed  a  part  of  this  case. 
By  the  interpretation  clanse  of  tne  said  Act,  the 
word  "  docks  "  shall  mean  the  present  or  future 
docks,  basins,  locks,  oats,  entrances,  graving 
docks,  qnaya,  piers,  warehouses,  sheds,  roads, 
lands,  and  other  works,  belonging  to  or  under  the 
management  of  the  said  board. 

By  the  63rd  section  of  that  Act,  it  is  enacted ; 

Tkst  tha  Board  maj  fiom  time  to  time  appropriata 
partianlar  docks,  or  portioiu  of  tlie  lame,  to  tna  dm  of 
■team  veuels,  either  eiolnsiTSlT  or  in  ooniimatlon  wiUi 
■aiUng  vaueU,  or  to  the  qu  of  any  veiseli  engaged  in 
partianlac  trades,  at  to  the  use  of  anj  other  veiHeU  or 
olsas  of  leuels,  or  nndei  an;  oth«i  olroonutanoes  which, 
in  thdr  jadgmant,  maj  rendsi  snoh  appropiistion  ei- 

Tbe  64th  section  is  as  follows : 

The  boaid  may  fron  tins  to  time,  if  the;  ihall  dsem  it 
expadiamt,  but  tult  othmwiie,  and  npon  anch  terms  and 
oonditioiu  and  Qppn  pa;ment  of  snoh  rant  or  other  snmi 
of  mone;,  and  mneot  to  aech  leatrictioni  sad  reirnlatioos 
a*  tlie;  ahall  think  proper,  set  apart  and  appropriate  sioj 


the  exalsiiie  soooingiodation  and  nae  of  a  oanal  or  railwav 
DOmpatiy,  or  of  an;  oompan;  tx  firm  or  iDdiridnal  engaged 
in  oanfing  on  an;  trade,  who  sliall  be  desiroas  of  hanog 
sooh  ezclaiive  aooommMatim  for  the  reoeption  of  the 
Teasels  andjgoods  belonging  to  or  employed  and  convered 
bv  them.  iWrided  tkat  aTec;  oompanv,  firm,  or  indi> 
vidital  to  whom  sooh  aiolnsiTa  aocomoiodation  as  afore- 
said shall  be  afforded,  uid  tlisii  Teasels,  orewi,  lerTaDti, 
and  other  persons  emploved  b;  then  or  nndar  their  con- 
trol, sli^  be  snbjeot  to  tiie  general  rales  and  regulations 
of  tiie  beard  applioaUe  to  their  docks,  wharrsa,  ware- 
hooses,  ahedi,  and  works,  and  the  veaaels  entering  the 
same,  and  the  craws  and  other  peraoea  employed  in  and 
abont  iQoh  Teasels. 

By  the  82nd  section  it  is  enacted : 

niat  the  board  may  eonatmot  inch  depAta  and  aheda 

for  tlie  reoeption  of  gooda,  |    •      -  ' 

sneh  itsam  enginea,  oraaea. 
obinea,  and  oUiac  appaiates  _ .  _  . 

and  diaeharge,  for  the  maaWog  oi „ 

and  tanka  for  watering  horsaa  and  cattle,  ■  .  . 

Tide  nieh  other  oonvenienoaa  upon  or  near  the  qnaya  aa 
they  aball  think  expedient  for  the  socommodation  of  the 
tnos  of  the  port  of  livgrpool ;  and  may  make  reaaonable 
efauisB  for  the  nse  of  an;  anoh  depAta,  sheds,  steam 
enginea,  eiaiiea,  hoiatlng  and  weighing  maohiaea,  and 
ot£er  anoh  apparatna  and  oonveniencea  aa  aforeaaid,  and 
may  let  any  aneh  aheda,  and  alao  any  portiona  of  the 
□na;*  which,  with  oi  without  anoh  sfaadi,  they  may  think 
nt  to  appropriate  a*  apedsl  berth*  tor  ahipa  in  atii  we- 
tienlar  tzada  or  ath«nnM,l«i  tm^  v<^'"^*^^*'^  ^9,^^ 
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And  wharsH  It  ta*,j  Iw  «JtmdiBnt  lot  Uw  pntpoM  of 
•xpaditiiw  the  loacUiw  uid  dxMbkrsiiw  of  tbe  aun>  of 
vmmIb,  t&Bt  the  board  ahoold  »ppropnftt«  wnne  of  the 
doflka  for  the  reoeptiiai  erf  Teaaela,  Uu  oargiMH  whereof 
ahall  be  loaded  and  djBohaiged  bj  peraona  eniplojed  by  the 
boaid:   Be  itmaoted  tb»t  the  boaid  mar  fr~ ~    "~    '~ 


. le  aa  any  dook  shall  be  ao  aj. 

the  oacso  of  anj  reaad  Ijiiw 
.  .*.v... — ^  ^•loadifo 


o  pottfonof 
wubcint  the 

, ,.-,  , , ,-_  bTtheboaid, 

and  the  boatd  maj  niiika  reaaooabU  ohacgee  Mr  tha  work 

Aiul  by  sect.  Bl: 

So  long  aa  an;  dook  ahall  be  ao  impropriated  aa  latt 
aforesaid,  all  peraona  employed  in  anj  tranait  or  other 
■Ited  on  or  adjaoent  to  the  quay  of  anoh  dook,  in  moring, 
mnoTlug,  [aUDg,  nnpilliig,  ooopering,  or  repairing  or 
doing  any  other  aot  whatorer  m  ootuieotion  with  anr 
gpoda  (or  the  time  being  depoaitsd  or  lying  in  aooli 
ahed,  or  being  mored  or  remored  to  or  from  ntoh  thed, 
*h»U  be  peraona  in  the  aerrioa  of  or  approTtd  by  tiie 
board. 

Frerionsly  to  the  month  of  Maj,  1862,  applica- 
tion WM  made  to  the  hoard  bv  the  app^ttuitfl' 
company  for  an  appropriated  berth,  and  other 
accommodatioa,  for  theu-  said  line  of  ateamen,  and 
tberenpon  the  board  oaiued  to  be  sent  to  them  the 
following  letter  ; 

SeorelArT'i  Offloe,  Lirerpool, 
17th  M»T  1862. 

Gentleman, — I  beg  to  inform  yon  that  the  dook  board 
baa  appropriated,  for  the  naa  t»  the  eteamen  owned  by 
jon,  WW  eonth  aide  of  the  Wellington  Dook,  with  the 
iheda  attaobad,  affordingyoQ  a  lineu  (pu^apaoeof  abont 
680ft.  room,  to  be  teaerred  for  wotkug  Hit  la«t  qnay ; 
and  baa  fixed  that  a  charge  of  2t-  6d.  ptt  aoMM  yart  per 
annum  be  made  for  the  nae  of  the  ahea  apaoe,  eaoh 
oharge  to  oommenoe  from  the  date  of  yonr  oooapatioo. 
It  la  to  be  usdentood  that  thie  is  a  proTidonal  agree- 
ment, and  made  dating  tha  plsaaore  of  the  board.  The 
haibonr- master  will  notify  aa  aoon  aa  the  premises  are 
ready  for  yoor  oconpation. — I  am,  GenUemen,  yonr 
obedtent  aerrant,  DAMIIL  Uasoh. 

In  pai^uonce  of  the  above  letter,  and  under  the 
aathority  thereby  conferred,  and  without  anj  far- 
ther or  other  anthoritj,  the  appellants'  companj 
have,  since  May  18i>2,  nsed  and  still  continne  to 
use  for  the  purpose  of  the  loading  and  diacharginK 
of  their  said  steamers,  the  berth,  quay  space,  and 
sheds  thereby  appropriated  to  them,  paying  the 
charges  therein  stipulated.  The  said  sheds,  which 
are  constructed  on  the  quay,  consist  of  a  range  of 
sheds  coverod  by  one  continnoue  roof,  and  eubdi- 
vided  by  partitions  reaching  to  the  roof  into  a 
store  shed,  a  transit  shed,  and  two  open  sheds. 
The  store  shed  is  at  the  eant  end  of  the  range  of 
sheds,  and  is  provided  with  doors  and  locks,  andis 
need  by  the  appellants'  company  for  holding  stores 
necessary  for  their  ships  when  id  port ;  the  transit 
shed  is  situate  at  or  about  the  centre  of  the  said 
rancre  of  sheds,  haviuR  open  sheds  at  each  end  of 
it.  There  are  sliding  doors  commnnicating  at  each 
end  with  the  open  sheds,  and  one  on  each  side  com- 
mnnicatinir  with  the  roadway  and  the  dock  respec- 
tively.  This  shed  is  nsed  for  the  reception  of 
gmods  liable  to  duty,  but  on  which  no  duty  has  at 
the  time  been  paid.  The  open  sheds  ore  situate 
one  at  the  east  end,  and  the  other  at  the  west  end, 
erf  the  transit  shed.  On  the  side  next  the  roadway 
are  sliding  doore  by  which  these  doorways  can 
be  closed  from  the  road  (atthourh  this  is  never 
whoUy  done  except  at  night).    The  side  next  the 

dock  ia  oaij  partially  fitted  with  ehtoig  doora. 

there  being  thirteen  spaces  and  only  tion  &oo», 


which  slide  from  end  to  end ;  and  to  titia  oxtcnt 
the  shed  IB  open,  and  may  be  entered  at  any  time 
bv  persons  passing  round  the  Old  of  tbe  abed,  and 
along  the  edge  of  the  dook.  Tbeae  ahede  are  naed 
for  Dne  temporary  depout  <£  goods  landed  bata  v 
about  to  be  shipped  on  veeaele  lying  in  tbe  ad- 

C'  lingberth.  At  the  west  end  w  tb  range  ia  a 
kop  office,  consisting  of  four  roonU,  in  exdn- 
sive  occupation  of  the  appellant's  company  and 
their'  employit,  for  the  transaction  of  ahipping 
business.    All  the  ahede  are  kept  in  r^Mir  hj  tbe 

The  Liverpool  Docks  are  nsed  by  a  8*^ 
number  of  Imee  of  fore^n  ^ing  and  cxMsting 
steam^pa,  and  to  almoet  all  3  theee  lines  bertha, 
with  sheds  and  quay  space,  are  apportioned  brr  the 
board-  When  any  snoh  berth  is  not  actoaOyia 
use  by  any  steamer  of  the  line  to  which  tbe  tame 
is  specially  appropriated,  it  may  be  and  ia  oocaaioB- 
ally,  but  really  under  the  direction  and  by  tbe 
authority  of  the  dock  master,  nsed  by  other  Tewdi 
without  reword  to  the  owner  of  each  line,  and 
without  his  oonsent.  Vessels  thus  permitted  to 
nse  berths  appropriated  to  partdonlar  UDes,  aie  alw 
entitled  to  use  and  do  use  tbe  quay  space  utd  sheda 
attached  to  and  enjoyed  with  snon  appropriated 
berth.  Any  steamer  of  the  line  to  wnu»  radi 
berth  has  been  appropriated,  requiring  to  nae  eadt 
berth,  shed,  or  quay  apace,  whilst  the  eome  is  bong 
used  by  satdi  other  vessel  as  aforesaid,  is  ocHnpeUea 
towsit  until  such  other  vessel  is  completely  loaded 
or  discharsed  before  she  can  obtun  the  nae  cd  and 
berth,  quay  space,  and  sheds. 

In  addition  to  the  nse  of  the  berth  and  shed* 
last  mentioned,  it  is  usual  and  customary  when  n 
appropriated  berth  is  not  occupied  by  a 
01  the  appellant's  company,  for  the  wck 
without  consulting  the  appellant,  to  put  into  the 
B^d  berth  vessels  wuting  for  a  berth  at  the  Wel- 
lington Dock  coal  tips ;  and  such  vessels,  whilst 
lying  in  the.  said  berth,  often  receive  on  board 
their  stores,  water,  and  other  articles,  whi<^  are 
brought  alongside  through  the  sheds  in  carta. 

By  virtue  of  the  88th  section  of  the  oaid  Act, 
gooos  which  have  been  more  thim  forty-eigtit 
boors  upon  any  dock  quay,  are  liable  to  pay  a  rental 
to  the  board  of  5s.  per  hour.  Goods  so  lying  in 
the  appropriated  sheds  are  liable  to  this  charoci 
whether  tbey  be  the  goods  of  those  to  whom  toe 
sheds  ore  appropriated,  or  of  any  other  peracn. 
Such  charge  has  sometimes,  at  the  instanoe  of  the 
^pellants,  been  exacted  by  the  board  from,  and 
^d  to  the  board  by,  the  owners  of  goods  not  tbe 
property  of  the  bpp^lants,  but  deposited  on  l*™iiiig 
from  the  appellant's  vessels  in  the  sboda  ^ipnh 
priated  to  tiiem. 

When  the  consignees  of  goods  discharged  out  of 
the  appellant's  steamers  desire,  as  they  not  n&- 
frequently  do,  that  such  goods  may  remain  upon 
the  said  appropriated  shed  or  quay  space,  at  an 
ordinary  qnav  rent,  they  may  moke  their  arrana^ 
ments  with  tno  board  only,  and  pay  the  rent  tctae 
board;  but  no  such  arrangement  is  made  by  tbe 
board  if  the  quay  space  is  required  in  connedaon 
with  the  discharge  or  loading  of  ^tber  vessels.  It 
is  only  when  such  goods  intrafere  materially  with 
the  working  of  the  appellants'  stecunera  that  the 
appellants  coll  upon  tne  dook  board  to  exact  the 
penal  rent  aToresaid.  The  board  baa  not  aoooonte^ 

ir  is  it  accountable,  to  the  ^jiellante  for  money 

)  T«]Ui\^«&  \x^  Ui%  board  aa  la  (his  or  tlie  kat 
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The  said  sheds  and  quay  space,  except  the  store 
shed,  are  oontinuallj  traversed  by  horses,  carts, 
and  workmen  engaged  in  and  about  the  loading, 
discharging,  or  repairing  of  vessels  lying  in  the 
berth  appropriated  to  tne  appellants.  They  are 
also  traversea  by  all  persons  going  to  or  from  any 
ships  moored  outside  <ff  the  saia  berth,  or  to  or 
from  that  part  of  the  said  dock. 

Bach  door  of  the  transit  ahed  has  two  locks ;  the 
key  of  one  lock  is  kept  at  the  Custom-house,  and 
the  key  of  the  other  by  the  appellants.  Whenever 
a  Tessel  is  dischar^K,  and  at  all  times  during  the 
day,  the  said  transit  3ied  is  open,  and  the  servants 
of  the  board  go  in  continually  and  at  their  pleasure, 
for  the  purpose  of  examining  the  goods  therein, 
and  seemg  that  the  byelaws  of  the  ooard  are  ob- 
served, or  for  any  other  purpose  connected  with 
their  duties.  When  the  sheds  contain  goods  or 
ships '  stores  belonging  to  the  appellants,  they  are 
watched  at  night  oy  watchmen  employed  by  the 
appellants. 

All  sailing  vessels  and  steam  vessels  which  come 
to  the  port  at  regular  intervals,  are  loaded  and 
disohari^ed  at  berUis  provided  with  sheds  of  the 
same  kmd  as  those  above  mentioned;  but  the 
owners  or  agents  of  such  vessels  have  no  right  to 
the  preferential  use  of  any  berth  or  shed,  nor  are 
they  required  to  make  any  nayment  equivalent  to 
the  2s,  id,  per  yard,  chargea  as  above-mentioned, 
for  an  appropriate  berth. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  or  not  the  appellant  is  liable  as  occu- 
pier of  the  shed  space,  to  be  assessed  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  and  to  pay  the  rate  appealed  against 
in  respect  of  sucn  assessment,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

Judgment  may  be  entered  in  the  said  court  of 
quarter  sessions,  in  conformity  with  the  decision 
of  this  court,  and  for  such  costs  as  this  court  may 
a^udge.  

Inman  V,  West  Debby  Union. 

This  was  a  case  stated  under  exactly  similar  cir- 
cumstances to  the  last,  in  order  to  raise  the  question 
of  the  liability  of  the  appellant,  who  is  the  mana- 
jonDg  owner  of  the  Liverpool,  New  York,  ymd 
Phuadelphia  Steamship  Company,  to  be  rated  for 
a  ooal  depot  and  certain  transit  sheds,  situate  at 
the  Husloisson  Branch  Dock  No.  1,  of  the  Mersey 
Docks,  and  within  the  township  of  Kirkdale,  in 
the  appellants'  Union.  The  following  are  the 
matenal  parts  of  this  special  case : 

The  rate  appealed  against  was  the  following : 

An  amcwiment  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  township 
of  Kirkdale,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  for  other 
imrpoeee  chargeable  thereon  according  to  law,  made  the 
1st  July  1872,  after  the  rate  of  twen^-one  pence  in  the 
pound,  which  ia  estimated  to  meet  all  tiie  expenses  which 
will  be  incurred  before  the  25ih  March  next : 
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The  HnskiasoD  Dock,  and  Husldsson  Branch 


Dock,  their  wharves,  ouays,  and  sheds,  are  a  part 
of  the  estate  of  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour 
Board  (hereinafter  called  "  the  Board "),  and  are 
wholly  within  the  township  of  Earkdale.  The  said 
docks  are  surrounded  by  a  quay,  and  on  different 
parts  of  the  said  quay  are  large  sheds,  hereinafter 
more  particularly  described,  which  are  placed  there 
for  the  convenience  and  protection  of  the  shipper 
and  consignees  of  goods  snipped  from  or  unloaaed 
on  to  the  said  quays. 

The  appellant  is  the  managing  owner  of  the 
Liverpool,  New  York,  and  Philadelphia  Steamship 
Company,  and  as  such  may,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
case,  be  taken  to  be  the  owner  of  the  said  com- 
pany's line  of  steamers  plying  between  Liverpool 
and  New  York,  and  commonly  called  or  known  as 
the  "  Inman  Line."  On  the  22nd  Oct.  1861,  ap- 
plication was  made  to  the  board  by  the  appellimt 
lor  an  appropriated  berth,  and  other  accommoda- 
tion for  his  said  line  of  steamers,  and  thereupon 
the  board  caused  to  be  sent  to  the  appellant  the 
following  letter : 

Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board,  Secretary's  Oflioe, 

Liverpool,  17th  May  1862. 

Sir, — I  beg  to  inform  yon  that  the  dock  board  has  ap- 
propriated to  the  use  of  the  steamers  owned  by  yon,  one 
quay  and  stage  berth  on  the  south  side  of  the  new  Hns* 
kisson  Branch  Dock,  with  the  sheds  Nos.  5.  6,  and  7, 
affording  yon  a  lineal  quay  space  of  about  544ft.,  and  has 
fixed  that  a  charge  of  2s.  6d,  per  square  yard  per  annum 
be  made  for  the  use  of  tiie  saia  shed  space^  snoh  charge  to 
commence  from  the  dato  of  yonr  ooonpation.  It  is  to  be 
understood  tiiat  this  is  a  provisional  arrangement,  and 
made  during  the  pleasure  of  the  board.  The  harbour 
mastor  will  notify  yon  as  soon  as  the  premises  are  ready 
foryour  occupation.— I  am,  Sir,  yonr  obedient  servant, 

W.  Inman,  Esq.  Daniel  Mason. 

The  appellant  subsequently  required  further 
accommooation  for  his  said  line  of  steamers,  and, 
accordingly,  on  the  2nd  March  1864,  a  resolution 
was  passed  bv  the  board,  which  was  entered  in 
the  minutes  of  the  board  as  follows : 

At  a  meeting  of  the  committee  for  management  of  the 
docks  and  quays,  held  this  2nd  March  1864.   Present,  &o. 

The  question  of  the  arrangement  of  the  berth  on  the 
south  side  of  the  Hnskisson  Branch  Dock  haring  been 
oonsideted,  and  letters  from  Messrs.  Mclvor,  Messrs. 
Bibby,  and  Mr.  Inman  having  been  read — It  was  resolved. 
That  the  berth  now  occnmed  by  Messrs.  Bibby  be  with* 
drawn  from  them.  That  Messrs.  Molvor  have  the  sheds 
Nos.  1,  2,  and  3,  with  the  quay  space  fronting  them,  and 
that  the  shed  No.  4,  and  its  quay  space,  be  Mded  to  the 
berth  now  occupied  by  Mr.  Imnan.  That  in  consequence 
of  this  arrangement  Mr.  Inman  is  no  longer  to  have  the 
occasional  use  of  the  Hnskisson  Dock ;  and  the  berth  in 
the  London  Dock,  now  occupied  by  Messrs.  Mclver,  is  to 
be  withdrawn  from  them.  These  resolutions  to  be  car- 
ried out  by  the  harbour  master  as  soon  as  possible. 

(Signed)       John  Habribon,  Secretary. 

The  said  resolution  was  confirmed  by  the  board, 
and  notice  of  the  resolution  and  confirmation  was 
given  by  the  board  to  the  appellant.  The  area  of 
the  transit  sheds,  Nos.  4,  5',  6,  and  7,  or,  as  they 
are  called,  "  shed  space,"  mentioned  in  the  fore- 
going letter  and  resolution,  and  thereby  appro- 
priated to  the  appellant,  is  6242  square  yards,  the 
annual  payment  made  as  rent  to  the  board  for  the 
same  is  7S0L 

In  pursuance  of  the  letter  and  resolution  above 
set  out,  and  by  virtue  of  the  authority  and  rights 
thereby  conferred  upon  him,  and  of  no  other 
authority  or  rights,  tne  appellant  has,  since  May 
1864,  used  and  still  continues  to  use,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  loading  a^d  dW:X^T^gJi\L  ^  \2^^  ^sfi^ 
Bteamera,  tihe\>eT\»\i»  c^'^  ^-^^iwi^^^TA 'Stts^'^^^^^'^ 
appropriated  V>  \i\TXL,  ^oyai^  >2aft  ew«Mf!»  "viBSst^sai. 
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stipulated.  Tb«ee  ohwges  are  [xud  in  addition  to 
the  ordinUT  tonnage  rates,  which  are  paid  bjr  the 
appellant  in  reapect  of  the  nae  of  the  docks  1^  his 
■teamers. 

The  HnskiBBon  Bruioh  Dock  No.  1,  is  sarroanded 
bj  a  continaoQS  series  of  sheds  or  compartments 
erected  on  the  qnay,  of  the  same  description  m 
those  her^nafter  mentioned,  which  have  been 
nsed  by  the  appellant  aa  herein  mentioned,  on 
all  eidea  except  the  west,  on  nhioh  it  opens  into 
the  Hnskieson  Dock.  These  sheds  or  compart- 
ments are  divided  the  one  from  the  other  bj  par- 
tition walls  at  right  angles  to  the  line  of  the  dock 
qua;.  The  berth  adjacent  to  and  coextensive  with 
snch  sheds  as  are  used  therewith,  ia  safficient  for 
the  berthing  at  the  same  time  of  two  of  the  appel- 
lant's steamers.  All  the  sheds  are  similar  in 
construction  and  arrangement,  and  are  very 
apacions  and  lofty.  The  walla  are  of  brick  and  the 
roof  slated,  the  (uvision  or  partition  walls  between 
the  compartments  are  also  of  brick.  Each  com- 
pctrtment  has  three  sliding  wooden  (rates  or  doors 
on  the  side  next  the  dock,  and  two  of  such  sliding 
pates  or  doors  on  the  side  next  the  road.  There  is 
m  each  division  or  partition  a  wall  separating  the 
compartments  the  one  from  the  other,  and  running 
at  right  angles  to  the  line  of  the  dock  as  above 
mentioned  -.  a  similar  sliding  gate  or  door,  affording 
acoesB  from  one  to  the  other,  goes  along  the  whole 
continuoas  series.  Each  shM  or  compartment  is 
capable  of  being  neparatety  closed  and  shot  off 
from  the  rest  on  all  sides,  or  the  whole  four  maj 
have  the  internal  commanioation  with  one  another 
opon,  and  be  closed  on  the  outside.  Each  of  these 
gates  or  doors,  whether  in  the  outer  or  partition 
walls,  ia  provided  with  two  locks,  the  object  of  tho 
two  locks  is  this,  vie.,  that  if  any  goods  liablo  to 
duty  are  disohai™!  from  the  steamers,  they  may 
he  t«mporiu-ilv  placed  in  some  one  or  more  of  the 
sheds  as  in  a  oonded  warehouse,  until  duty  is  paid; 
and  in  snch  a  case  all  the  gates  of  the  particular 
shed  in  which  the  goods  are  so  deposited  are  locked, 
the  key  of  one  lock  being  kept  by  the  apiiellant, 
and  the  otber  by  the  Customs'  authorities.  The 
officers  of  the  board  do  not  keep  keys  of  the  said 
shed,  hut  they  are  entitled  at  any  time  in  the 
oouree  of  their  duty  to  enter  and  examine  the  same. 
These  Customs  arrangrmonts  are  provided  for  by 
ss.  77  and  70  in  the  said  Act,  and  in  part  seven 
thereof  provisions  are  made  with  respect  to  transit 
sheds,  and  warehouses. 

Besides  the  berth,  oaay  apace,  and  sheds  appro* 
priatcd  to  the  appellant  by  the  said  letter  and 
resolution,  a  fnrthfir  space  was  appropriated  to 
the  applicant  by  the  following  resolution  of  the 
board,  dated  the  15th  Oct.  Iij5ti ; 


...a Dock,  oppo»it«tli8 berth oconpiod 
_,  -_•  Philadelphia  line  of  ■t«am«hip*,  fau  bean  KUottod 
to  him  for  the  pnTpoae  ot  atoriug  ooali  for  the  nee  vt 
tboM  itsamahipi,  tu.  :  that  it  (hall  be  uMd  for  the  pnr- 
po*(  stated,  but  for  no  other  pTirpo§e,  npo&  enfforonce 
□nl;,  upon  hie  agreeing  to  pa;  ona  ponny  per  xiaore 
Tard  per  week  for  the  uiie  of  the  Ksmo,  and  engaging  to 
remove  the  oool  and  oleot  the  ground  at  bia  eipenau  at 
007  time,  one  week's  previons  notice  buing  given. 

On  the  27th  Jan.  1869,  the  following  resolution 

of  the  board  was  passed  and  communicntod  to  the 

appellant : 

A  report  from  the  traffic  manager  (.Districl  hi ,  t^AiUiif 

-4»t  the  oooJ  bank  of  Mr.  W.  Inmon,  on  the  \»ii4  ivaMa 

V  Aiai  trom  tha  boMd,  aitnat*  bstwem  Um  Cutovaa 


depAt  at  Uu  HukiiMii  Doek  and  tha  wMt  wall  d  tk 
Suidon  OiaTiog  Doek*,  has  bllan  down  and  gniul^ 
cnaroaolied  on  ths  iDnoiiadin^  ■paee,  and  a  "■'— — ~t- 
<:atioti  from  the  anginner,  atatani  that  tba  land  bow  os. 
copied  bj  the  storage  of  ooal,  ud  b*  aa  effiesshaj  k> 
itorei,  and  a  qnontit;  «f  planks,  ■alws  *  total  ti  IW 


Ziti.  inmoa,  agtoaing  to  pay  i«nt  on  tha  aaid  ana,  Inm 
tha  data  in  qnaetion,  were  read  and  approved  n»  alt 
.  _._.  __i  • ^^j  amdittoBS  of  MiiaaejhifBtIha 


At  the  time  of  the  ""^r'ng  of  the  aaid  lat^  tht 
irhole  apace  of  1140  yards,  as  aforesaid,  waa  und 
by  the  appellant  in  pursuance  of  the  above  reMtla- 
tions,  as  a  place  for  the  temporary  atora^  <i  oosl 
about  to  be  loaded  upon  ana  consumed  m  his  Hid 
steamers.  The  said  space  is  not  rMled  round  or 
fenced  or  covered  in,  and  the  board  and  tbcir 
t«rvants  are  at  liberty  at  all  times  to  enter  nptn 
find  examine  the  same.  It  waa  at  the  time  of  ths 
making  of  the  said  rato  covered  with  coal,  eicqit 
at  the  south-west  corner  thereof,  where  then  an 
two  wooden  hnts  or  sheds,  one  ased  by  the  afml- 
lant  as  an  office  for  the  aocommodation  of  a  CMfc 
engaged  about  the  coals,  and  the  other  as  »  ahdla 
nnd  tool  houae  for  the  men  engaged  npon  the  ooils. 
The  former  shed  rests  upon  wooden  p^a  not  Itt 
into  the  ground-  The  latter  is  support^  by  fbor 
n-ooden  comer  pro^  or  uprights,  which  are  let 
into  the  ground.  The  said  farther  space  ii  to 
scribed  in  the  rate  aa  "  Ooal  Depot." 

The  Liverpool  Docks  are  need  by  a  great  nnmbff 
of  foreign  going  and  coasting  st«amera,  and  to 
almost  all  <tf^ these  lines  berths  with  shed  andquT 
Kpace  are  appropriated  fay  the  dock  board,  n* 
berths  are  not  always  occapied  by  steamers  bcJanr 
ing  to  the  line  to  which  the  berth  ie  appropriated. 
luid  the  berth,  with  the  sheds  and  other  advantagts 
«nd  focilitiea  connected  therewith,  ia  then  occa- 
dionolly,  by  the  direction  of  the  dock  masto'  act- 
ing in  the  usual  course  of  hia  dnty,  naed  by  othff 
ressels  without  reward  to  the  steamship  owner 
whoso  berth  ia  so  occupied,  and  sometimes  witboot 
hia  consent  being  asked ;  although  someUmes  hii 
consent  is  asked.  In  the  twelve  months  jnime- 
distcly  preceding  the  laying  of  the  aaid  rate,  no 
atrange  vessel  was  bo  pla^d  in  the  anpeUint'i 
berth,  the  same  being  rarely  nnooonpied  by  H 
least  one  of  the  appellant's  steamers  ;  but  dnring 
the  period  in  resncct  of  which  the  pi«Bont  rate  wM 
prospectively  laid,  there  hare  been  five  oocasiMii 
on  which  strange  vessels  have  been  placed  in  th* 
appellant's  berth;  on  three  of  whioh  the  attaoga 
rossel  was  placed  in  the  berth  without  bis  comtBt 
being  asked,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  dock 
master  in  the  usual  course  of  his  duty ;  on  tlH 
remaining  two  occasions  the  appellant  ■  oodbcoI 
was  asked  and  given. 

By  virtue  of  the  Act  of  1861,  bb.  27,  29,  30, 32, 
and  35,  goods  which  have,  without  the  pcrmiaaiiB 
at  the  board,  lain  upon  any  dock  qnay  after  fbor 
o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  second  day  bAb' 
landing  tho  same,  are  liable,  by  way  of  penalty,  to 
pay  a  rental  to  the  dock  boud  at  the  rata  of  £«.  per 
nonr  1  and  after  four  o'clock  of  the  afternoon  ol  tba 
third  day  afler  landing,  are  liable  to  pay  a  liks 
rental  of  10«.  per  hour ;  goods  ao  lying  upon  a^ 
propriatod  sheds  or  quay  space  are  liMile  to  ihs 
charge,  whether  they  be  the  goods  of  thoM  to 
whom  the  quay  space  is  appropriated,  or  of  anf 
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the  said  rate,  but  always  at  the  instance  of  the 
appellant,  been  imposed  by  and  paid  to  the  board 
in  respect  of  goods  not  the  property  of  the  appel- 
lant, Dut  deposited  in  the  quay  space  appropnated 
to  1dm.  The  board  has  never  accounted  or  offered 
to  account,  nor  is  it  accountable  to  the  appellant 
for  money  so  received.  They  put  their  powers  in 
force  at  the  request  of  the  appellant,  in  order  to 
compel  the  owners  to  remove  toeir  goods  from  the 
space  so  impropriated  by  the  board  to  the  appel- 
laQts. 

When  the  consicniees  of  goods  discharged  out  of 
the  appellant's  steamers,  desire,  as  they  not  unfre- 
qtiently  do,  that  such  goods  may  remain  upon  the 
said  appropriated  quay  space  at  the  ordinary  quay 
rent,  they  make  their  arrangements  with  the  board 
only,  and  pay  the  rent  to  the  board,  who  appropriate 
the  same  for  their  own  purposes,  without  account- 
ing or  being  liable  to  account  for  the  same  to  the 
appellant.  When  such  goods  interfere  materially 
with  the  working  of  the  appellant's  steamers,  the 
appellant  calls  upon  the  dock  board  to  compel  the 
consignee  of  the  goods  to  remove  the  same,  and 
they  are  thereupon  removed. 

The  said  sheas  when  open,  and  the  whole  of  the 
quay  space  appropriatea  aforesaid  to  the  appel- 
lant, are  continually  traversed  by  horses,  carts, 
and  workmen  engaged  in  and  about  the  loading, 
discharging,  or  repairing  of  vessels  lying  in  or 
outside  the  berth  appropriated  to  the  appellant 
and  by  foot  passengers  to  or  from  any  part  of  the 
docks  whenever  a  vessel  is  discharging,  and  at  all 
times  during  the  day  the  said  sheds  are  open,  if 
necessary,  and  the  servants  of  the  dock  board  go 
in  continually,  and  at  their  pleasure,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  examining  the  goods  therein,  or  for  any 
other  purpose  connected  with  their  duties. 

All  sailmg  vessels  and  steam  vessels  which  come 
to  the  port  at  irre^lar  intervals  are  loaded  and 
diacharsed  at  berths,  provided  with  sheds  of  a 
wimilar  description  to  those  above  mentioned,  or  of 
some  other  construction  answering  the  same  pur- 
poses ;  but  the  owners  of  such  vessels  have  no  right 
to  the  preferential  use  of  any  berth  or  shed,  nor 
are  they  reouired  to  make  any  payment  equivalent 
to  the  is.  6a,  per  yard  charged  as  above  mentioned 
for  an  appropriate  berth. 

The  Mersey  Dock  Board  is  assessed  for  the  poor 
rate  by  the  respective  township  and  by  other 
parishes  or  townships  in  which  their  said  estate 
lies,  in  respect  of  their  property  generally,  and  such 
assessment  is  based  upon  the  receipts  of  the  board, 
as  shown  in  their  accounts,  which  receipts  princi- 
pally arise  from  general  dues  levied  by  the  board 
upon  all  vessels  and  goods  in  the  Liverpool  Docks ; 
bat  many  questions  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  the 
said  assessment  and  the  amount  thereof  are  still 
open  and  pending.  The  basis  on  which  such  as- 
sessment should  be  made  is  contested  by  the  dock 
board,  and  has  not  yet  been  decided.  The  pay- 
ment received  by  the  appellant  from  the  board  m 
respect  of  the  said  sheds  and  depot  is  deducted 
from  the  receipts  above  mentioned  in  calculating 
Uie  assessment  of  the  board  as  it  now  exists  in  the 
respective  township.  The  appellant  has  been  rated 
ana  paid  rates  in  respect  of  nis  occupation  of  the 
said  sheds  and  coal  aepot  since  the  passing  of  the 
above  resolutions. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  or  not  the  appellant  is  liable  as  occupier 
of  the  said  sheds  and  coal  depot  to  be  assessed  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor  and  to  psj  the  rates  appealed 


against  in  respect  of  such  assessment,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

Judgment  may  be  entered  in  the  said  court  of 
quarter  sessions,  as  provided  by  the  said  order,  in 
conformity  with  the  decision  of  this  court  upon  the 
above  q^uestion,  and  for  such  costs  as  this  court 
may  adjudge. 

MUward,  Q.C.  and  Chilly  (with  Sir  J.  Karaldke, 
Q.O.),  argued  for  the  appellants  in  both  cases. 

Littler,  Q.C.  (with  him  Batten),  for  the  respon- 
dents, the  Liverpool  Union. 

Aspinalt ,  Q.C.  (with  him  Meadows  White),  for 
the  respondents,  the  West  Derby  Union. 

Manisty,  Q.C.  and  Crompton,  appeared  to  watch 
both  appeals  on  behalf  of  the  Mersey  Docks.  Board. 

The  nature  of  the  arguments  will  appear  from 
the  judgments. 

Blackburn,  J. — In  this  case  there  is  some  diffi- 
culty in  getting  at  the  facts,  but  not  much  as  to 
the  law  to  be  applied  to  them.    The  rate  must 
always  be  upon  the  person  who    has  exclusive 
occupation ;  if  he  can  brin^  trespass  against  every- 
one who  might  interfere  with  him,  he  is  liable  to 
be  rated.    On  the  other  hand  a  lodger,  although 
he  may  have  exclusive  possession  against  all  the 
world  except  his  landlord,  is  not  rateable.     He 
could  not  maintain  ejectment  or  trespass  qtuire 
clatMum  /regit,  because  the  landlord  retains  to 
himself  possession ;  and  on  account  of  his  occupa- 
tion of  the  whole  house,  the  landlord  still  continues 
to  be  rateable.    This  was  so  held  in  the  case  of 
Smith  V.  The  Overseers  of  8t  Michael,  Cambridge 
(3  E.  &  E.  383),  where  it  is  is  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment delivered  by  Hill,  J.,  p.  390 :  "  It  is  true  that 
the    exclusive  enjoyment  of  the  rooms  is  to  be 
given ;  but  that  is  the  case  where  a  guest  in  an  inn, 
or  a  lodger  in  a  house,  has  a  separate  apartment,  or 
where  a  passenger  in  a  ship  has  a  separate  cabin ; 
in  which  case  it  is  clear  that  the  possession  re- 
mains in  the  innkeeper,  lodp^ghouse  keeper  or 
shipowner."    The  sole  question  here  is,  wnether 
the  Mersey  Docks  Board  parted  with  the  exclusive 
possession  of  the  premises  occupied  by  the  appel- 
lants in  these  cases  P    That  depends  not  only  upon 
the  words  used  in  the  statutes  and  the  documents, 
but  also  upon  all  the  facts  submitted  to  our  consi- 
deration.   By  the  first  Act  of  1858,  sect.  64  ex- 
pressly enables  the  board  to  set  apart  and  appro- 
priate any  particular  portion  of  any  dock,  wharf, 
quay,  warehouse,  sheds,  or  other  works,  with  the 
appendages  thereto,  for  the  exclusive  accommoda- 
tion and  use  of  any  individual  or  company  desiring 
it ;  but  this  is  accompanied  with  a  proviso  that 
every  individual  or  company  to  whom  such  exclu- 
sive accommodation  should  be  afforded,  and  their 
vessels,  crews,  and  servants,  must  be  subject  to 
the  general  rules  and  regulations  of  the  board. 
These  words  are  such  as  would  be  applicable  to  the 
case  of  a  lodger  in  a  furnished  house,  or  a  guest  in 
an  inn,  and  they  contain  no  expression  which 
amounts  to  a  parting  with  exclusive  possession. 
There  are,  certainly,  m  a  subsequent  section  (82), 
words  more  appropriate  to  a  demise;  but  it  is 
doubtful  whether,  even  by  those  words,  it  was 
intended  to  provide  for  an  exclusive  occupation  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  render  the  occupier  liable  to  be 
rated.    The  board  are  authorised  by  that  section 
to  let  any  sheds  and  portions  of  quays  they  may 
think  fit  to  appropriate,  as  special  berths  for  ships, 
for  such  periods,  and  at  and  q\i  «QJda.^c«t^3^^\«^aiA^ 
and  conditiona  aa  \;Xi«^  xaos  ^<»sai  «c^rKnkis^»«  "?*^ 
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appropriation  of  any  dock  for  this  purpose,  no 
portion  of  the  cargo  of  any  vessel  lying  therein 
shall,  withoat  the  consent  of  the  board,  be  loaded 
or  discharged  into  or  from  snch  vessel,  except  by 
persons  employed  by  the  board.    This  provision, 
perhaps,  renders  the  occupation  of  persons  renting 
these  docks  and  sheds  more  like  that  of  lodgers 
than  any  other,  and  puts  the  Mersey  Docks  Board 
Bomewliat  in  the  position  of  alodginghouse  keeper. 
At  all  events,  what  took  place  in  these  cases  was 
not  so  much  a  letting  under  sect.  82,  as  the  grant 
of  permission  to  use  the  premises  under  sect.  64. 
The    letters    written  in  both  cases  are   for  this 
purpose  precisely  similar ;  the  secretary  says,  "  the 
docK  board  has  appropriated  for  the  use  of  the 
steamers  owned  by  you,"  certain  docks  and  sheds, 
and  has  fixed  a  charge  for  the  use  thereof,  "to 
commence  from  the  date  of    your  occupation.*' 
Although  the  word  "  occupation  "  occurs  in  the 
letter,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  by  the  Act  of 
1861  the  board  have  power  to  impose  a  penal 
rent  upon  goods  which  nave  lain  bevond  a  certain 
time  even  apon  these  appropriatea  quay  spaces, 
even  if  the  goods  belong  to  the  persons  to  whom 
the  spaces  are  appropriated.    It  would  be  impos- 
sible for  the  boajrd  to  do  this  if  they  had  parted 
with  the  occupation ;  it  would  be  inconsistent  with 
exclusive  possession  by  the  appellants,  and  a  con- 
tradiction in  terms.  It  could  not  be  otherwise  than 
that  the  board  remain  in  occupation  of  their  pre- 
mises, and  they  grant  the  use  of  them  for  the  ap- 
pellants' accommodation;  they,  however,  reserve 
their  rights,  and  retain  possession  for  thepurpose 
of  exercising  their  statutory  powers.    Therefore 
the  rateable  party  must  be  the  Mersey  Docks 
Board.    It  has  been  urged  against  this  that  the 
charge  of  2s,  6(i  per  square  yard    per   annum, 
to    be  paid    by  the   appellants    for   the    use   of 
their   appropriated    shed    spaces,  is   a  rent   for 
the    occupation   of    these    particular    premises; 
but  the  case  finds  that  the  whole  of  the  quay 
and    shed    spaces  of  the  docks  are  equally  de- 
voted, when  not  required  bv  the  appellants,  to  the 
general  purposes  of  the  board;    the   appellants 
therefore  have  no  exclusive  possession.     It  has 
been  also  argued  that,  with  respect  to  the  transit 
sheds,  the  appellants'  keys  eive  them  a  possession 
which  render  them  rateable;   but  the  Customs' 
authorities  have  other  keys,  and  during  the  day- 
time the  servants  of  the  board  have  free  access  to 
the  sheds.  This  is  not  sufficient,  even  if  it  were  other- 
wise in  the  case  of  right  to  keep  the  doors  locked 
both  by  day  and  night.    Here  tbe  appellants  have 
no  further  right  to  shut  out  the  board  than  a 
lodger  with  a  key  to  his  bedroom,  or  a  locked  cup- 
board, would  have  against  his  landlord.    There 
remains  to  be  considered  upon  the  Allen  appeal, 
the  rateability  of   the   four   rooms  occupied  as 
offices.    It  seems  to  me  that  these  rooms  are  pro- 
bably used  in  the  same  sense  as  the  qnays  and 
sheds,  and  are  held  upon  the  same  terms ;  very 
likely,  if  the  case  were  restated,  this  would  so 
appear,  but  we  must  take  them  as  described  for 
our  opinion.  The  words  are,  "  a  lock-up  office,  con- 
sisting of  four  rooms,  in  exclusive  occupation  of 
the  appellants  and  their  employes^  for  toe  trans- 
action of  shipping  business."    This  is  clearly  an 
occupation  for  which  the  appellants  are  rateable ; 
and  if  the  board  really  give  them  only  the  use  and 
occupation,  without  parting  with  the  po&eession, 
tbe  r&te  must  he  altered  another  time.  One  otYist 
point  is,  with  respect  to  the  coal  depot  uaQd\^  Ocke 


appellants  in  the  second  case.  I  was  at  first  im- 
pressed with  the  argument  that  there  was  a  differ- 
ence between  this  and  the  sheds,  but,  on  lookiiig 
again,  I  think  there  is  none.  The  sections  of  the 
last  Act,  that  of  1861,  cannot  govern  the  letter  and 
resolution  of  1856,  by  which  400  square  yards  of 
eround  were  allotted  to  the  appellant  Inman,  for 
the  purpose  of  storing  onals  tor  the  use  of  bis 
steamships,  but  for  no  other  parposOt  upon  suffer- 
ance only,  upon  his  agreeing  to  pay  one  penny  per 
square  yard  per  week  for  the  use  at  the  same,  and 
engaging  to  remove  the  coal  and  clear  the  grooiid 
at  nis  expense  at  aovtime,  one  we^'s  previoos 
notice  being  g^ven.  These  words  do  not  amount  (o 
a  demise ;  tneir  proper  construction  oonstitutes  a 
mere  g^rant  of  a  use  on  sufferance,  and  the  ap- 
pellant has  no  more  a  sdle  occupiation  than  if  he 
occupied  a  warehouse  on  the  ordinary  terms,  which 
would  continue  the  warehouseman  in  poo  session  of 
the  premises.  It  happens  that  he  has  oontiniied 
in  this  same  occupation  for  eighteen  years ;  bat 
we  can  only  consider  the  terms  upon  which  his 
entry  took  place.  In  1869  there  was  a  report  from 
the  traffic  manager,  which  referred  to  the  land  now 
occupied  bv  the  storage  of  coal ;  and  there  was  a 
letter  by  the  appellant  agremng  to  pay  rent,  as 
suggested;  but  "  the  rate  of  rent,  and  terms  and 
conditions  of  tenancy"  were  to  be  the  same  as 
theretofore.  Upon  referring  back,  therefore*  to  Uie 
agreement  of  1856,  this  occupation  appears  to  be 
merely  on  sufferance,  and  oonld  not,  therefore,  be 
rateable.  In  both  these  appeals,  therefore,  the 
Mersey  Docks  Board  ought  to  be  rated,  instead  of 
the  appellants,  for  all  ttie  premises  refened  to, 
except  the  four  rooms  occupied  bv  Mr.  Allen  as 
offices.  There  is  a  store  shed  attaonod  to  the  coal 
depot,  but  nothing  is  found  in  the  case  as  to  its 
exclusive  occupation  by  Mr.  Inman.  In  the  course 
of  time  I  presume  the  board  will  raise  their  rents, 
so  as  to  remedy  any  hardship  caused  by  our  de- 
cision :  but,  perhaps,  it  may  be  that  the  rents  are 
now  fixed  in  accordance  with  their  rateabili^. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Withoat 
going  into  details,  I  rely  upon  the  general  ground 
3iat,  under  sect.  64  of  the  Consolioalaon  Act  1858^ 
the  appellants  take  no  such  exdusive  occnpatioii 
as  to  be  rateable  for  these  premises.  The  woids 
merely  give  a  preferential  use  to  certain  ship- 
owners. The  board  retain  possession,  and  give  np 
some  of  their  rights  only  which  in  themselves  do 
not  constitute  an  occupation. 

Abchibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Widi 
the  exception  of  the  four  rooms  used  as  offices  bj 
Allen  in  the  first  appeal,  which  according  to  this 
case  is  an  exclusive  occupation,  I  think  neither  d 
the  appellants  ought  to  oe  rated  for  any  of  theee 
premises. 

Judgment  for  aj^pellatU  Allan,  easeept  a»  to  Ae 

four  offices,  wUhotU  costs. 
Judgment  for  appelant  Inman,  with  costs. 

Attorneys  for  appellants  in  both  cases,  Oregerff 
Eowdiffe,  and  Ecuwle,  for  Punecm  HQl  and  fof 
hmson,  Liverpool. 

Attorney  for  respondents,  the  Liverpool  IJnioo* 
J.  B.  Batten. 

Attorney  for  respondents,  the  West  Derby 
Union,  T.  W.  Ooldrtng,  for  HMen  and  dsoMr, 
Liverpool. 

Attorney  for  the  Mersey  Docks  Board,  Ve»mvd 
8on<^  for  A.  T.  Squarey,  laverpooL 
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OOUBT  or  COMMON  PLEAa 

Reported  bj  H.  F.  Poolbt  and  Johv  Bosb,  Eaqn., 
Burri«ten<*i-Law. 

Friday,  Feb.  13, 1874. 

MlLLUfGTON  V,  G&I7FITHS  AND  OTHEBS. 

AeUon  for  pencdhfS  ^  4  Will.  4,  c,  90— Pol- 

UUion  of  well  hy  a  qaa  convpwny — SUUutes  of 

IAmikUionr--Pre8cnptiofy--'**  WeW—"  Suffer    to 

he  conveyed  " — Leave  and  licence. 

Wk&re  noisioue  mcUter  percolaiee  through  the  soil 

from  gaeuforks,  $o  as  to  foul  a  weU,  such  percola" 

Hon  wUl  render  the  dtfendante  Uahle  under  the 

iiaiuie  3^4  WiU.  4,  c  90,  which  vmvoaee  a 

penalty  of  200Z.  on  any  gae  company,  "  wno  ahaU 

wffer  any  washings,  §'c.,  to  he  conveyed  Anio  any 

foeu." 

A  weU\  which,  on  account  of  its  having  hecome  con- 

tiuninaied,  has  heen  disused  hy  the  owner  for 

several  years,  and  has  heen  covered  over,  does  not 

eease  to  he  a  well  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act. 

Non-user,  and  closing  of  his  own  weU  vn  con- 

sequence  of  its  heing  poUuled,  even  cowpled  with 

the  acceptance  hy  the  plaintiff  of  the  use  of  suh- 

siituted  wells  of  the  defendants  is  not  such  an 

abandonment  of  the  former  as  to  alter  its  cha- 

raeter  and  make  it  no  longer  a  well,  nor  can  any 

licence  to  pollute  he  inferred  from  such  a  state  of 

facts. 

Qucere  per  Kecdvng  J.  whether  a  ^nan  could  hy 

deed  give  an  irrevocahle  licence  to  pollute  a  well. 

A  prescription  to  foul  a  well  will  he  defeated 

hy  variation  and  excess  in  the  degree  of  fouling 

during  the  prescribed  period. 

Where  an  Act  of  Parliament,  making  an  act  illegal, 

comes  into  force  while  the  prescription  to  do  that 

ad  is  runnina,  semhle,  per  Brett  J.,  that  the 

prescription  when  acquired  hy  due  lapse  of  time 

will  he  an  answeif  to  an  individual,  suing  as  an 

individual,  notwithstanding   the   statutory   iUe- 

gality. 

This  was  an  action  tried  before  Bramwell  B.  at 

Bedford,  in  July  1873,  and  was  brought  by  the 

plaintiff  against  the  defendants,  who  are  directors 

of  a  gas  company,  for  polhition  of  the  plaintifTs 

well   oy  the  remse  from  the  gasworks  flowing 

into  it 

The  declaration  contained  two  coonts,  the  first 
was  under  sect.  50  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  90,  and 
in  it  the  plaintiff  sued  for  a  penalty  of  2001.  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  that  statute.  In 
the  second  count  the  plaintiff  sued  in  his  private 
capacity  for  damages  rrom  the  defendants  tor  the 
noisance  caused  by  his  well  being  unfit  for  use. 

The  defendants  pleaded  a  variety  of  pleas,  among 
which  were  the  fifth  and  sixth  to  the  nrst  count  to 
the  effect  that  the  action  was  not  brought  within 
one  and  two  years  respectively  after  the  cause 
accrued,  the  seventh  to  tne  first  count  that  the  ac- 
tion was  not  commenced  within  six  months  after  the 
determination  of  the  alleged  cause  of  action ;  the 
eighth  and  eleventh  to  both  counts,  pleading  leave 
and  licence;  and  a  twelfth  plea  to  the  second 
count,  that  the  alleged  cause  of  action  had  not 
arisen  with  six  years;  and  a  thirteenth  plea, 
Mserting  a  right  by  prescription  of  twenty 
years  to  dischar^j^  the  refuse  of  the  gas-making 
into  the  plaintiff's  well.  The  facts  proved 
at  the  trial  were  that  the  gasworks  were  esta- 
bliahed  in  1839 ;  that  in  18&  the  plaintiff  sank 
a  well  on  his  premiseiT  at  fk  distance  of  100  feet 
from  ilia  gaaworks;  t}mt  the  water  was  good  up 
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to  1851,  when  it  began  to  be  tainted ;  that  it  was 
used  for  washing  purposes  till  1854,  becoming 
gradually  worse  until  m  1857  it  killed  the  plimts 
that  were  watered  with  it,  and  the  plaintiff  thence- 
forward ceased  to  use  the  well  for  any  purposes. 
On  the  water  first  becoming  polluted  the  de- 
fendanto  gave  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  make  use  of 
a  well  on  their  premises,  and  when  that  in  course 
of  time  got  tainted,  they  opened  a  second,  and  save 
him  access  to  it,  and  he  had  used  this  last  weU  up 
to  the  present  time. 

In  September  1872,  some  water  was  taken  out 
of  the  plaintiff's  well,  and  corked  up  in  a  bottle ; 
this  was  produced  at  the  trial,  when  it  was  found 
to  have  no  smell,  but  an  unpleasant  taste,  while  it 
was  proved  that  when  taken  out  of  the  well  it  was 
very  foul  both  as  to  smell  and  taste.  Another  bottle 
containing  water  taken  on  the  morning  of  the 
trial  from  the  same  well  was  also  produced,  and  it 
was  in  all  respecte  very  bad  indeed.  One  of  the 
defendants  had  become  a  director  of  the  gas 
company  in  the  year  1870,  and  so  to  avoid  any 
difficulty  about  the  joint  liabilitjr  of  the  defendante 
in  this  action,  the  plaintiff's  evidence  was  limited 
to  proving  damage  done  since  that  date. 
^The  defendants  called  no  witnesses,  and  the 
verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  200Z. 
penalty  on  the  first  count,  ana  for  40«,  damafl:es  on 
the  second  count,  the  learned  judge  certifying  for 
costs  and  reserving  "  leave  to  the  defendants  to 
move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  them,  the  court  to 
be  in  the  place  of  the  jury,  and  draw  inferences 
and  find  facts  from  the  evidence." 

Accordingly  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  on  Nov.  6, 
on  the  iollowin^^  grounds:  First,  that  there  was 
not  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  any  pollution 
of  the  well  had  taken  place  since  1870,  or  that 
the  contamination  of  the  well  was  occasioned  by 
any  of  the  acts  of  the  defendants  since  1870; 
secondly,  that  the  supposed  well  was  not  since 
1870  a  well  within  the  meaning  of  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  90 ;  thirdly,  that  the  act  complained  of  in  the 
first  count  was  not  such  an  act  as  is  contemplated 
by  3  &  4  Will.  4.,  c.  90 ;  fourthly,  that  there  was 
no  proof  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  several 
statutes  of  limitation  pleaded ;  fifthly,  that  the 
plea  of  leave  and  licence  was  proved ;  sixthly,  that 
the  plea  of  prescription  was  proved. 

Bulwer,  Q.C.  ana  S.  E.  Hall  showed  cause. — On 
the  first  point  the  samples  of  water  produced  at 
the  trial  showed  that  pollution  had  taken  place 
since  1870.  If  no  additional  noxious  matter  had 
gone  into  the  well  between  September  1872,  and 
July  1873,  the  water  in  the  well  at  the  latter  date 
would  have  been  better,  and  not  as  bad  as  or  worse 
than  at  the  former  date.  Even  when  corked  up  in 
a  bottle,  the  water  purified  itself  to  a  great  extent, 
in  an  open  well  there  would  have  been  still 
greater  facility  for  the  escape  of  the  impure  ele- 
ments in  a  volatilized  form.  The  conclusion  irre- 
sistibly to  be  drawn  from  the  foul  state  of  the 
water  in  July  1873  is  that  the  pollution  had  been 
going  on  by  means  of  fresh  supplies  of  con- 
taminating matter  introduced  since  the  previous 
September.  On  the  second  point  the  well  did  not 
cease  to  be  what  it  undoubtedly  once  was,  a  well 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  because  it  was  so 
much  polluted  as  to  be  unfit  for  use.  If  it  were 
otherwise  held,  the  intensity  and  extent  of  thfi 
nuisance  would  boc^xsi^  XtVv;^  \st^\A(ci(&ss^  ^  ^^c^ 
.  peraonBca\i«iiia*\\..  'Y\i^>i5M^v^\ii^^«^^^^^'^ 
I  tbft  words,  va  ^^  ^bWCti  wdwsa^V  -Cwb  fcjd^^^iMSo. 
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empty,  drain,  or  convey  or  cause  to  be 

emptied,  drained,  or  conveyed,  or  to  ran  or  flow, 

Jl^c. '    Now  I  submit  that  to  satisfy  these  words  it 

is  not  at  all  necessary  that  the  refuse  should  have 

escaped  in  a  stream,  it  is  enough  if  it  percolated 

the  soil  and  so  reached  the  well.    The  case  of 

Hipkins  v.  The  Birmingham  Oaa  Company,  is  ex- 
actly in  point  (1  L.  T.  Rep.  K  S.  303 ;  6  H.  & 

K.  250)  and  that  was  decided  in  reference  to  an 

Act,  the  words  of  which  are  hardly  so  strong  as 

those  in  the  present  Act.    The  n)urth  point  is 

answered  bv  the   same   argument'  as  the  first. 

On   the  fifth  point  there  is  surely   no  evidence 

of    leave    and    licence    to   pollute.    The    use    of 

other  wells  belon|^ing  to  the  defendants,  and  the 

disuse  of  the  plamtin's  own  well,  are  both  merely 

temporary  acts  which  cannot  operate  as  such  a 

licence  as  is  suggested.    The  plea  of  prescription, 

which  is  raised  m  the  sixth  point,  is  pleaded  onljr  to 

the  second  count,  and  the  racts  proved  are  agamst 

there  having  been  twenty  years'  pollution  m  this 

well  without  interruption.  The  first  pollution  was  no 

doubt  in  1851,  but  there  was  a  promise  to  abate 

the  nuisance,  and  the  supply  of  nrst  one  well  and 

then  another  for  the  plaintiff  to  use  meanwhile  is 

strong  evidence  that  he  was  not  acquiescing  in 

the  continued  pollution.    Then  the   Act,  which 

imposes  the  penalty,  was  applied  to  this  gas  com- 
pany in  1854,  and  the  prescription  will  not  run 

against  the  Act.    [Brett,  J. — Will  the  passing  of 

an  Act  stop  the  prescription  from  running  against 

an  individual?]    The  thing  becomes  illegal  from 

the  moment  of  the  passing,  or  application  of  the 

Act.    [Brett,  J. — Prescription  will  be  an  answer 

to  an  individual,  suingas  an  individual.]    The 

Prescription  Act  (2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71),  is  discussed 

in  Cooper  v.  Huhhuek  (6  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  826 ; 

12  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  456),  and  correspondence  and  ne^- 

tiations  are  there  held  to  be  a  sufficient  interruption 

to  stop  the  prescription.  So  also  in  Benniso^i  v.  Cart' 

Wright  (10  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  266;  33  L.  J.  137,  Q.B.) 

[HoNYMAN,  J. — If  you  complain  and  do  nothing  is  it 

not  fair  to  say  the  more  you  grumble  the  more  you 

acquiesce  ?]     On  the  general  question  of  the  re- 
sponsibility, cast  upon  the  defendants,  to  keep  the 

noxious  matter,  so  as  not  to  escape  and  cause 

injury  to  others,  he  referred  to  Fletcher  v.  Rylands 
•  (14  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  523 ;  L.  Rep.  3  H.  L.  330). 
O'Malley,  Q.C.  and  Merewether  in  support  of  the 

rule. — The  most  important  question  is  whether  in 

1870  this  was  a  well  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act. 

The  object  of  the  Act  is  clearly  the  preservation  of 

the  health  of  the  neighbourhood,  and  how  can  that 

be  affected  by  the  state  of  what  once  was  a  well, 

but  has  ceased  to  be  used  as  such  for  a  Ions  time, 

and  been  closed  P  If  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff 

be  right  it  might  happen  that  a  well  had  been  shut 

up  for  fifty  vears,  and  the  owner  had  no  intention 

ot  using  it,  out  had  acquiesced  in  the  closing  of  it, 

and  yet  a  common  informer  would  be  able  to  come 

forward  and  sue  for  the  penalty,  which  would  be  a 

monstrous  result.    The  true  view  must  be  that  this 

ceased  to  be  a  well  when  it  was  found  to  be  utterly 

polluted  in  1857,  and  when  the  owner  closed  it 

over,  and  used  another  instead  of  it.    Agaik  there 

is  no  evidence  that  the  water  since  1857  has  ever 

been  better  than  it  was  at  that  date ;  and,  if  so,  how 

can  the  defendants  be  said  to  pollute  water  that 

was  as  bad  as  possible  already  P    On  the  first  and 

fourth  gronnda,  on  which  this  rule  was  obtamed,!  «  ^j^^.  ^  »»»««*  m^^vi^^uu  w  u« 
Bajr  that  the  penal  statute  must  be  conBtm^  \  \3bft  ^^l^^Ti\j&  xl^^u  XXja 
strictly,  and  that  the  proof  ouflrbt  to  be  oertaui  \  ^e  ^^tl^-^^^  c»a^  %!a^ 


that  the  noxious  matter  in  the  well  has  oome  there 
from  the  gas  works  since  1870.  Admitting  that 
the  previous  pollution  had  arisen  firom  that  sooroe 
the  intervening  ground  would  be  saturated,  and 
it  would  be  refuse  from  that  saturated  soil  that 
since  1870  would  pollute  the  well,  and  it  was  not 
shown,  as  I  submit  it  was  necessary  to  show,  that 
the  refuse  in  the  well  at  the  time  of  the  actum 
brought  had  actually  started  from  Uie  gasworks 
since  1870.  As  to  leave  and  licence  on  the  second 
count,  though  there  is  no  express  lioenoe  giveot 
yet  it  is  implied  from  the  facts.  There  was  no 
complaint  for  nearly  twenty  years,  and  the  olaintiff 
accepts  the  substituted  wells  up  to  now ;  the  new 
wells  were  on  the  defendants'  land,  and  the  aban- 
donment by  the  plaintiff  of  his  own  well  was  in 
consideration  of  acquiring  a  right  to  the  use  of 
the  substituted  ones.  A  licence  with  a  benefit  is 
irrevocable:  (See  Ketfdoch  v.  Nevile  1  M.  &  W.  7^) 
If  acquiescence  is  to  be  of  no  avail,  an  informer 
might  sue  for  the  penalty  even  if  the  gas  company 
had  obtained  leave  from  a  landowner  for  a  good 
consideration  to  put  their  refuse  into  his  pond: 
indeed  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  gas  company 
could  safely  use  a  well  or  pond  on  their  own  pre- 
mises for  the  purpose,  and  yet  such  a  thing  is  a 
necessity.  The  pleas  of  prescription  and  leave  and 
licence  run  together,  so  far  that  during  the  exist- 
ence of  the  licence  the  prescription  was  running. 
The  pollution  is  proved  to  have  beffun  in  1851. 

Keatino,  J. — This  was  an  action  brought  against 
the  directors  of  a  gas  company,  to  recover  a  penalty 
under  s.  50  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  90,  which  pro- 
vides that  anv  ^as  company,  "  who  shall  at  any 
time  empty,  dfain,  or  convey  or  cause  or  sufi^  to 
be  emptied,  drained,  or  conveyed,  or  to  run  or  flow 
any  washings,  &c.,  into  any  river,  brook,  or  any 
stream,  reservoir,  canal,  aqueduct,  water-way, 
feeder,  pond,  or  springhead,  or  well,  or  into  any  drain, 
sewer  or  ditch  communicating  with  any  of  them, 
or  do,  or  cause  to  be  done,  anv  annoyance,  act,  or 
thing  to  the  water  contained  in  any  of  them, 
whereby  the  water  contained  therein,  or  any  part 
thereof,  shall  or  may  be  spoiled,  fouled,  or  cor* 
rupted,  then  and  in  every  such  case  such  body, 
&c.,  shall  forfeit  and  pay  for  every  such  offesioe 
the  sum  of  2001.,"  and  it  is  also  enacted  that  the 
penalty  must  be  sued  for  within  six  months  of  the 
determination  of  such  act  of  pollution.  Upon 
that  section  the  action  was  brouj^ht,  and  it  appeured 
that  the  defendants'  company  m  1839  established 
works  near  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  who  in  1848 
opened  a  well  within  100  feet  of  the  defendants* 
works,  and  the  well  soon  afterwards  became  pol- 
luted, and  it  is  admitted  to  be  polluted  by  the 
noxious  stuff  passing  from  the  detendants*  works. 
No  doubt  there  was  at  that  time  acaose  of  action 
against  the  gas  company,  and  unless  circumstanoeB 
vrhich  afterwards  took  place,  and  which  have  bem 
relied  on  in  the  argument  have  qualified  it,  tiist 
liabilitv  may  still  exist.  One  point  is  that  one  of 
the  defendants  onlv  became  a  partner  iu  1870,  and 
BO  is  not  liable  for  acts  done  by  the  oompaay 
before  1870,  and  accordingly  the  first  ground  on 
which  this  rule  was  moved  was  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  the  contamination 
of  the  well  was  caused  by  any  acts  of  the  defendaiito 
since  1870.  As  to  the  terms  on  whioh  the  case  it 
referred  to  us,  I  think  the  judge  meant  to  refer  to 
us  whether  he  ought  to  have  cbreoted  a  Teidiot  fbr 
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facts  upon  the  inference  &om  which  a  jury  might 
find  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  There  was  suf- 
ficient evidence  to  satisfy  my  mind  that  the  statute 
was  violated  by  acts  done  since  1870.  First  there 
was  the  experiment  before  the  jury.  A  portion  of 
ihe  water  was  taken  in  1872,  and  found  to  be  much 
polluted;  it  was  corked  up,  and  found  to  have 
purified  itself  considerably  in  the  space  of  one 
vear.  It  is  said  that  the  impurity  in  the  well  might 
have  arisen  from  the  foul  matter  at  the  bottom,  and 
not  from  any  fresh  permeation,  but  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  permeation  which  undoubtedly  had  once 
begun  was  continued,  and  that  it  was  the  great 
cause  of  the  evil ;  and  therefore  whichever  way 
the  references  be  taken  I  have  no  difficulty  in 
saying  that  pollution  has  taken  place  since  1870. 
Then  it  is  said :  '*  Suppose  the  well  since  1870  has 
not  been  a  well  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act :" 
and  that  supposition  is  founded  on  the  contention 
that  when  the  plaiutifi*  found  his  own  well  too  bad 
to  use,  he  closed  it,  and  made  use  of  a  well  on  the 
defendants'  premises  ;  that  that  well  became  con- 
taminated also,  and  then  the  defendants  opened 
another,  and  the  plaintiff  availed  himself  of  that ; 
the  note  of  the  judge  seems  to  say  that  this  last 
well  is  not  quite  pure ;  but,  however  that  may  be 
the  flow  of  noxious  matter  must  have  been  con- 
tinuing when  it  was  substituted  for  the  one  pre- 
viously used.  It  is  said  therefore  that  inasmuch 
as  the  plaintifi*  had  recourse  to  these  other  wells  he 
ceased  to  use  his  own,  and  that  it  was  wholly 
abandoned  in  1857 ;  and  that  the  statute  means  by 
a  well  one  that  is  used  as  such,  and  that  unless  it 
is  being  used  it  is  not  a  well.  I  cannot  assent  to 
such  a  contention.  It  would  be  impossible  to  say 
when  it  ceased  to  be  a  well,  there  beine  no  real 
change  in  its  appearance  beyond  that  of  having  a 
wooden  cover  put  over  it ;  and  I  think  that  this 
continued  to  be  a  well  up  to  the  present  time. 
The  third  point  is  that  the  act  complained  of  was 
not  such  an  act  as  is  contemplated  by  the  statute, 
and  it  is  argued  that  the  filth  which  was  sent  out 
from  the  gasworks  in  1 870  could  not  have  reached  the 
plaintiffs  well  in  three  and  a  half  years.  It  is  enough 
to  say  that  if  it  did  not  actually  find  its  own  way  it 
helped  forward  something  else,  but  there  is  every 
prooability  that  some  of  the  actual  stuff  then 
emitted  reached  the  well  in  the  time.  The  fourth 
ground  is  not  very  seriously  maintained,  and  I 
think  it  depends  upon  the  first  point,  which  I  have 
already  answered.  Then  as  to  the  plea  of  leave 
and  licence ;  what  was  relied  on  in  support  of  that 
plea  was  that  the  plaintiff  not  being  aole  to  use  his 
own  well,  it  being  so  bad,  but  going  to  the  defend- 
ants' well,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  given  an 
irrevocable  licence  to  the  defendants  for  ever  to 
pollute  his  well.  But  surely  this  cannot  be  as- 
sumed when  looked  at  by  the  light  of  reason  and 
common  sense.  He  would  have  had  to  agree  to 
substitute  the  precarious  right  of  getting  water 
from  other  wells,  for  his  own  pure  well ;  a  most 
unequal  exchange.  I  will  not  now  discuss  how  far 
a  roan  could  give  an  irrevocable  licence  by  deed  to 
pollute  his  well  in  consideration  of  a  permanent 
equivalent,  because  here  there  is  no  irrevocable 
licence,  and  the  notion  of  it  is  also  inconsistent 
with  the  letter  of  the  defendants,  in  which  they 
said  that  it  was  very  bard  that  the  plaintiff  was 
pressing  them  when'  they  were  trying  to  remove 
the  pollution,  and  asked  for  time.  With  reference 
to  the  plea  of  prescription  it  is  contended  that  the 
evidence  showed  that  for  twenty  years  before  the 


action  the  pollution  had  continued  without  inter* 
ruption.  !Now  it  is  not  necessary  here  to  consider 
how  far  a  prescription  can  be  acauired  to  do  an 
act  which  an  Act  of  Parliament  has  prohibited, 
because  the  prescription  is  not  in  my  opinion 
proved.  The  amount  of  pollution  had  gone  on 
increasing,  and  this  excess,  clearly  shown  by  the 
evidence,  would  have  defeated  the  prescription.  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  the  verdict,  and  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Brett,  J. — The  first  count  in  the  declaration  in 
this  case  was  for  a  penaltv,  and  the  verdict  was 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  case  comes  before 
us  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  that  verdict  It  appears 
that  after  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  had  been 
given,  the  defendants  urged  that  the  learned  Baron 
was  bound  to  direct  a  verdict  for  them,  but  he 
overruled  this  contention,  reserving  leave  to  them 
to  move  in  the  terms  which  have  been  stated. 
Now  it  is  said  that  ou  such  a  reservation  the  court 
is  placed  in  precisely  the  same  position  as  the 
jury,  and  that  it  is  for  the  court  to  say  as  a  fact 
whether  they  will  find  for  plaintiff  or  aefendant. 
But  if  it  is  necessary  to  state  my  opinion,  I  think 
that  this  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  reservation,  for 
if  it  were,  the  defendants  might  break  away  from 
the  contention  which  they  had  maintained  at  the 
trial,  and  say  now  that  there  was  something  for 
the  jury.  It  means  that  after  the  court  has  con- 
sidered the  facts  proved,  and  such  minor  facts  as 
can  be  by  inference  arrived  at,  it  is  for  them  to 
say  whether  the  judge  was  bound  to  direct  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants.  How  does  the  first 
point  stand  ?  The  writ  in  the  action  was  issued  on 
the  15th  of  June,  an  examination  of  the  well  took 
place  just  before  the  trial  on  the  2'ird  July,  and 
pollution  was  then  found  to  exist ;  the  inference  is 
that  the  same  pollution  existed  on  the  15th  June. 
The  pollution  was  undoubtedly  from  gas,  and  the 
gasworks  are  100  feet  off,  and  they  were  at  work  till 
June.  Ordinary  percolation  seems  therefore  quite 
enough  to  account  for  the  result ;  I  should  have 
gone  further,  and  inferred  that  it  started  from  the 
works  since  1870.  It  is  argued  against  this,  that 
it  is  consistent  with  the  facts  that  it  had  not 
escaped  since  that  date,  but  that  the  works  had 
been  hermetically  sealed  since  then.  But  this,  if 
it  were  a  fact,  was  one  especially  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendants,  and  they  might  have 
proved  ic  if  they  could.  But  besides,  there  is  the 
evidence  of  the  bottle,  and  once  more  the  circum- 
stance that  the  defendants'  attorneys  say  nothing 
to  suggest  this  view,  but  in  effect  admit  that  the 
pollution  is  going  on.  Secondly  the  defendants 
say  this  was  not  a  well  within  the  meaning  t)f  the 
Act.  But  it  is  admitted  that  it  was  a  well  before 
1870 ;  and  it  remained  the  same  in  appearance  up 
to  the  trial.  A  well  is  an  artificial  sinking  till  you 
find  water,  and  this  was  such.  It  is  said  that  it 
ceased  to  be  a  well,  because  so  polluted  that  it 
could  not  be  used,  and  the  owner  agreed  to  use 
the  well  of  the  defendants  and  closed  his  own ; 
but  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  an  agreement 
that  a  judge  could  have  directed  a  jury  to  find  it, 
and  if  you  ask  me  as  a  jury  to  find  it^  I  sa^  you 
ask  me  to  find  that  the  private  owner  was  an  icuot. 
As  to  the  mere  fact  of  covering  and  nonuser  that 
does  not  change  the  thing,  it  still  remains  &  ^^\L^ 
and  there  ia  notiViva^VxiXliii'^  ks5X»^i^"^x»Kt^^^5S^ 
On  the  \,Yi\Td  g;to\m^  \  ^^  ^^1  ^l>^^^?Sl*. 
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fomth  ia  answered  by  the  first.  So  as  to  the  plea 
discussed  in  the  fifth  point,  and  pleaded  to  the 
second  coont,  which  is  foondedon  the  private  rights 
of  the  plaintiff,  there  is  no  evidence  of  licence. 
Sizthlv  on  the  question  of  prescription:  It  was 
argued  by  Mr  Bui wer  that  you  could  only  prescribe 
for  a  legal  thing,  that  it  must  be  legal  through  all 
the  time  of  the  prescription ;  it  is  unnecessary  here 
to  decide  thepoint  absolutely,  but  I  think  it  would 
not  be  so.  However  the  variation  of  the  amount 
of  the  pollution  is  important  as  to  this  plea,  for 
because  you  have  allowed  so  much,  a  man  cannot 
therefore  take  so  much  more.  Here  the  evidence 
tends  to  show  that  the  pollution  has  gone  on 
increasing,  and  the  defendants  ought  to  show  that 
it  has  not  gone  on  increasinc^  in  we  same  ratio  as 
it  did  at  first,  if  in  truth  it  has  not  done  so.  But 
that  takes  us  back  to  the  period  between  1854  and 
1867,  and  there  is  therefore  evidence  that  it  in- 
creased within  the  prescribed  period.  On  all  the 
grounds  therefore  I  think  the  plaintiff  was  entided 
to  suoceed. 

HoNYMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  a 
jury  I  should  say  that  none  of  the  defences  set 
up  were  made  out :  and  the  defendants'  counsel 
cannot  profess  that  even  upon  his  view  the  matter 
is  put  oeyond  a  doubt  in  his  &vour.  Scientific 
su^estions  have  been  made  as  to  the  rate  at  which 
this  noxious  stuff  would  travel,  and  doubts  raised 
as  to  whether  it  could  have  traversed  the  inter- 
vening space  within  the  limited  time ;  but  if  this 
question  could  be  resolved  in  the  defendants' 
favour  they  ought  to  give  us  direct  evidence  on 
the  subject.  We  must  rather  infer  against  them 
that  they  cannot  do  so,  and  the  evil  complained  of 
is  practically  admitted  as  to  source  and  effect,  by 
their  letter,  which  has  been  referred  to.  The  other 
objection,  that  this  ceased  to  be  a  well,  is  about  as 
reasonable  as  to  say  that  a  stable  locked  is  not  a 
stable.  I  see  no  distinction  in  this  case,  from  that 
of  Hipkins  v.  The  Birmingham  Oas  Company  (vbi 
tup.),  and  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  court  that 
this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Bule  discharged. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  W.  Maynard  for  Barker 
of  Biggleswade. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Johnson  and  WeiheraU, 
for  Chapman  of  Biggleswade, 


Thursday,  Feb.  5,  1874. 
Abbott  v.  Bates. 

Apmeniice  —  Necessaries — Evidence  of  euiiom  to 
explain  the  terms  of  a  deed — TfichniccU  meaning 
hnown  to  one  only  of  two  contracting  parties. 

Where  in  a  deed  of  apprenticeship  the  m>aster  covC' 
nanted  to  find  meat,  drink,  lodging,  and  aU  other 
necessaries  and  certain  waaes  ; 

Held  that  he  was  not  entiUed  to  set-off  the  waaes 
due  to  the  apprentice  against  the  cost  of  clothes 
and  washing  supplied  to  him,  A  custom  to  do 
this  cotdd  not  be  supported,  as  it  would  contravene 
the  terms  of  the  indenture.  A  custom  among  the 
masters  to  interpret  the  word  "necessaries"  as 
excluding  dothes  and  washing  in  apprenticeship 
indentures  would  not  bind  the  apprentice,  he  not 
being  a  person  in  the  trade  who  would  have  know- 
ledge of  ths  word  bearing  a  msaning  otW  than 

/i^  ordinary  one. 


between  parties  musi  be  a  eusiom  of  trade  hnowm 
to  the  parties,  (Mdmustbe  definite  and  not  variaUe, 
This  was  an  action  brought  on  an  indenture  of 
apprenticeship  to  recover  wages  payable  under  it. 
The  defendant  pleaded  by  way  cif  set-off  a  daim 
for  clothes  supplied  to  the  appraitice  dnriiig  the 
service. 

The  action  was  brought  on  6th  March  1878,  aod 
was  tried  before  Quain  J.,  at  the  summer  aasiMt 
held  at  Manchester  in  1873,  when  a  verdict  wis 

S'ven  for  the  defendant.  A  rule  was  obtained  in 
ichaelmas  Term  pursuant  to  leave  reaervedto 
enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  901.,  or  fbr  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  that  evidence  as  to 
custom  was  inadmissible,  and  that  there  waa  no 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  thereof,  and  tiiat  upon 
the  evidence  given  with  regard  to  the  alleffsd 
custom  the  judge  ought  to  have  directed  a  vermct 
for  the  jilaintiff,  and  on  the  ground  of  miadirectian 
in  admitting  evidence  as  to  custom,  and  leaving  the 
same  to  the  Juiy,  and  in  directing  them  that  such 
custom  would  control  the  contract,  and  also  oo 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence. 

The  defendant  was  a  horse  trainer,  and  the 
plaintiff,  Thomas  Abbott,  was  bound  to  him  as 
apprentice  for  five  years  from  81st  Dec.  1867. 
The  apprenticeship  deed  contained  the  following 
clause :  "  The  master  finding  unto  the  said  apprsn- 
tice  sufficient  meat,  drink,  and  the  undermentioined 
yearly  wages,  lodgings,  and  all  other  neoessariss 
during  the  said  term?'  When  the  boy  had  served 
his  time,  there  was  due  to  him  aooOTding  to  the 
rate  mentioned  in  the  deed  301.  for  wages,  bnt  the 
master  refused  to  pay  him  anything,  alleging  that 
he  had  supplied  him  with  clothes  to  the  amount 
of  35Z.,  and  that  he  was  therefore  entitled  to  retain 
the  wages  to  recoup  himself. 

At  the  trial  the  aefendant,  to  explain  the  word 
"  necessaries,"  under  which  the  plamtiff  contended 
he  had  a  right  to  be  found  in  clothes  and  washing 
by  the  master,  called  a  number  of  other  trainers, 
who  all  said  that  it  was  the  custom  for  the  boys 
to  pay  for  their  clothes  and  washing.  It  waa  sd- 
mitted  that  ordinarily  "necessaries'*  would  in- 
clude clothing,  but  contended  that  in  the  speckl 
trade  of  a  trainer,  it  was  hj  universal  custom 
otherwise.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  admis- 
sion of  this  evidence,  but  the  judge  received  it, 
reserving  leave  to  move  as  above  stated. 

Baylis  (C,  BusseU,  Q.C.,  and  F.  P.  Tomlinsoii 
with  him)  showed  cause. — ^The  best  evidence  of 
the  meaningof  the  word  "  necessaries  "  is  that  of 

Sractice.  What  is  usualljr  done  under  ^ese  in- 
entures  of  apprenticeship  P  This  is  a  very 
common  form  of  indenture,  and  imder  it  a  certain 
course  of  conduct  has  been  pursued  which  throws 
light  on  the  intention  of  the  parties.  **  Necessa- 
ries "  is  a  shifting  term;  it  differs  in  its  applica- 
tion to  different  classes.  There  is  abundant  autho- 
rity for  receiving  evidence  of  the  meaning  of 
words  which  are  used  not  in  their  common,  ordi- 
nary sense.  When  words  have  a  recognised 
meaning,  and  that  is  altered,  it  is  allowable  to 

grove  the  special  or  technical  at  trade  meaning. 
>uch  cases  are 


jieueiam  to  control  ike  meanvng  o/atoord  in  a  deed  \  TVi^  waxN»iiw  wii\s^Vav^\ii^\a^^i«l%sAte 
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be  neoessaries  :  (see  Ryder  v.  WombweU,  17  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  609 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Ex.  90.)  [Hontman, 
J.  —  Yoa  must  show  that  ''  necessaries  "  is  a 
word  known  in  the  trade  and  as  having 
a  particular  meaning.]  We  do  show  that 
among  trainers  "  necessaries "  does  not  in- 
dade  clothes  and  washing.  Again,  the  position 
of  the  word  in  the  clause,  not  following  ''meat 
and  drihk,"  shows  that  it  has  reference  to  **  lodg- 
ings," and  clothes  are  not  likely  to  be  comprised 
in  the  necessaries  oflodgings.  [Keatino,  J. — The 
eyidence  seems  to  be  tnat  the  custom  of  paying 
for  his  own  clothes  varies  according  as  the  boy  has 
wages  or  not.  Is  there  any  case  which  shows 
tiiat  a  word  yaries  in  meaning  according  to  whether 
there  is  somethinff  else  in  the  contract?]  In 
Broum  v.  Byrne  (3  E.  &  B.  703 ;  23  L.  T.  Rep.  164), 
the  deduction  of  discount  upon  freight  was  de- 
pendent on  the  custom  at  the  port  of  delivery.  A 
passage  in  Starkie  on  Evidence,  4th  edit.,  p.  649, 
supports  the  contention  that  we  are  entiued  to 
give  evidence  of  the  meaning  of  the  indenture 
generally ;  and  then  as  to  "  necessaries  "  we  have 
to  show  what  it  does  not  mean,  and  that  we  do  by 
the  evidence  of  the  universal  practice  of  all  in  the 
same  trade. 

HerscheU,  Q.G.  (Hopwood  with  him)  in  support 
of  the  rule. — The  whole  fallacy  bere  is  treating 
this  as  evidence  of  custom  in  a  trade.  This  is 
not  a  trade  contract  at  all,  but  it  is  entered  into 
with  some  one  outside  the  trade,  and  all  that  can 
be  said  is  that  these  trainers  have  put  their  con- 
struction on  the  contract.  They  say  you  shall 
not  have  what  this  seems  to  give  you,  because  on 
similar  contiacts  we  have  not  given  it  to  others. 
It  must  be  admitted  that  this  is  seeking  to  con- 
strue a  contract  differently  from  its  ordinary  legal 
construction,  and  usually  this  is  sought  to  be  done 
when  it  is  between  people  in  a  trade.  They  are 
said  to  be  speaking  as  it  were  a  foreign  language, 
and  evidence  is  admitted  to  expound  it.  Tne 
judgment  of  Coleridge,  J.  in  Brown  v.  Byrne  {ubi 
sup^t  shows  it  to  be  so.  Now  there  being  here  no 
trade  contract  or  local  matter  where  a  word  might 
be  used  in  a  local  sense,  I  contend  there  can  be  no 
evidence  of  custom  to  alter  the  ordinary  meaning, 
because  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  both  parties 
mast  have  known  the  extraordinary  meaning.  No 
question  was  asked  about  the  plaintiff's  know- 
ledge, and  no  sug^tion  as  to  it  was  made  in 
summing  up  to  the  ]ury ;  the  only  thins  they  were 
a^ed  was,  "  Was  there  a  custom  in  the  trade  P*' 
Now  in  Kirchner  v.  Venus  (12  Moore  P.  G.  399), 
Lord  Kingsdown,  speaking  of  eyidence  of  this  kind, 
says,  '*It  is  admitted  only  on  the  ground  that 
both  parties  are  cognisant  of  the  custom ;"  and  in 
Clayton  v.  Oregson  (ubi  sup,),  because  some  of  the 
parties  resided  oul^  of  the  district  it  became  a 
question  whether  the  word  was  used  in  the  special 
sense.  Here  "  necessaries  "  is  admitted  not  to  be  a 
trade  word  at  all ;  it  is  alleged  that  the  traders 
onderstood  it  in  a  particular  way  in  trading  with 
people  who  did  not  know,  but  this  is  not  such 
eyiaenoe  of  custom  as  to  permit  the  rules  of 
interpretation  to  be  relaxed ;  the  relaxation  is  to 
enable  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  be  carried 
oat,  inasmuch  as  they  use  a  word  in  the  sense 
that  both  understand.  But  again,  the  custom 
that  the  defendant  would  set  up  is  not  universal, 
and  on  the  authority  of  Humfrey  v.  Dale  (7  E.  &  B. 
266),  nnless  the  custom  is  so  universal  that  any 
penon  tndiDg  must  have  known  it,  and  moat  have 


used  the  word  in  its  trade  sense,  you  can  give  no  evi- 
dence of  custom  so  as  to  control  the  contract.  So 
far  here  from  being  universal  it  is  variable,  and 
there  is  no  case  of  a  custom  being  recognised, 
where  in  a  contract  worded  in  one  way  a  term 
means  one  thing,  and  in  another  another.  Further, 
if  the  meaning  put  on  a  word  contradicts  its 
natural  meaning,  the  inconsistent  meaning  cannot 
be  upheld.  (See  Yatea  v.  Pirn,  6  Taunt.  446.) 
Now  is  not  saying  **  1  give  no  clothes  "  a  contra- 
diction of  "  necessaries  "  P  The  first  point,  then, 
is  that  no  foundation  was  laid  for  evidence  of 
custom  controlling  the  contract,  because  it  was 
not  shown  that  the  word  had  a  meaning  in  the 
trade,  and  the  parties  did  not  contract  upon  the 
understanding  that  it  had.  Then  I  sa^  that  there 
was  nothing  to  go  to  the  jary,  and  if  there  was 
the  verdict  was  wronji^.  Also  that  custom  was  not 
admissible,  but  that  if  it  were  no  evidence  of  a 
universal  custom  was  given. 

Feb,  12. — Ejbatino,  J. — ^This  was  an  action  on 
an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  whereby  the  master 
covenanted  to  find  "  sufficient  meat,  drink,  wages, 
lodging,  and  all  other  necessaries  "  for  the  plain- 
tiff during  his  service,  and  was  a  claim  for  wages, 
to  which  the  master  set-off  the  expenses  incurred 
in  providing  the  apprentices  witn  washing  and 
clothing.  It  was  admitted  that  "  necessaries " 
would  ordinarily  include  clothing  and  washing, 
and  it  was  a  question  whether  evidence  could  be 

fivon  to  show  that  in  this  case  they  were  excluded, 
he  learned  judge  at  the  trial  received  evidence 
directed  to  this  point.  It  is  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider whether  he  was  ricrht  in  so  doing,  because  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  given{did  not 
establish  such  a  custom  as  to  bind  the  defendant. 
A  custom  to  be  effectual  in  this  way  should  be  a 
custom  of  trade,  but  with  reference  to  the  word 
under  consideration  here,  the  evidence  completely 
failed  to  show  that.  One  witness  said  the  word 
**  necessaries  "  was  never  used  in  the  trade,  and  so 
there  was  and  could  be  no  custom  as  to  the  word 
in  the  trade.  What  the  evidence  went  to  show 
was  that  where  there  was  a  covenant  in  the  inden- 
ture to  give  wages  and  "  necessaries,"  it  was  on 
the  footing  that  the  wages  were  set-off  ugainst  the 
clothes  and  washing.  This  is  no  custom ;  or  if  it 
were  a  custom  it  would  be  one  to  contravene  the 
terms  of  the  indenture,  which  cannot  be.  The  set- 
off therefore  cannot  be  supported,  and  this  rule 
most  be  made  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Gbove,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  None  of 
the  elements  on  which  custom  is  based  can  be 
established  here.  It  cannot  be  taken  that  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  covenanted  on  the  basis  of 
the  custom,  for  it  was  not  suggested  that  the 
alleged  custom  was  known  to  any  but  the  trainers. 
But  it  was  not  shown  that  any  definite  custom 
existed,  and  the  custom  here  set  up  varied  in 
different  cases.  Under  these  circumstimoes  it  is 
difficult  to  Ree  how  there  could  be  a  custom  which 
gave  a  definite  sense,  to  the  word  "  necessaries  " 
to  control  the  ordinary  meaning.  Certainly  here 
there  was  not  such  a  dealiiur  in  the  trade  as  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  dealing  in 
a  special  trade  on  spdovsl  terms. 

HoNTMAN,  J.  —  The  main  ground  on  which  I 
think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  suooeed  is,  that 
the   defenoant   baa  exidfiK^OT^:^^  Xft  ^^^  "^Mfc. 
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the  word  was  quite  unknown.  All  that  his  evi- 
dence  amounted  to  was  that  trainers  were  in  the 
habit  of  withholding  the  clothing  and  washing, 
wholly  irrespectiTely  of  the  terms  in  the  indenture. 
I  think  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute. 

Eide  aheoUUe  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaint^ 

for  £30. 
Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  Hodgson. 
Attorney  for  defendant,  Mark  Shephard. 


Beported  bj  Johv  Shobxt,  Eaq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


Tuesday,  Feb.  3, 1874. 

(Before  Lord  Colemdoe,  C.J.,  Bbamwell,  Pigott, 
and  Cleasbt,  BB.,  and  Denman  and  Gbove,  JJ.) 

GrOVERNOBS    OF    St.    ThOMAS's    HoSFITAL    V,    ThS 
ChITECHWARDENS  and   OVEBdEEBS  OF   LaMBETH. 

Rating — Hospital  for  sick — Bateahility  where  no 

beneficial  ocowpoHon, 

8t.  Thomases  Hospital  voasfotmded  by  royal  charter 
for  the  relief  and  stutenance  of  poor  stck  and  in- 
firm people,  and  vested  in  the  mayor,  commonalty, 
and  citizens  of  London.  The  palients  pay  nothing 
for  their  maintenance  or  the  medical  services  ren* 
dered  to  them.  There  is  a  medical  school  connected 
iffith  the  hospital,  a/nd  its  students  pay  certain 
fees,  which  are  whoUy  devoted  to  the  expenses  o, 
the  medical  school,  and  are  not  paid  to  or  in  any 
way  accounted  for  to  the  governors  of  the  hos» 
pital : 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen*  s 
Bench),  that  the  hospital  was  Uahle  to  be  rated, 
and  not  at  a  merely  nominal  swn. 

Case. 
1.  This  was  an  action  of  replevin  brought  by  the 
plaintiffs  against  the  defendants,  for  the  taking 
and  retaining  of  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
plaintiffs ;  aud  by  consent  of  the  parties,  and  by 
order  of  Master  0.  Manley  Smith,  dated  the  13th 
June  1873,  according  to  the  Common  Law  Proce- 
dure Act  1852,  this  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  of  Quoen*s  Bench,  as  to  the  rateability 
of  St.  Thomas's  Hospital.  The  distress  complained 
of  was  levied  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of 
certain  rates  made  by  the  defendants  hereinafter 
mentioned.    Upon  the  distress  being  levied,  the 

Elaiiitiffs  entered  into  the  usual  replevin  bond,  and 
rough  t  their  action  of  replevin. 
2.  St.  Thomas's  Hospital  was  founded  by  King 
Edward  the  Sixth,  in  the  fifth  year  of  his  reign, 
by  charter  or  letters  patent,  bearing  date  the  12th 
Aug.,  whereby  the  king  granted  the  hospital  to 
"  the  Mayor  and  Commonality  and  Citizens  of  the 
City  of  London,"  as  a  place  and  house  for  poor 
people,  to  be  there  relieved  and  sustained,  and 
willed  and  granted  that  the  net  revenues  of  the 
possession  of  the  said  hospital  (over  and  above  the 
stipends  of  certain  officers  and  ministers  therein 
mentioned)  should  be  expended  for  the  benefit  and 
maintenance  of  the  poor  sick  and  infirm  persons 
of  the  said  hospital  and  house  of  the  poor.  And 
by  another  charter,  or  letters  patent  of  the  said 
king,  in  the  seventh  year  of  his  rei^n,  bearing  date 
the  26th  June,  the  said  king  vested  the  ordering, 
management,  and  governing  of  the  said  hospital  in 
"  the  said  Major  and  Commonalty  and  Citizens/' 
and  the  /government  and  conduct  of  the  said  ho% 


recently  by  an  Act  (25  A  26yiot.  c.  4)/iizidor  wbidi 
last-mentioned  Act  the  present  site  was  aoquired, 
and  the  new  hospital  bunt  on  the  Albert  Smbank* 
ment.  And  the  several  charters  may  be  referred 
to  by  either  of  the  parties  hereto,  as  forming  pari 
of  this  case. 

8.  The  hospital  was  built  on  the  Southern  Em* 
bankment  of  the  Thames  (partly  on  land  in  the 
said  parish  reclaimed  from  the  river,  which  bad 
not  been  previously  rated,  because  it  had  not  been 
occupied,  and  partly  on  hmd  which  had  been  |He- 
viously  occupied  by  rateable  hooses  and  hoMr 
ings),  at  an  expense  for  lands  and  buildings  of 
about  500,000{.  It  consists  of  nine  blocks  of  build- 
ings, and  the  following  is  a  short  descriptioii  of 
each,  and  the  mode  in  which  they  are  used. 

Block  1,  beinflf  the  one  nearest  to  Westminster- 
bridge,  contains  a  counting  house,  committee  rooms, 
court  rooms,  and  other  offices  for  the  civil  admini^ 
stration,  rooms  for  the  treasurer  to  reside  in, 
which,  however,  are  not  occupied ;  rooms  for  three 
porters  to  reside  in,  whose  duties  are  spread  over 
the  whole  of  the  hospital. 

Black  2  contaShs  four  wards  for  patients,  with 
all  necessary  adjimcts,  rooms  for  tne  matron  to 
reside  in,  rooms  to  accommodate  about  forty  pro- 
bationer nurses,  who  are  trained  to  act  as  sadi 
under  Miss  Nightingale's  Fund. 

Block  3  contains  four  wards  for  patients,  with 
all  necessary  adjimcts  and  a  surgery,  and  the 
casualty  department. 

Block  4  contains  the  matron's  office  and 
linenry;  three  wards  for  patients  and  all  the 
necessary  adjuncts,  a  surgeiy,  and  the  ophthalmic 
department. 

Block  5  contains  the  steward's  ofiioes  and  en- 
trance hall,  chapel  (which  hatt  not  oeen  conse- 
crated), and  rooms  for  resident  medical  officers  and 
dressers. 

Block  6  contains  the  kitchens,  &c.,  three  wards 
for  patients,  with  all  the  necessary  adjuncts,  and 
the  dispensary. 

Block  7  contains  four  wards  for  padents,  with 
all  the  necessary  adjuncts,  and  the  outpatients' 
department. 

Block  8  contains  seven  wards,  with  all  the 
necessary  adjuncts,  rooms  for  the  residence  of  the 
steward,  chaplain,  and  apothecanr,  respectively. 

Block  9  contains  the  medical  school  building, 
consisting  of  museum,  medical,  anatomical,  and 
chemical  lectures,  theatres,  library,  chemical  and 
physiological  laboratories,  dissectmg  rooms,  pod 
mortem  rooms,  and  mortuary ;  also  the  refreshment 
rooms  for  the  medical  students;  a  carpenter^s, 
bricklayer's,  and  gardener's  shed,  as  OQustant 
work  is  required  to  keep  the  buildine  in  good 
order ;  and  a  three-stall  stable  with  looee  dox, 
coach  houses,  harness  rooma»  &c^  which  stabk^ 
&c.,  are  not  occupied. 

4.  The  hospital  contains  altogether  569  beds  for 
poor  sick  and  infirm  persons. 

5.  It  is  necessary  tnat  the  persona  who  reside  od 
the  premises,  viz.,  the  officers  and  servants  ezrf 
ployed  by  the  governors,  shotdd  do  so  in  mder 
properly  to  attend  to  the  patients,  and  their  apart- 
ments  are  not  more  than  sufficient  for  their  proper 
accommodation. 

6.  The  buildings  were  erected  to  be  need,  and  hafo 
been  used,  as  a  hospital  for  the  benefit  and  maiif- 
tenance  of  poor  sick  and  infirm  perBons,  whieh 


/>iia/ were /urther  established  and  conftrmed  by  asi  \WiV^\xi«i  «st»X«ca.  \st^s^Rsc  ^ooommodadoa  fors 
Act  of  Parliament  (22  Geo.  3,  c  77),  and  atVW  mox^  \  taeAicwi  «3fcLW^  Va.  <:«v£DM^>QffnsL  ^^rftifia.  >d»k  taod.  h» 
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pital,  and  for  the  purposes  described  in  paragraph  3. 
The  patients  pay  nothing  for  their  maintenance,  or 
for  the  care  bestowed  upon  them,  or  for  services 
rendered  to  them  while  in  the  hospital. 

7.  The  medical  staff  consists  of  eighteen  physi- 
cians and  surgeons,  assistant  physicians,  and 
assistant  surgeons,  and  they  receive  a  small  sum 
a  year  each  as  a  honorarium  out  of  the  funds  of 
the  hospital,  and  they  also  receive  fees  from  the 
students  attending  the  hospital  for  lectures  deli- 
vered and  instruction  given  to  them  there.  The 
students  pay  no  fees  to  the  governors,  and  the 
medical  staff  do  not  account  in  any  way  to  the 
ffovemors  for  the  fees  paid  by  the  students  to 
tnem,  and  the  amount  of  the  honorarium  paid  out 
of  the  fund  of  the  hospital  has  no  relation  to  the 
amount  of  the  fees  paid  by  the  students.  These 
students'  fees  vary  from  year  to  year,  but  amount 
to  about  4000L  a  year,  of  which  about  2000^  is 
divided  amongst  the  medical  staff,  the  remaining 
2000{.  being  expended  by  them  in  paying  various 
expenses  connected  witn  the  instruction  of  the 
students.  The  probationer  nurses  do  not  pay  any 
fees.  Thev  are  lodged  free  of  expense,  out  are 
maintained  out  of  the  Nightingale  Fund — a  fund 
having  no  connection  with  the  hospital,  and  if 
they  did  not  render  their  services  without  pay- 
ment some  additional  nurses  would  have  to  be 
employed  and  paid  by  the  governors.  Neither  the 
treasurer  nor  any  other  governor  receives  any 
remuneration  for  administering  the  affairs  of  the 
hospital,  but  the  clerk  and  other  officers  are  paid 
for  their  services  in  connection  with  the  hospital. 

8.  In  the  month  of  September  1871,  the  new 
hospital  was  opened  for  the  reception  of  patients. 

9.  The  gross  value  inserted  in  the  rates  here- 
after mentioned  was  13,080^,  and  the  rateable 
value  10,900Z.,  being  the  amounts  to  which  on 
appeal  the  general  assessment  sessions  the  assess- 
ment for  20,7222.  gross,  and  17,580Z.  rateable  value 
respectively  were  reduced. 

10.  On  the  7th  Oct.  1871,  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  made 
a  poor  rate  at  la,  5(2.  in  the  pound  for  the  half 
year  ending  the  6th  April  1872,  and  they  charged 
the  plaintiffs,  under  sub-sect.  9  of  sect.  47  of 
32  &  33  Vict.  c.  67,  with  386Z.  0«.  lOd.,  being  a 

?roportion  of  the  same  rates  as  from  the  25th  Dec. 
871,  on  the  said  sum  of  10,9001. 

11.  On  the  6th  April  1872,  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  made  rates, 
charing  the  plaintiffs  as  follows,  with  7261. 13«.  4d. 
for  the  poor  rate,  beincr  Is.  id,  in  the  pound  on  the 
same  said  sum  of  10,900L,  with  90Z.  16«.  8d,  for  the 
lighting  rate,  being  2d.  in  the  pound  on  the  same 
sum,  with  272Z.  10«.  for  the  general  rate,  at  6c2.  in 
the  pound  on  the  same  sum,  with  90^  IQs.  Sd.  for 
the  sewers'  rate,  at  2d.  in  the  pound,  on  the  same 
sum,  and  with  1132.108.  lOd.  for  the  Metropolitan 
Consolidated  Bate,  at  2^cZ.  in  the  pound  on  the 
same  sum,  for  the  period  up  to  the  29th  Sept.  1872. 
The  poor  rate  was  made  under  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth,  and  the  lighting  rate,  general  rate, 
sewers'  rate,  and  Metropolitan  Consolidated  Rate, 
were  made  under  the  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act  and  other  Acts  amending  the  same,  m- 
oloding  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  (Loans) 
Act  1869. 

12.  The  defendants  seized,  took  and  detain^ 
the  plaintiffs'  goods  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
pajment  of  the  rates  before  mentioned. 

13.  Thephuntifh,  altboagb  occupying  the  hos- 


pital as  before  mentioned,  contend  that  it  is  oooa- 
pied  by  them  for  a  purpose  which  yields  no  value 
at  all,  and  that  as  they  are  absolutely  precluded 
from  using  it  in  any  manner  that  woula  be  pro* 
ductive  of  value,  it  has  no  rateable  value ;  in  other 
words,  that  they  have  no  beneficial  occupation. 

14.  They  also  contend  that  if  the  hospital  is 
rateable,  it  only  has  a  nominal  rateable  value. 

15.  The  defendants  contend  that,  even  assuming 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  bound  to  use  and  occupy  the 
building  as  a  hospital,  and  are  restrained  by  the 
circumstances  of  their  trust  from  making  a  pecu- 
niary profit  from  their  occupation,  yet  that  the 
hospital  buildings  are  rateable  property,  and  are 
rateable  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs  as  the  occu- 
piers thereof,  at  their  rateable  value,  as  defined  by 
the  Valuation  (Metropolis)  Act  1869,  sect.  4,  and 
that  the  case  falls  within  the  principle  of  Jones  v. 
The  Mersey  Dock  and  Harbour  Board  Trustees  (11 
H.  of  L.  Cas.  443). 

16.  It  is  agreed  by  and  between  the  parties,  that 
the  before  mentioned  questions  in  dispute  shall  be 
decided  on  the  merits ;  that  no  objection  that  an 
action  of  replevin  will  not  lie,  or  is  not  the  proper 
form  of  action,  or  that  such  question  ought  to  have 
been  raised  on  appeal  against  the  valuation  list  or 
rates,  the  parties  being  desirous  that  such  ques- 
tions should  be  decided  on  this  case  by  the  court, 
if  the  court  should  think  fit  so  to  do,  or  by  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  or  House  of  Lords,  ana  that 
no  Questions  but  the  followin|f  shall  be  raised  : 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  are : 
First,  whether  the  plaintiffs  are  liable  to  be  rated 
in  respect  of  the  hospital  before  described ;  and,  if 
so,  whether  they  are  liable  to  be  rated  at  more 
than  a  nominal  sum?  K  the  judgment  of  the 
court  should  be  that  such  hospital  is  liable  to  be 
rated  at  any  more  than  a  nominal  sum,  then  the 
valuation  fist  is  to  be  confirmed,  and  the  rates 
mentioned  in  paragraphs  10  and  11  are  to  stand  as 
on  an  assessment  of  the  amount  fixed  by  the 
assessment  sessions  as  the  rateable  value,  viz., 
10,900L,  and  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendants  with  costs.  If  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  liable  to  be  rated, 
or  to  be  rated  only  in  a  nominal  sum,  then  judg- 
ment is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  costs. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench    held    that   the 

Elaintiffs  were  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  the 
ospital,  and  were  liable  to  be  rated  at  more  than 
a  nominal  sum ;  and  gave  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendants, with  costs.  On  this  judgment  error  was 
now  brought. 

The  plaintiffs*  points  for  argument  were,  first, 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  the  beneficial  occupiers 
of  the  hospital  contained  in  the  case ;  secondly,  that 
as  the  plaintiffs  occupy  the  hospital  for  a  purpose 
which  yields  no  value  at  all,  and  are  prohibited 
from  using  it  any  manner  that  would  be  produc- 
tive of  value,  it  has  no  rateable  value;  thirdly, 
that  the  plaintiffs*  use  of  the  said  hospital  beins 
limited  and  controlled  by  royal  charter,  confirmed 
by  Act  of  Parliament,  as  described  in  the  case,  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect 
thereof;  fourthly,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  rate, 
able  in  respect  of  the  said  hospital ;  fifthly,  that  if 
rateable  at  all,  they  are  only  rateable  in  a  nominal 


sum. 


The  defendants*  points  for  argument  were,  fir8t^ 
that  the  principles  laid  d^ci^ni  Va.  xX^a  ^sMssi  ^s^^r^ 
in  paragrapYL  \^>,  wdl^  m  ^^»^  <5aa«^  Vo.  ^^^^^^'^^ 
those  pnncipV^a  \ivi^  «Q>a^^<3C3«^'^l^'^'^  ^aot&x^^^ 


482 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


Bx.  Ch.]      QoYnuroBfl  of  St.  Thomas's  Hospital  v.  Chuschwabdxns,  Ac.,  at  Laxbrh.      [Bx.  Ch. 


and  applied,  govern  this  case ;  secondly,  that  the 
property  is  capable  of  beneficial  occupation,  and 
that  the  fact  (ii  it  be  a  fact)  that  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  terms  of  their  trast  haye  to  use  and  occupy 
them  for  a  particular  purpose,  from  which  they  do 
not  derive  pecuniary  emolument,  makes  no  differ- 
ence; thiraly,  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  case 
show  that  pecuniary  profit  is  in  fact  derived  from 
the  use  of  the  hospital  as  such. 

A.  WiUs,  Q.G.  (with  him  A.  L.  Smith),  on  behalf 
of  the  Gk)vemors  of  St.  Thomas's  Hospital,  con- 
tended, first,  that  they  were  not  rateable  at  all  in 
respect  of  the  hospital ;  or,  secondly,  that  if  rate- 
able, they  should  only  be  rated  at  a  nominal  sum. 
Down  to  the  year  18(54,  the  law  was,  that  institu- 
tions not  productive  of  actual  profit  to  the  occu- 
piers, were  not  rateable.    Where  the  object  was 
purely  one  of  charity,  it  was  held  not  rateable,  as 
in  Bex  V.  St,  Luke'9  Hospital  (2  Burr.  1053),  and 
other  cases.    In  the  year  1864,  the  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords  in  Jonen  v.  The  Mersey  Docks  and 
Harbour  Board  (11  H.  of  L.  Cas.  443),  altered 
what  was  previously  considered  to  be  the  law;  but  it 
is  submitted  that  that  case  is  distin^j^shable  from 
the  present.  The  trustees  of  the  Mersev  Docks  were 
enabled  by  Acts  of  Parliament  to'raise  large  sums  of 
money  out  of  and  by  means  of  their  occupation  of 
the  docks,  though  the  money  so  rabed  was  not  for 
their  own  benefit,  but  that  of  their  cetttuis  que 
iruats:  but  the  occupation  of  the  hospital  confers 
no  such  power  in  the  present  case,  but  rather 
necessitates  unremunerative  expenditure.    In  that 
case  there  was  a  beneficial  occupati  n,  thoueh  the 
benefit  was  not  that  of  the  trustees ;  here  there  is 
no  beneficial  occupation  whatever;  the  purposes 
for  which  the  hospital  exists  peremptorily  forbid 
any  beneficial  use  of  it  on  the  part  of  the  governors 
or  any  other  persons  than  the  patients  there  re- 
ceived.   [Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — Lord  Westbury, 
in  Jones  v.  The  Mersey  Docks^  Src,  {ubi  sup,),  con- 
sidered that  everything  is  rateable  which  is  capable 
of  a  rateable  value.    He  says,  p.  501 :  "  Occupation 
to  be  rateable  must  be  of  property  yielding,  or 
capable  of  yielding,  a  net  annual  value,  that  is  to 
say,  a  clear  rent  over  and  above  the  probable 
average  annual  costs  of  the  repairs,  insurance,  and 
other  expenses,  if  any,  necessary  to  maintain  the 
property  in  a  state  to  command  such  rent.    It  is 
in  this  sense  that  I  understand  the  words,  '  bene- 
ficial occupation,'  wherever  it  is  said  that  to  sup- 
port a  rate  the  occupation  must  be  a  beneficial 
one.    For,  on  principle,  it  is  by  no  means  neces- 
sary that  the  occupation  should  be  beneficial  to 
the  occupiers.    It  is  sufficient  if  the  property  be 
capable  of  yielding  a  clear  rent  over  and  above  the 
necessary  outgoings ;"  and  Lord  Westbury's  deci- 
sion has  since  been  interpreted  in  that  sense,  and 
with  approval,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in 
Beg,  V.  St,  Martinis,  Leicester  (16  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
625 ;  L.  Bep.  2  Q.  B.  493).]    The  only  exemption 
allowed  by  the  case  of  Jones  v.  The  Mersey  Docks, 
Sfc,  is  in  the  case  of  property  in  the  occupation  of 
the  Crown,  or  in  that  of  persons  using  it  exclu- 
sively in  and  for  the  service  of  the  Crown ;  but, 
though  all  other  property  must  appear  in  the  rate 
book,  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  opinion  of  the 
House  of  Lords  in  that  case,  that  where  no  actual 
profit  is  derived  from  the  occupation,   the  land 
sbonM  be  rated  only  at  a  nominal  sum.    This  view 
ia  supported  by  the  language  used  by  Lord  We%t- 
barjr  in  tbe  subsequent  case  of  Qreig  v.  THe  Utii- 
persi/y  of  Edinburgh  (L.  Rep.  1  So.  App.  ^t>A^^ 


"  There  may  be  another  ground  of  non-lialnlity, 
namely,  where  the  property  has  no  mteaUe  value. 
Now,  1  do  not  mean  by  anything  that  I  saj  on  this 
occasion  to  prerjudioe  at  all  the  proper  eonaidoration 
of  that  question.  For  it  may  possibly  be  held  that 
if  property  is  occupied  by  persons  for  a  porpose, 
yielding  no  value  at  all,  and  they  areresdlatdy  mo* 
hibited  from  using  it  in  any  maimer  that  woola  be 
productive  of  value,  it  may,  I  sa^r,  possibly  be  held, 
that  there  is  no  rateable  value  in  that  property ; 
and  that  in  that  sense,  therefore,  it  ong^t  not  to  be 
assessed  to  the  poor  rate."    [Lord  Colbridob,  C  J. 
— ^Must  not  that  language  be  taken  to  have  re- 
ference to  some  such  case  as  that  referred  to  by  Lord 
Cranworth  in  Jtmes  v.  The  Mersey  Doeks^  ^c  (11 
H.  of  L.  Cas.  507),  when  speaking  of  the  meamng 
of  beneficial  occupation:   "It  was  not  meant  to 
impose  the  duty  of  contributing  to  the  relief  of  tbe 
poor  on  any  one,  merely  because  he  miffht  be  the 
occupier  of  a  barren  rock,  neither  yielding^,  nor 
capable  of  yielding,  any  profit  from  its  occnpaSkn.*^ 
It  is  submitted,  as  a  principle  of  rating,  that  re- 
gard should  always  be  had  to  the  actual  purposes 
for  which  the  land  is  used,  not  those  for  ymdb  it 
might  be  used,  in  estimating  the  annual  rent  whidi 
the  hypothetical  tenant  would  give  for  it.    The 
hypothetical  tenant,  in  the  present  case,  must  be 
supposed  to  use  the  buildings  for  a  hospital ;  the 
amount  at  which  they  should   be  rated  oadbt, 
therefore,  to  be  merely  nominal.    In  Jonee  y.  7%0 
Mersey    Docks  (p.  511),    Lord    Chelmsford  ssid: 
*'Witn  respect  to   exemption   arising  firom  the 
Act  itself,  it  is  obvious  that  as  the  occupier  is  to 
be  assessed  according  to  his  ability,  if  he  derives 
no  benefit  of  any  kind  from  his  occupation,  he  has 
no  ability  in  respect  of  it,  and,  oonsiequently,  ouk- 
not  be  rateable.  ..."  (p.  519.)    By  the  lijDt,  tiie 
taxation  is  to  be  on  every  occupier  according  to 
the  ability  of  the  parish ;  the  productive  oocap- 
tion  of  the  several  occupiers  within  the  p  ansh 
nu^e  up  the  aggregate  ability.     If  an  occupier 
derives  no  benefit  of  any  description  from  his  ooca- 
pat  ion,  it  forms  no  part  of  the  fl^eneral  ability  of 
the  parish,  but  if  it  is  productive  (although  not 
profitable),  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  whidi  re- 
quires the  overseers  to  follow  the  produce  in  ite 
subsequent  application.    The  receipt  of  it  consti- 
tutes   the   visible   ability  of   the    occupier.    As 
said    by  Lord    Tenterden    in    Beg.  v.  2^ 


was 


Inhabitants  of  St,  Giles,  York  (3  B.  h  Ad.  579), 
'  If  anjr  profit  be  made,  the  application  of  it  when 
m^e  is  immaterial  as  to  tne  question  of  nte- 
ability.'  This  seems  to  me  to  be  the  trae  distinc- 
tion which  ought  to  have  guided  the  decisions,  and 
not  that  between  private  benefit  and  public  pQ^ 
poses,  from  the  adoption  of  which  cdl  the  con- 
trariety in  the  cases  on  the  subject  of  beneficial 
occupation  has  arisen."  [Bramwbll,  B. — It  is  a 
fact  m  tbe  present  case,  that  the  fees  paid  by  the 
students  who  attend  the  hospital  amount  to  abont 
40001.  a  year,  and  that  about  half  of  that  is  divided 
amongst  the  medical  staff.  The  amount  paid  by 
the  students  may  be  merely  an  inducement  to  ^ 
medical  men  who  attend,  but  is  it  not  a  profit 
derivable  from  the  occupation  P  Then  see  whal 
Lord  Chelmsford  said,  at  p.  520 :  "  That  theabaesoe 
of  private  benefit  is  no  ground  of  exemption,  i^ 
pears  from  the  case  in  which  trosteea  of  chapw 
who  received  profit  from  letting  the  pews,  althow 
they  applied  it  entirely  to  the  parposes  of  the 
cYi%!o^,^%t^V^<^T«N«&\ft->  and  in  tbe  recent  omb 
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school,  purchased  from  funds  raised  by  charitable 
subscriptions  and  bequests,  were  held  rateable  in 
respect  of  the  school,  because  no  child  was  ad- 
mitted to  the  school  without  an  annual  payment  of 
121.,  although  the  average  annual  expense  of  each 
was  201."  Does  not  the  principle  of  tnat  case  apply 
here  P]  Sect.  14  of  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  enacted  that  "  the 
eaid  justices  of  peace,  at  their  general  quarter  ses- 
sions to  be  holden  at  the  time  of  such  taxation, 
shall  set  down  what  competent  sums  of  money  shall 
be  sent  quarterly  out  of  every  county  or  place  corpo- 
rate, for  the  relief  of  the  poor  prisoners  of  the 
King*s  .Bench  and  Marshalsea,  and  also  of  such 
hospitals  and  almshouses  as  shall  be  in  the  said 
county."  This  furnishes  an  argument  against  the 
rateability  of  hospitals,  as  it  cannot  be  supposed 
that  the  Legislature  intended  with  one  hand  to 
take  rates  from  them  and  with  the  other  hand  to 
give  them  back.  [Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — I  do  not 
Uiink  that  by  "  hospitals,"  in  that  enactment,  is 
meant  hospitals  for  tne  sick,  such  as  St.  Thomas's 
Hospital;  but  hospitals  for  retired  soldiers  and 
sailors,  and  such  like.]  St.  Thomas's  Hospital  was 
called  a  hospital  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  pass-* 
ins  of  the  Act  of  Elizabeth ;  it  is  so  called  in  the 
charter  of  Edward  VI. 

ManUty,  Q.C.  (with  him  F.  M.  White),  contra, 
were  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — We  are  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  affirm^.  It  appears  to  us,  without 
going  at  length  into  the  various  cases  which  were 
elaborately  discussed  in  Jones  v.  The  Mersey  Docks, 
Sfc,  (uhi  swp,),  that  the  principle  of  law  laid  down 
in  that  case  by  Lord  Westbury  and  Lord  Cran- 
worth,  distinctly  and,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  by 
Lord  Chelmsford  by  implication,  has  clearly  ex- 
pounded and  construed  the  statute  of  Elizabeth. 
That  was  affirmed,  if  it  needed  affirmation,  in  the 
subseonent  case  of  Qreig  v.  The  University  ofEdin' 
burgh{ubi  sup.),  to  the  j  udgment  in  which  case  Lord 
Cairns  and  Lord  Colonsay  were  also  parties.  The 
principle  of  these  two  decisions  seems  to  us  clearly 
to  include  the  case  before  us,  and  it  is  our  duty  to 
follow  the  ruling  of  the  House  of  Lords.  If  the 
House  of  Lords  can  be  made  to  see  any  distinction 
between  those  cases  and  the  present,  it  is  for  the 
counsel  for  St.  Thomas's  Hospital  to  induce  them 
to  do  so ;  he  has  not  succeeded  in  persuading  us. 

The  other  learned  judges  concurred. 

Judgment^ajffirmed. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  Cooksou,  IFain- 
wright,  and  Pennington, 
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Bepoited  bj  F.  O.  Cevup,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


TAUNTON   ELECTION    PETITION. 

(Before  Grove,  J.) 
Monday,  Jan,  12,  1874. 

Pctrliamentary  election — The  relation  of  candidate 
and  agent —  What  constitutes  agency — Association 
of  candidate  with  canvassers — Previous  election 
petition,  the  then  petitioner  being  the  noxo  re- 
gpondent — Evidence — Telegrams — Production  by 
post  oflke. 

To  etiahliah  agency  for  which  a  candidate  would  be 
responsible,  he  must  be  proved  to  have  by  himself 

•  oroyhis  authorised  agent  employed  the  pe^'sons 
wkoss  conduct  is  impugned,  to  act  on  his  behalf, 
io  hmmto  some  extent  ptU  himself  in  their  hands, 
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or  made  common  cause  with  them  for  the  purpose 
of  promoting  the  election. 
Whether  the  relations  so  existing  were  sufficient  to 
make  the  candidates  responsible  for  their  alleged 
iUegal  acts  is  a  question  of  degree ;  and  in  order  to 
enable  the  judge  to  decide  it  in  the  affirmative,  the 
evidence     of    corrupt    practices    must    establish 
affirmatively  io  his  reasonable  satisfaction  that  the 
acts  complained  of  were  done, 
Canvassing  openly  with  the  full  knowledae  of  a 
candidate  who  does  not  interfere,  but  without  his 
express  authority,  does  not  constitute  a  man  an 
agent. 
The  nature  of  this  petition,  and  of  the  evidence 
will  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment. 

C,  Hussell,  Q.O.,   W,  O,  Harrison,  and  Collins 
appeared  for  the  petitioners. 

Ballantine,    Serjt.,    H,    Oiffard,    Q.C,    /:    0. 
Oriffits,  and  Ohandos  Leigh  for  the  respondent. 

Russell,  Q.  C,  having  opened  his  case  on  the 
evidence,  referred  to  the  points  of  law.  He  read 
the  various  sections  of  tne  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102, 
(the  Corrupt  Practices  Act  1854),  bearing  upon  the 
case  and  said  the  law  was  formerlv  administered  by 
Parliamentary  committees ;  but  there  were  obvious 
reasons  wh^  that  was  not  the  best  tribunal : 
their  decisions  were  not  invariably  consistent, 
and  the  door  was  left  open  a  good  deal  to 
corrupt  practices  and  an  evasion  of  the  punish- 
ment the  law  intended  for  such  practices.  But 
under  the  present  law,  and  under  the  decisions  of 
Martin  B.,  and  Blackburn  and  Willes,  JJ.,  the 
law  had  been  reduced  to  the  simplicity  of  a  code, 
and  was  perfectly  intelligible.  The  result  now 
was,  and  he  would  lay  it  down  in  two  propositions 
that  where  there  existed,  at  a  given  Parliamentary 
election,  general  corruption  of  any  kind,  whether 
it  be  by  bribing  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word, 
or  by  treating,  and  from  whatever  quarter  it 
emanated,  if  it  be  general  corruption,  that  elec- 
tion was  void  at  common  law;  and,  next,  that 
any  one  single  act  of  corruption  established, 
whether  it  be  one  single  act  of  bribing  or  one 
single  act  of  corrupt  treating  brought  nome  to 
those  for  whose  acts  the  candidate  was  responsible, 
also  voided  the  election.  This  proposition  would 
not  be  disputed,  he  apprehended,  on  the  other 
side ;  and  then  the  important  question  came,  who 
were  the  persons  that  were  said  to  be  in  a  position 
80  that  they  could  make  the  candidate  responsible 
for  what  they  did,  even  although  the  candidate 
might  not  only  have  not  sanctioned  or  consented 
to  what  thev  did,  but  even  in  the  most  express 
terms  might  have  forbidden  their  doing  it.  In 
the  Norwieh  case  (19  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  615), 
Martin,  B.,  ruled  that  any  person  authorised 
to  canvass  was  an  agent,  and  that  it  did  not 
signify  whether  he  had  been  forbidden  to  bribe 
or  not.  If  he  bribed  the  election  was  void. 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  whilst  adrnittiiis^  that 
no  precise  rule  could  be  laid  down  as  tu  what 
constituted  evidence  of  being  an  agent,  laid  it 
down  as  a  principle  that  if  a  person  with  the 
knowledge  of  a  candidate  or  his  agents,  acted  in 
furthering  his  election  and  in  trying  to  get  votes 
for  him,  that  tended  to  show  that  the  person  so 
acting  was  authorised  to  act  as  an  agent.  Mr. 
Burman  was  appointed  expenses  agent  of  the 
respondent  under  26  &  27  Yvofc.  ^.^,%.  ^-sf^KNsivx 
provided  tYvat.  ivov^^^'caftTL^  «iLcev\»vciT^«^^'v»  ^:^^ 
8ona\  expenaeft  ol  «.  caxi^v^»X»  ^qv^^>Q(^  ^  « "^J^lc. 
or  on  be\i3BM  ol  wv^  ewi^^N^  \i^\ox^.e^N«>x^  ^^ 
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after  the  election,  on  account  of,  or  in  respect  of 
such  election  otherwise  than  throueh  the  agent, 
and  any  person  making  pajrments  oUierwise  thsm 
throuffn  the  affent  wlis  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor. 
Sect.  4  required  a  detailed  statement  of  aU  elec- 
tion ex|)ense8  incurred  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  can* 
didate,  including  his  own  expenses,  to  be  rendered 
within  two  months  after  the  election.  The 
auditor  in  this  case,  through  a  mistiJce,  thought 
that  they  were  not  entitled  to  have  a  copy  in  rail 
of  the  election  accounts.  However,  tney  now 
substantially  had  it,  and  the  importance  would 
depend  mainly  upon  the  n^mes  and  items  which 
did  not  appear.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to 
provide  as  stringently  as  might  be  that  there 
should  be  some  responsible  person  whose  name 
should  be  given  to  the  public,  and  who  should  be 
known  as  the  person  through  whom  pajrments 
were  made  in  respect  of  the  election.  In  order, 
therefore,  to  enable  the  Legislature  to  trace  to  its 
source  the  moneys  which  had  been  disbursed  at 
the  election,  of  course  it  followed  that  tiie  object 
of  the  Act  was  entirely  and  completely  defeated 
if,  instead  of  being  a  full  and  true  account  of 
actual  disbursements,  it  was  a  sham.  It  would 
be  proved  conclusively  that  a  number  of  persons 
seen  in  constant  communication  witn  Mr. 
Burman  were  disbursing  money,  paying  it  in 
treating,  arranging  for  treating,  and  disbursing 
money  for  bribing.  The  name  of  Jdbn  BoE 
lings  did  not  at  all  appear  in  the  account 
though  he  and  a  dozen  others,  whose  names  were 
not  in  the  account,  would  be  brought  forward  and 
shown  to  have  been  in  daily  communication  with 
Mr.  Burman  and  others  on  the  part  of  the  respon- 
dent. It  was  strange  that  he  did  not  find  the 
personal  expenses  of  the  candidate  set  out.  Tro- 
oably  it  was  an  oversight.  [Gbovb,  J. — Do  you 
mean  that  if  a  candidate  lives  at  an  inn  he  is  to 
state  how  much  he  spends  per  diem  P]  No,  but 
the  total  amount.  [^^^^  J* — Docs  not  that 
mean  the  expenses  relative  to  the  election?  If 
be  buys  a  suit  of  clothes  during  the  election  PJ  I 
apprehend  it  is  intended  to  cover  his  expenses  of 
his  hotel  bin  [Grove,*  J. — ^You  may  ajfege  that 
if  he  buys  a  suit  of  clothes  it  is  a  bribe  to  the 
tailor.]  That  was  quite  conceiveable.  He  found 
a  sum  of  135Z.  16«.  paid  to  William  Hall,  Parlia- 
mentaxy  election  a^nt,  of  Shoreham,  and  Uie 
only  attorney  receivmg  pajrment  under  tiie  head 
of  payments  to  a^nts  was  Mr.  Taunton  50Z.  A 
ratner  curious  thing  was  the  entry  of  the  names 
of  six  personation  agents,  four  of  whom  were 
apparently  paid  ten  guineas  each,  and  the  two 
others  eight  guineas  each.  [Grove  J. — For  watch- 
ing the  polling  P]  He  presumed  so ;  but  sJthou^h 
the  ibnctions  of  a  personation  agent  would  require 
a  knowledge  of  the  voters,  for  some  mysterious 
reason  these  gentlemen  were  not  in  that  position, 
but  almost  all  were  strangers  to  tbe  place.  As 
many  as  four  were  attorneys  from  a  (ustance — ^a 
very  sin^lar  fact  in  the  absence  of  explanation. 
[Grove,  J. — What  is  your  theory  P]  I  am  sure  I 
don*t  know.  I  can  propound  no  theory.  [Grove, 
J. — One  would  think  that,  whether  corrupt  or  not, 
it  would  be  to  the  interest  of  a  candidate  to  have 
persons  who  knew  something  about  the  voters]. 

BaUcmiine,  Serjt.,  dealing  with  the  question  of 
a^ncjr,  said  he  approached  that  part  of  the  case 
with  great  diffidence,  because  it  was  imposaiVAe 
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dear  definitions  had  been  given.  He  i^yprehended 
that  the  real  fighting  question  in  the  case  would 
be  agency,  supposing  that  certain  aote  tnnied  out 
in  any  way  to  be  illegal;  not  thai  he  admitted  that 
there  had  been  any  such  acts.  The  only  mode  he 
was  able  to  adopt  was  the  exhaoetiye  prooeee.  He 
could  tell  a  great  many  things  which  were  not 
agency,  and  bring  out  by  that  means  something 
like  a  definition  on  that  point.  Channftll,  B^ 
in  the  Shrewsbury  ease  (19  L.  T.  B^  N.  a 
499),  refenring  to  an  amunent  that  a  principal 
would  be  liabfe  for  the  umawful  acts  ol  hia  agei^ 
guarded  himself  against  admittinff  snch  a  prin- 
ciple upon  the  ground,  he  presnmedy  that  while  it 
miffht  fiurly  be  assumed  that  a  principal  woold 
wiui  a  lawful  act  to  be  performeo.  nothing  oonld 
be  assumed  against  a  principal  in  relation  to  an 
unlawful  act.  [Grove,  J. — ^The  remarks  of  GhannelL 
B.,  simply  affected  the  question  how  far  oanyassiqg 
might  prove  ajB^ncy.  it  was  a  nice  point,  firom 
two  points  of  view — as  to  &ct  and  as  to  the  im- 
pression which  this  case  had  produced  on  his 
mind.  He  was  afraid  that  he  did  not  understand 
the  Shrewahury  case  in  the  sense  the  learned 
Serjeant  attached  to  it.  It  was  supposed  in  deo- 
tion  cases  that  a  candidate,  having^  instructed 
certain  persons  to  manage  his  election,  was  re- 
sponsible for  their  acts,  although  he  might  not 
only  not  have  authorised  those  acts,  but  even  told 
his  agents  to  take  care  to  avoid  them.  Blaokbuni, 
J.,  in  the  Bewdley  case  (19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  676), 
said  that  an  agent  made  the  candidate  responsible 
for  the  acts  ot  the  sub-a^nts  as  wdl  as  the  agent, 
even  though  the  candidate  did  not  know  and 
was  not  brought  into  personal  contact  with 
those  sub-agents.  That  applied  more  to  the 
present  case  than  any  he  knew.]  He  was 
aware  that  that  question  would  arise  in  this 
case.  Having  brie&y  referred  to  the  Tamnoorik 
ease  (20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  181),  he  said  thsft 
at  Wigan,  Martin,  B.  (O'M.  d;  H.  191)  said  if  he 
were  satisfied  that  the  candidate  honestly  intcaided 
to  comply  with  the  law,  and  meant  to  obey  it^  and 
did  not  act  contrary  to  it,  and  intended  that 
no  person  employed  in  the  election  should  do 
any  act  contrary  to  law,  he  would  not  unsett 
him,  upon  the  supposed  act  of  an  agents  unlesB 
the  act  was  establisned  to  his  entire  sacisfiictiop. 
In   the   Londonderry  eaee  (Printed  JudflmentB, 

J.  278)  O'Brien,  J.  quoted  some  words  otWilkB, 
.,  and  said  it  was  dear  that  the  employment 
of  a  man  as  messenger  was  not  sufficient  to 
constitute  him  an  agent,  and  would  not  con* 
cur  in  the  opinion  that  any  supporter  of  a  can- 
didate who  chose  to  ask  others  for  their  votes, 
to  make  speeches  in  his  favour,  and  to  force  him- 
self upon  the  candidate,  was  an  agent,  or  that  the 
candioate  should  be  held  responsible  for  tbe 
acts  of  one  from  whom  he  actually  endeavoured 
to  disassociate  himself.  He  would  also  rdtr 
strouffly  on  the  Staleyhridge  eaee  (19  L.  T. 
Bep.  JN.S.  660),  firom  which  he  quoted.  [Gbovb,!., 
— In  another  case  Blackburn,  J.  declined  to  give  a 
definition,  sayingit  was  a  matter  of  {ecL}  £i  the 
Tamworth  case,  Willes,  J.  described  treating  (20 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  181).  It  did  not  necessarily  im- 
ply anything  like  culpability.  There  could  be 
no  definition  upon  the  sulgeot  d  agency  iHiifib 
would  be  apphcable  to  every  case,  or  pit^baUr 
even  to  any  case;  the  droomstances  of  sen 
oaa^  >Q«ai^  ^ocra^^ax  vdA.  To^ee  or  less  '  diffareBt 


Dot  to  notice  that  even  the  most  emment  ^     „  _  . 

had  approached  it  in  the  same  spirit,  and  no  yer^  \  broxi^  >^Qafe  dL  ^^«c^  ^\&»xxte^  ^su^isBQiid^  look 
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at  the  position  of  the  party  against  whom 
the  agency  was  sought  to  be  proved,  and  the 
▼lews  which  he  had  in  relation  to  the  election,  and 
to  any  actnal  facts  which  could  be  proved  to  satis- 
fikotion.  In  dealing  with  the  Question  of  agencjr — 
which,  as  he  had  put  it,  conla  not  be  dealt  with 
abstractedlj  —  his  Lordship  would  seek  to  be 
assisted  by  the  manifest  motives  proved  to  be 
operating  on  the  mind  of  the  alleged  principal.  If 
a  man  was  known  to  be  a  loose  man  in  these 
matters  at  former  elections — ^known  at  auy  time  to 
be  corrupt,  it  could  be  imagined  that  a  person 
acting  for  him,  and  affecting  to  represent  him, 
would  part  with  money  out  of  his  own  pocket 
without  any  direct  authority,  hoping  that  he  would 
set  repaid.  On  the  other  hemd,  if  it  was  shown  to 
be  utterly  impossible  that  the  mone^  would  be 
returned,  he  ventured  to  think  that  his  Lordship 
would  hesitate  to  assume  that  the  money  would  be 
advanced  and  paid  away. 

Gbove,  J.— In  this  case  the  petitioners,  John 
Marshall  and  Walter  Ghorley  Brannan  pray  that 
it  may  be  determined  that  the  election  of  Henry 
James,  Q.G.,  for  the  borough  of  Taunton  on  the 
Idth  Oct.  1878  was  and  is  null  and  void  on  the 
ffrounds,  so  fiur  as  are  material  to  the  trial  had 
before  me,  that  the  respondent,  by  himself,  by  his 
agents,  or  bv  other  persons  on  his  behalf,  was 
guilty  of  bribery ;  that  by  himself  or  agents  he 
was  guilty  of  treating,  and  that  general  bribery 
and  treating  were  practised  at  the  election,  by 
reason  whereof  tiie  election  was  void.  In  so  far  as 
relates  to  bribery  and  treating  bv  the  respondent 
himself,  the  learned  counsd  for  the  petitioners,  in 
his  opening  speech,  admitted  that  there  were  no 
proper  grounds  for  making  any  personal  imputa- 
tion. On  this  head  I  may  at  once  say  that 
nothing  has  transpired  in  the  course  of  the 
inquiry  to  derogate  from  the  high  character  which 
the  respondent  nas  always  borne,  and  which  Her 
Majesty's  Attomev-G^eral  ought  to  bear.  With 
•regard  to  general  bribery,  treating,  and  corrup- 
tion, so  as  to  taint  the  whole  constituency*  and 
thus  render  the  election  void,  the  point  was 
scarcely  pressed  in  the  reply  of  the  counsel  for  the 
petitioners,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  such  general 
oorruption  has  been  proved  in  this  case.  Undoubt- 
edly painful  disclosures  were  made  applying  to  a 
portion  of  the  constituency — small  in  reference  to 
the  whole,  but  not  absolutely  inconsiderable — which 
showed  by  the  mere  exhibition  of  the  witnesses 
themselves  that  there  are  a  certain  number  of 
Toters  who  for  a  small  bribe  or  supply  of  drink 
would  nromise  their  votes  to  either  of  the  candi- 
dates (whether  they  wotdd  have  kept  the  promise 
was  another  matter)  and  some  of  whom  had 
reached  the  last  stage  of  degradation  that  they 
ffloried  in  their  shame.  I  see  no  reason,  however, 
for  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  extensive  bribery 
CT  corruption  prevailed  at  the  election.  I  come 
now  to  tne  point  on  which  the  great  contest  took 
place — did  the  respondent,  not  by  himself  or  by 
any  conscious  authority,  but  by  the  hands  of  an 
a^ent  or  agents,  or  those  actiug  on  his  behalf  for 
hun  on  his  responsibility,  so  bribe  or  treat  that 
the  election  must  be  declared  void.  The  law  of 
agency  as  applied  to  election  petitions  has  been 
expressed  by  different  learned  judges.  Some  have 
lilrandd  it  to  the  relations  of  master  and  servant, 
another  to  the  employment  of  persons  to  run  a 
raoe»  but  no  exact  dehnitioa,  which  met  all  oases, 
hs%  BO  far  ae  I  Am  aware,  been  given,  and  two 


learned  jud^ — ^Blackburn,  J.  and  the  late  WiUes, 
J. — have  pomted  out  the  difficulty  of  arriving  at 
one.  All  agree  that  the  relation  is  not  the  common 
one  of  principal  and  agent,  but  that  the  candidate 
may  be  responsible  for  the  acts  of  one  acting  on 
his  behalf,  though  the  acts  are  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  authority  given,  or  indeed  in  violation  of  his 
express  imunctions.  So  far  as  regards  the  present 
question,  I  am  of  opinion  that  to  establish  agency 
for  which  the  candidate  would  be  responsible,  he 
must  be  proved  to  have  by  himselr,  or  by  his 
authorised  a|^t,  employed  the  pwsons  whose 
conduct  is  impugned,  to  act  on  his  behalf,  or 
have  to  some  extent  put  himself  in  their  himds 
or  to  have  made  common  cause  with  them — all 
these  or  either  of  these — for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
moting his  election.  To  what  extent  such  re- 
lation may  be  sufficient  to  fix  the  candidate  must 
be  a  question  of  degree  and  of  evidence  to  be 
judgea  of  by  the  e&stion  tribunal  Mere  non- 
mterferenoe  with  parties  who,  feeling  an  interest 
in  the  success  of  tne  candidate,  may  act  in  support 
of  his  candidature,  is  not  sufficient,  in  my  judg- 
ment, to  saddle  tiie  candidate  with  any  unlawful 
acts  of  which  the  tribunal  is  satisfied  he  or  his 
authorised  agent  is  i^orant.  It  would  be  vain  to 
attempt  an  exhaustive  definition,  and  possibly 
exception  might  be  taken  to  the  approximate  limi- 
tations which  I  have  endeavoured  to  express.  It 
must  also  be  borne  in  mind  in  these  cases  that' 
although  the  object  of  the  statute  by  which  the 
tribunal  of  election  judges  was  created  was  to  pre- 
vent corrupt  practices,  still  the  tribunal  is  a 
judicial  ana  not  an  inquisitorial  one ;  it  is  a  court 
to  hear  and  determine  according  to  law,  and  not  a 
commission  armed  with  powers  to  inquire  into 
and  suppress  corruption.  To  use  the  language  of 
that  eminent  jud^  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Wules, 
**  No  amount  of  evidence  ought  to  induce  a  judicial 
tribunal  to  act  upon  mere  suspicion,  or  to  imagine 
the  existence  of  evidence  which  might  have  been 
given  b^  the  petitioner,  but  which  he  has  not 
thought  it  to  his  interest  actually  to  bring  forward, 
and  to  act  upon  that  evidence,  and  not  upon  the 
evidence  which  really  has  been  brought  forward.*' 
The  second  principle,  which  is  more  particularly 
applicable  to  circumstantial  evidence,  is  this,  that 
the  circumstances  to  establish  the  affirmative  of  a 
proposition  whore  circumstantial  evidence  is  relied 
upon  must  be  all  proved.  Baron  Martin  had 
said  that  he  would  not  act  upon  anything  as  to 
which  there  possibly  might  be  a  mistake  or  error, 
but  that  he  thought  it  right,  when  an  election  was 
sought  to  be  impeached,  not  because  of  an  act  done 
by  the  candidates,  but  for  an  act  which  the  candi- 
dates had  forbidden,  to  reouire  to  be  convinced 
that  the  act  relied  upon  oy  the  petitioners  to 
unseat  actually  took  place,  and  that  if  he  were 
satisfied  that  the  candidates  intended  honestly  to 
comply  with  the  law  and  meant  to  obey  it,  and  to  do 
no  act  contrary  to  law,  their  very  desire  and 
object  being  that  the  election  proceedmgs  should  be 
pure  and  honest,  he  would  not  unseat  such  persons 
on  the  supposed  act  of  an  agent  unless  there  were 
as  he  believed,  circumstances  consistent  with  the 
affirmative,  and  that  there  must  be  some  one  or 
more  circumstance  believed  by  the  tribunal,  if  you 
are  dealing  with  a  criminal  case,  inconsistent  with 
any  reasonable  theory  of  innocence  \  «M.  ;«V^^!k^ 
you  are  des^^  m\>DL  «i  w>\  «a«^  V52JQc«rfi>aftk  ^j' 
pressed*  t\iO\xtt\i  v^\mW»li  >iXi«^  ^^^^^^^ 
I  part  the  wuoie;^,  iptwm^  >(JtL^  ^T^5«ii«5fifiGl  ^^  "^"^ 
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affirmative  to  be  so  mnch  stronger  than  that  of 
the  D^pitive  that  a  reasonable  mind  would  adopt 
the  affirmative  in  preference  to  the  negative." 
Baron  Martin  says,  *'  I  will  not  act  upon  anything 
as  to  which  there  possibly  may  be  a  mistake  or 
error ;  but  I  think  I  do  right  when  an  election  is 
sought  to  be  impeached,  not  because  of  an  act 
done  by  the  candidates  themselves,  but  for  an  act 
which  they  have  forbidden,  in  requiring  to  be  con- 
vinced beyond  possibility  of  error  that  the  act 
relied  upon  by  tne  petitioners,  which  is  to  unseat 
the  members,  did  actually  take  place.  If  I  am 
satisfied  that  the  candidates  intended  honestly  to 
comply  with  the  law,  and  meant  to  obey  it,  and 
that  they  themselves  did  not  act  contranr  to  the 
law,  their  design  and  object  being  that  the 
proceedings  in  reference  to  the  election  should 
De  pure  and  honest,  I  will  not  unseat  such  per- 
sons upon  the  supposed  act  of  an  agent  unless 
the  act  is  establisned  to  my  entire  satisfaction." 
He  says  in  another  place,  "  I  think  I  am  justified 
when  I  am  about  to  apply  such  a  law,  in  requiring 
to  be  satisfied  beyond  all  reasoni^le  doubt  that  the 
act  of  bribery  was  done,  and  that  unless  the  proof 
is  strong  ana  consistent,  I  should  say  very  strong 
and  very  cogent,  I  ought  not  to  affect  the  seat  of 
an  honest  and  well-intentioned  man  by  the  act  of  a 
third  person.  When  I  came  to  apply  my  mind  to 
the  evidence,  I  should  require  to  see,  in  the  first 
place,  that  there  is  agency.  In  the  second  place,  I 
should  require  to  he  satisfied  and  certain,  that 
there  could  be  no  mistake  with  respect  to  the 
alleged  act."  Now  without  expressing  myself  in 
equally  strong  terms  with  those  used  by  the 
learned  judge  last  quoted,  I  am  at  all  events  of 
opinion  that  the  evidence  of  corrupt  practice  must 
establish  affirmatively  to  the  reasonable  satisfac- 
tion of  the  judge  that  the  acts  complained  of  were 
done.  I  now  proceed  to  consider  the  evidence  in 
this  case.  A  man  of  the  name  of  Boilings,  whose 
acts  of  bribery  and  treating  were  complained  of, 
was  stated  to  have  been  seen,  and  witnesses  were 
called  who  said  that  they  had  seen  Boilings,  either 
accompanying  Sir  Henry  James  during  his 
actual  canvass,  or  so  in  company  with  him 
as  to  lead  to  a  reasonable  inference  that  he  was 
aiding  him*  iu  his  canvass.  The  best  of  these 
witnesses  was  Sarah  Ward,  who  seemed  a  respect- 
able woman,  and  was  very  positive ;  but,  on  cross- 
examination,  she  admitted  that  she  had  only  seen 
their  backs.  The  other  evidence  was  slender ;  and 
after  Sir  Henry  James  had  been  examined  and 
most  emphatically  contradicted  it,  and  even  stated 
that  if  he  liad  met  Boilings  in  the  street  he  did 
not  know  him,  and  that  most  certainly  he  never 
canvassed  with  him  or  with  his  sanction  for  him, 
it  was  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  petitioners 
that  the  fair  result  of  the  evidence  was  that  there 
WAS  rot.  enough  to  satisfy  me  of  any  agency, 
de<l»iced  from  personal  canvass  with  the  candi- 
date himself;  aiid  this  admission  was  carried  to 
other  persons  in  the  same  category,  and  I 
decide  tnat  on  the  whole  case  there  was  no  rea- 
sonable evidence  to  satisfy  me  of  agency  by  per- 
sonally accompanying  the  candidate  on  his  can- 
vass. It  was  admitted  on  behalf  of  Sir  Henry 
James  that  Mr.  Burman,  a  saddler,  resident  in 
this  town,  was  in  the  fullest  sense  his  agent,  and 
one  for  whose  acts  he  was  responsible.  On 
behalf  of  the  petitioners,  an  innkeeper,  namod 
Smith,  was  called,  who  deposed,  so  far  as  \i\a 
relations  with  Burman  personally  were  concerned 


that  being  sued  for  28Z.,  he  went  to  Barman  and 
asked  for  assistance,  and  that  Burman  referred 
him  to    Boilings.    He   further    states   that   he, 
Burman,  referred  to  the  election,  but  not  partica- 
larly,  that  he,  Smith,  said  he  would  support  Mr. 
James  if  he  could  get  the  assistance  he  required, 
that  before  the  election  he  had  a  conversation  with 
Burman,  and  asked  him  if  it  was  riffht  for  him  to 
go  on  drawing  beer  at  the  order  of  Soilings ;  that 
Burman  said  it  was  all  right :  "  Yon  go  on  draw- 
ing and  ^u    shall  be  made   all   right."    That 
Burman,  m  reference  to  a  transaction,  present^ 
to  be  spoken  of,  between  Smith  and  Bolhngs,  and 
allegea  to  be  corrupt,  said  there  must  be  some 
security  as  a  matter  of  form.    That  with  reference 
to  the  same  transaction  Burman  said,  '*  I  will  see 
Boilings  and  make  it  all  right."    Smith's  trans- 
actions with  Boilings  and  his  wife  were,  stating 
them  shortly,  that  Boilings  advanced  him  16L  on 
the  security  of  some  timber,  which  was  stated 
to  be  a  mere   matter  of    form,  and  which   in 
his    first    day's    evidence,    he,    to     my    mind, 
obviously    put  forward   as    a   bribe    under   the 
form    of    a   business    transaction,    bat    on    the 
second  day  he  alleged  that  it  was  a  real  basinees 
transaction,  though  he  admitted  that  the    loan 
influenoed  his  vote.    A  further  corrupt  transactioQ 
deposed  to  by  Smith  and  his  wife,  and  partly  cor- 
roborated by  his  daughters,  was  a  payment  of  oL 
for  drink  to  be  supplied,  and  which  was  alleged  to 
be  supplied  to  voters.    It  was  also  shown  that 
Mrs.  Smith  had  paid  about  the  time  a  52.  note  to 
a  respectable  witness  named  Burridffe,  but  as  this 
was  not  identified  with  any  note  shown  to  have 
been  in  the  possession  of  Boilings,  it  could  han&y 
be  called  a  corroboration.    It  was  further  said  that 
to  avoid    detection    Boilings  had  sugsested  an 
alteration  in  a  bill,  so  as  to  apply  the  oalanoe  of 
the  payment  of  the  5Z.,  for  which  credit  was  given, 
to  the  expenses  of  the  hustings  which  Smith  had 
constructed  for  Boilings,  and  which  alteration  was 
made.     It    will    be    obvious    that    Smith    came 
forward    under    circumstances     to    throw    the 
greatest  suspicion   on  his  testimony;    he  came 
forward    as    an    informer  to    oorrupt   practicoB 
in    which    he    had    been    a    party.      He    had 
induced    his    daughter    knowingly    to   make  t 
false  and  fraudulent  alteration  in  a  bill  to  enable 
Boilings  to  obtain  repavment  from  the  respondeDt* 
or  from  some  agent  of  his,  on  false  pretences,  and 
he  also  admit^  having  bribed  five  voters  by 
money,  supplied  by  a  Mr.  SmalL    He  was  further 
shown  to  be  in  the  power  of  Mr.  Brannan,  one  d 
the  petitioners,  who  held  a  bill  of  sale  from  kim. 
and  his  antecedents,  so  far  as  pecuniary  transM)* 
tions  went,  were  far  from  satisfactory.    I  have, 
therefore,  to  look  at  his  evidence,  not  as  that  of  a 
credible  witness,  but  to  examine  if  it  were  drcam- 
stantially  true,  or  likely  to  be  invented.    It  was 
corroborated  by  his  wife  in  many  particulars,  to 
whom  some  of  the  above  observations  apply,  and 
to  some  extent  by  two  daughters,  aged  respec- 
tively fourteen  and  seventeen,  one  of  whom  said 
she  saw  Boilings  g^ive  a  5{.  note  to  her  mother, 
who  opened  it,  and  showed  it  to  her,  BollingB 
telling  her   mother  to  keep  it   qaiet;    and  the 
other  stated  that  she  prepared  the  altered  bill 
knowing  the  object  of  the  alteraUon,  and  that  tba 
prepared  three  bills  with  and  widiont  the  oredit 

\cA  \.\i«   5L,   after   having   made   her   rtatemflnl 
V)  '^.  ^\ek^,  >i>[i<^  «XXxsni«q  ^  the  petitioncn— 
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and  the  other  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  that 
said  to  be  declined  by  Boilings;  and  the 
third  was  said  to  be  altered  at  RoUings's  sngges- 
tion.  This  last  was  marked  B,  and  this  only  was 
admitted  by  Boilings  to  have  been  received  by 
him.  In  support  of  Smith's  veracity  it  was  al- 
leged that  his  wife  had  detected  a  conspiracy  in 
some  way  to  injure  a  Dr.  Farrant  and  a  Mr. 
Brannan  (at  least  so  far  as  I  understood  it),  this 
Mr.  Brannan  being  one  of  the  petitioners,  and  that 
the  latter  got  possession,  apparently  through  a 
man  named  Herbert  Poole,  oi  the  main  facts  re- 
lating to  Smith's  conduct,  and  that  thus  he  was 
forced,  as  it  were,  against  his  will,  to  give  evidence. 
But  as  it  was  admitted  by  petitioner's  counsel  that 
this  51.  was  paid  by  Dr.  Farrant  and  Mr.  Brannan 
to  Poole,  and  as  neither  Farrant,  Brannan,  nor 
Poole  were  called  as  witnesses  for  either  side,  the 
matter  remains  a  mystery  and  unexplained.  Smith 
also  deposed  to  having  received  from  Mr.  Small,  a 
timber  merchant,  who  lived  at  Bridgewater,  but  had 
a  house  at  Taunton,  a  sum  of  81.,  oL  of  which  he 
paid  in  bribes  to  voters — two  of  whom  he  named, 
and  the  remaining  31.  he  said  he  gave  into  his 
wife's  custody.  Mr.  Small  was  said  by  the  peti- 
tioner's counsel  to  have  disappeared.  I  stated  that 
upon  proper  affidavits  I  would  grant  an  order  for  hitt 
appearance.  Thb  was  not  applied  for,  nor  was  he 
called  on  his  evhpcena,  so  that  there  is  no  evidence 
at  all  to  connect  him  with  the  respondent,  even 
assuming  Smith's  evidence  to  be  true.  One  of  the 
five  men  said  to  have  been  bribed  was  called,  but 
his  evidence  appeared  to  me  utterly  unworthy  of 
credit.  In  aaaition  to  what  I  may  term  the 
Smith  case,  evidence  was  adduced  to  show  that 
BolUngs  had  treated  to  a  small  extent,  and  made 
corrupt  promises  of  bribes  to  voters,  and  to  con- 
nect him  with  the  respondent,  he  was  said  to  have 
been  seen  freouently  in  company  with  Burman ;  it 
was  said  also  tnat  he  was  seen  to  go  with  him  in  and 
out  of  certain  rooms,  called  committee  rooms  (Sir 
Henry  James  had  no  committee  in  the  ordinary 
election  sense  of  the  term),  where  registers  of 
voters  were  kept,  both  in  the  day  and  in  the  night. 
It  would  take  too  long  minutely  to  dissect  this  evi- 
dence, some  of  it  was  of  little  value,  some  of  it  was 
given  apparently  very  febirly.  One  witness,  Jane  Cox, 
whose  evidence  certainly  impressed  me  very  much, 
was  shown  by  the  burial  and  grave  certificates 
either  to  have  perjured  heraelf,  or  to  have  been  so 
grossly  mistaken  as  to  dates,  as  to  make  her 
evidence  of  no  value.  It  is  also  to  be  observed 
that  though  doubtless  many  of  the  witnesses 
apeak  to  different  times,  yet  many  of  the  observa- 
tions might  apply  to  the  same  time,  as  the  dates 
were  by  many  of  the  witnesses  not  accurately 
fixed,  and  the  occasions  might  therefore  appear  in 
the  evidence  to  be  multiplied  by  the  same  trans- 
action being  spoken  to  by  dinerent  witnesses. 
Some  of  the  witnesses  speak  to  seeing  them  go 
into  the  room  at  a  period  before  the  key  of  the 
room  was  given  up  by  the  owner,  Dr.  Cornish,  and 
the  room  taken  possession  of  for  the  use  of  the  re- 
spondent. Other  evidence  of  small  bribes  and  offers 
of  bribes  and  treating  was  adduced  by  the  peti- 
tioners, as  committed  by  Stuckpy  and  Qovier,  who 
were  said  to  be  agents  for  whom  Sir  Henry  James 
was  responsible.  The  best  of  those  cases  was  that 
deposea  toby  a  man  named  James  Mogg,  formerly 
in  the  Artillery,  but  who  had  received  his  discharge 
with  the  highest  character,  and  who  gave  his  evi- 
dence with  remarkable  apptu^Dt  truthfulness.  Bte 
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stated  that  on  opening  the  door  of  a  cellar  he  un- 
expectedly came  upon  Govier,  and  a  voter,  and 
overheard  a  conversation  which,  if  he  be  accurate, 
amounted  to  a  promise  of  a  bribe.  I  believe  in 
the  witness's  nonesty,  and  curious  as  the 
story  is,  I  am  inclined  to  believe  in  his 
accuracy,  and,  that  being  so,  small  as  the  incident 
is,  the  question  of  Sir  Henry  James's  seat  might 
in  this  case  depend  on  the  question  of  (Jovier's 
agency.  No  evidence  of  his  agency  was  given  by 
the  petitioners  beyond  his  having  paid  three  wit- 
nesses small  sums  for  services  connected  with  Sir 
Henry  James's  candidature.  I  shall  speak  further 
on  of  the  Question  of  Govier's  agency.  Such 
was  an  outline  of  the  petitioner's  case,  and 
no  doubt  a  primd  facie  case,  which  cer- 
tainly made  an  impression  upon  me,  was  made, 
viewing  in  the  lignt  of  probabilities  the  evi- 
dence, which,  from  the  character  of  the  wit- 
nesses— at  least  many  of  the  witnesses— could  not 
be  regarded  as  altogether  inoredible.  Upon  Mr. 
Serjt.  Ballantine  opening  the  case  for  the  respon- 
dent he  said  nothing  of  calling  Boilings  as  a  wit- 
ness. Boilings  was  president  of  a  society  called 
the  Agricultural  Labourers*  Union,  connected  with 
the  London  Labour  Bepresentation  League,  two 
delegates  of  which  have  been  shown  to  have  come 
with  the  privity  and  aid  of  Boilings  to  speak  at  the 
election,  apparently  in  favour  of  the  respondent's 
candidature.  He  was,  therefore,  not  an  adverse 
witness,  and  though  the  question  of  agency  did  not 
depend  on  the  veracity  of  his  (BolTings's)  testi- 
mony, the  not  calling  him  made  it  seem  so  pro- 
bable that  those  who  instructed  the  learned  counsel 
feared  dama^ng  disclosures  from  him  as  to  his 
connection  with  the  respondent,  or  with  Burman, 
that  I  suggested  to  toe  learned  serjeant  that 
his  evidence  might  be  of  importance.  Boilings 
was  called,  and  I  have  no  reason  to  regret  my 
interposition,  as  the  truth,  I  believe,  has  more 
fully  appeared.  For  the  respondent  were  called 
himself,  Mr.  Biron,  Boilings,  Burman,  Cornish, 
CoUard,  who  contradicted  Jane  Cox,  and  Turner, 
whoso  name  has  been  mentioned,  besides  the 
Vicar  of  Taunton,  to  contradict  some  evidence  of 
general  drunkenness.  Sir  Henry  James  disproved 
to  my  entire  satisfacticn  any  agency,  by  canvass- 
ing, on  the  par^  of  Boilings,  Turner,  Stuckev,  and 
Gk)vier,  and  as  far  as  he  was  concerned  he  denied 
all  agency  bat  that  of  Mr.  Burman.  Boilings 
contradicted  Smith  emphaticallv,  stating  that  the 
timber  transaction  was  a  pure  business  sale,  and 
that  he  had  only  received  one  account,  viz.,  that 
with  the  charge  of  61.  6«.  for  the  hustings.  He 
denied  the  treating,  except  that  he  might  have 
given  half  a  crown  once  or  twice  to  people  at 
public  houses,  and  stated  that  what  he  had  done 
m  furtherance  of  Sir  Henry  James's  candidature 
was  done  because  ho  thought  that  candidature 
most  in  furtherance  of  working  men's  interests, 
of  whom  he  considered  himself  a  representa- 
tive. He  denied  all  relations  with  Burman 
except  casual  meetings.  Some  points  of  his 
evidence  in  cross  -  examination  were  not  satis- 
factorjr.  He,  however,  showed  by  vouchers 
that  he  had  dealings  to  a  tolerable  extent — ohb 
series  of  accounts  with  a  London  fruiterer  amount- 
ing to  941.  Mr.  Burman  was  then  called,  and  srave 
his  evidence  in  a  singularly  candid  Q^xvd^'^*^^:^'^ 
truthfol  maxoif^t,  \itlA^X!Cvx^%  Vv^  >q^^5«a^  ^<s^t^«^ 
foils,  &c,,  and  a\a\itoii^  Vksov  Ttfi  >53t^>r5  x^  "^^ 
8earc\i\ng  CToav«a.m\\«AMycL\A^>K^^  ^=^ 
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lectecL  He  also  exhibited  indicia  of  veracity  in 
incidental  matters — ^he  had  seemingly  not  looked 
oyer  his  books  for  the  purpose  of  his  examination, 
and  he  forgot  many  points  which  on  farther  con- 
sideration he  explaineil ;  he  made  admissions  which 
might  have  seemed  primd  facie  to  bear  against 
himself,  and  he  was  evidently  a  most  trathfnl  and 
honest  witness,  or  a  oonsammate  actor ;  no  hint  or 
insinuation  was  made  as  to  anything  injnrioos  to 
him  in  his  antecedents ;  he  admitted  having  had 
three  short  interviews  with  Smith,  which  he  ex- 

glained,  and  he  entirely  denied  the  portions  of 
imith's  evidence  which  implicated  him  directly. 

He  sa.d  that  he  had  had  a  dispute  with  Smith  wi& 

reference  to  a  Chancery  suit,  and  had  accused 

Smith     of     fraud,     so     that     their     relations 

were,   according  to  him,  anything  but  amicable, 

and  that  on  his  refusal  dt  an  application  by  Mrs. 

Smith  to  assist  her  husband,  when  as  she  told 

him  he  was  going  to  be  taken  into  custody  by 
^Boilings  for  taking  the  timber,  sheprotested  with 

an  oath  that  she  would  unseat  Sir  Henry  James,  a 

statement  which  she  virtually  admitted,  only  deny- 
ing the  oath.     He  also  stated  that  he  had  seen 

B^lings  but  rarely  during  the  election,  and  had 

not  employed  him  directly  or  indirectly  in  its  pro- 
motion.    It  will  be  obvious  that  this  case  aoes 

not  necessarily  depend  on  the  veracity  of  Smith 

or  Boilings  further  than  in  so  Ceut  as  the  former 

directly  contradicts  Mr.  Burman,  and  though  it  is 

due  to  Boilings  to  say  that  his  antecedents  and 

the  circumstances  under  which  he  appeared  were 

far  more  favourable  thim  those  of  Smith,  I  hesitate, 

for  reasons  which  it  would  take  very  long  to  ex- 
plain, to  decide  between  them,  and  it  is  unnecessary 

for  the  decision  of  this  case.    As  to  the  statements 

of  Smith  directly  implicating  Mr.  Burman,  they  are 

uncorroborated.  I  believe  the  wife  says  he  mentioned 

having  seen  Mr.  Burman,  but  that  corroboration 

is  infinitesimal — it  is  enough  to  say  that  if  I  believe 

Mr.  Barman's  evidence  all  agency  traced  through 

him  is  displaced,  and  I  do  believe  Mr.  Burman's 

evidence.    I  cannot  imagine  that  such  unassail- 
able evidence  is  a  piece  of  accomplished  acting ; 

and,  if  it  were  so,  ne  would  not  be  likely  to  be  a 

man  who  would  put  himself  in  the  power  of  such 

a  man  as  Smith,  and  for  a  very  triflmg  considera- 
tion. With  regard  to  the  cases  of  Turner,  Stuckey, 

and  Govicr,  I  am  inclined  to   believe    Tamers 

evidence ;  and  though  I  regret  that  Stuckey  and 

Govier  were  not  called,  I  am  of  opinion  that 

neither  they  nor  Turner  were  proved  to  be  agents 

for  whose  acts  the  respondent  was  responsible. 

Govier   was   seated    by    Mr.    Burman    to    have 

assisted  him  as  volunteer  in  paying  some  of  the 

pettj  cash  accounts ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  in 

my  judgment  to  fix  him  with  agency  in  promoting 

the  respondent's  election,  even  giving  a  wide  lati- 
tude to  the  relation.     One  other  point  was  urged 

much  more  in  reply  than  in  opening  the  peti- 
tioners' case,  by  Mr.Bussell,  that  the  respondent 

and  bis  agents,  by  having  mixed  themselves  up 

with  and  availed  themselves  of  the  aid  of  mem- 
bers of  the    Labour    League,    were   bound    b 

their    acts    as     by     the    acts    of    agents. 

do    not    find    that    any    of    the    corrupt    acts 

charged   were   shown  to  have  been   committed 

by  the  Labour  League  as  a  bodv,  or  by  any  repre- 
sentative of  theirs,  and  I  am  farther  of  opinion 

that  neither  the  respondent  nor  Mr.  Bunnan  did  I  contents ;  ana  tnere  is  no  obligation  hiT^4»Bg  i^kmi 
more  tbtun  not  interfere  with  personB  wYio  ww^  \  >i>[i^^^«rmBi«ii\i^\ivAv'«^a  n^ 
aaaiating  the  candidate  for  motives  o£  tiiear  own.  \  '^  ^  >mwi^  ^  \«d«:^  f^^\.  \ft  ^afi&L  %ik  ^svk^  oq0* 
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Mr.  Burman,  it  is  true,  paid  a  printef'a  bin 
some  items  in  it  whidi  nad  been  ordered  by  the 
Labour  League,  but  they  were  not  ear  marked, 
and  I  believe  his  statement  that  he  was  ignotmntk 
up  to  the  time  of  his  examination,  that  he  had 
paid  for  them.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
petitioners  have  fidled  to  prove  agency,  and  that 
Snr  Henry  James  was  duly  elected,  and  I  aball 
report  to  that  effect  to  the  Speaker.  There  are 
some  matters  connected  with  this  petition^  and 
the  mode  of  obtaining  evidence  in  samxvt  of  j^ 
which  call  for  remark.  Mr.  Marshall  e  condnct 
was  not  assailed— all  that  he  was  reproached  with 
was  putting  himself  too  carelessly,  and  without 
inquiry,  into  the  hands  6t  others.  W  itb  regard  to 
Mr.  Brannan,  his  pecnniaiy  relations  wi^  Mr. 
Smith,  and  his  joining  with  Dr.  Warrant,  in  giving 
15Z.  to  Poole,  were  apologised  for  by  his  counsel  in 
the  opening  of  the  case.  Some  meet  nnpleasaot 
disdosuree  were  made  by  witnesses  callea  by  the 
petitioners  as  to  the  mode  in  which  evidence  had 
oeen  collected  in  an  improper  way  bj  three  men, 
Phillips,  Woolley,  and  Barham,  and  though  the 
witnesses  were  some  of  them  very  nnreliaUe,  stfll 
the  charge  being  broadly  made,  and  no  attempt 
being  made  to  answer  or  explain  them,  neither  of 
the  three  men  I  have  mentioned,  nor  Mr.  Blake 
being  cidled  or  even  tendered  for  croas-examinatioD, 
the  impression  left  on  my  mind  was  a  painfiiil  one. 
I  have  not,  however,  to  ^  this  issue,  and  the  only 
besffing  it  can  have  on  this  inquiry  is  on  the 
question  of  costs.  Mr.  Ellis,  the  London  ageDt» 
appears  not  to  have  participated  in  the  proceeoungi 
to  which  I  refer.  Mr.  Blake,  the  coon^  eolidtor, 
is  a  very  young  man,  but  he  is  responsiole  for  tbe 
conduct  of  the  petition,  and  taiung  the  whole 
matter  into  consideration,  I  am  quite  dear  thst 
there  is,  to  say  the  least,  nothing  to  take  the  esse 
out  of  the  usual  rule,  that  costs  follow  the  event, 
and  I  adjudge  that  they  be  borne  and  paid  by  (he 
petitioners. 

8aii^d(iy,  Jan.  17, 1874. 

The  Post-office  wiU  not  he  ordered  to  produce  for 
insT^ction  tdegrama  sent  by  cmd  to  eanaidatee  <mi 
their  agente  unless  strong  grounds  are  shown  whf 
the  iuage  should  interpose  his  a/uihorUy. 
Bussell  said  that  a  question  would  arise  as  to  the 
production  of  certain  tel^;rams  on  certain  dates, 
which  were  now  here  on  subpcBna.  They  had 
reasons  for  the  inspection  of  those  telegrams.  The 
officials  were  very  properly  unwilling  to  let  them 
be  sent  unless  required  for  a  judicial  inquiry.  The 
course  pursued  at  the  Bridgwater  inquiry  was  to 
allow  one  counsel  on  each  side  to  examine  them. 
[Gboye,  J. — It  is  a  somewhat  awkward  thing 
without  showing  strong  grounds.  It  is  importiDt 
that  the  privacy  shoula  be  kept  up.]  This  come 
keeps  up  the  privacy.  [Grove,  J. — ^I  don't  fike 
the  idea.  I  think  there  should  be  some  limit  to 
the  examination.  It  is  almost  like  asking  a  post- 
man to  open  private  letters.]  I  cannot  con- 
ceive why  there  would  be  any  difficulty.  [Gboti. 
J. — I  can;  it  is  analogous  to  the  ^ost-offioaj 
Befoie,  when  telegrams  were  sent  through  the 
agencnr  of  private  companies,  tliey  were  equillj 
bound  in  honour,  unless  the  telegrama  were  le- 
quired  for  judicial  inquiries,  not  to  tiiiwiiwft  the 
and  there  is  no  obligation 
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jnnnkation  to  and  from  candidates  and  ogenta. 
rGBOVK,  J. — But  jon  must  prove  the  ai^ency. 
The  role  if  laid  down  may  be  of  great  imporianae. 
I  Bhoold  like  to  take  the  opiaioa  of  the  two  other 
«lection  judges,  and  that  I  cwrnot  do  befon 
Tneeday.]  If  the  mle  of  ezolaaioQ  ehonld  be  laid 
down  it  wonld  open  a  very  wide  door  for  frauds 
and  contrivanoes.  [Qrovb,  J.— I  am  not  aware  of 
any  power  to  prodnoe  documenta  on  rabp<mut  for 
inspection,  but  only  for  evidence.  What  da  you  aak 
fbrP]  Any  telegrams  to  and  from  the  peisona 
whom  we  allwe  to  bare  been  acting  as  agents  in 
the  election.  I  should  suggest  that  we  famish  a 
list  <d  persons,  to  and  from  whom  we  sb;  tele* 
grans  have  pesBed. 

BaOanime,  Serjt, — We  do  not  at  all  oononr. 
Tuesday,  Jan.  20,  1374. 

Obotb,  J. — I  have  received  an  answer  [him  my 
learned  brothers  whom  I  had  consulted  respecting 
the  niatter  of  the  telegrams,  and  their  opinion  is 
very  strong,  coinciding  with  the  opinion  I  rather 
intimated  on  Saturday,  that  I  OQKht  not,  decidedly 
oneht  not,  to  interfere  to  oompel  the  Fost-oCBoe 
affioials  to  produce  these  telegrams.  I  don't  wish 
to  go  into  the  reasons  for  the  decision,  and  for  this 
.  reason,  that  I  am  not  bj  this  saying  that  a  case 
may  not  arise  where  strongly  specific  grouuda 
are  shown  in  whieh  a  Jud^  may  interpose  bis 
anthority,  but  certainly  this  is  not  such  a  case.  X 
am  merely  saying  this  to  prevent  this  decision 
operating  in  other  casea. 

SuMeU. — There  are  one  or  two  particular  tele- 
grams SB  to  which  we  should  have  desired  to  make 
a  apecifio  inquiry,  but  unless  we  ^t  a  fnll  right  of 
inspection  of  any  telegrams  passing  through  per- 
aons  who  are  agents  in  this  matter  it  would  be 
practically  useless,  and  therefore  £  shall  make  no 


who  came  here  declines  to  produce  the  telegrams 
on  his  own  authority.  If  on  any  occasion  these 
officials  chose  to  do  acts  of  their  own  accord  it 
must  be  upon  their  own  resf>onsibility.  I  don't 
compel  or  invite  them  to  do  it. 

Monday,  Jan.  19, 187'i. 

/(  it  ttol  open  to  petUionert  to  ihow  that  p«rttmi 
employed  by  Ihe  retpondenl  at  the  elsdion  which 
«•  th«  nibjed  of  the  inquiry  were  charged  mith 
corrupt  pratlieei  al  a  prior  eleoOon  to  Ote  kiiow' 
ledge  of  the  retpondent,  the  petilion  viith  reference 
to  rntdi  prior  election  hamng  been  diepoted  of 
wiihwU  any  decieion  having  been  arrived  at  wiUt 
r^erence  to  eueh  charge. 

Skeueaht  Edwakd  Wcuau  Cox  was  the  first  wit* 

mesa  placed  in  the  box. 
fiwntl :  Ton  attend  ber*  npon  mbpcnta  f — I  do. 
Too  wen   in  18(18   ConservatlTe   oandidata   for   the 

borowh  ol  Taimton  P— Tea. 

And,  as   we   know,   the  other  ooadidates  were  Mr. 

Barabj>  and  Hr.  James  in  the  Liberal  Intereit  P— Tbsf 

Ton  had  prerioiuly  been  a  oandidate  in  the  Coiuer. 
votive  interart  in  the  alMtioQ  of  1865  P— I  hwl. 

Aftn  the  aleotioD  Ot  1865  Lord  William  Haj  and  Hr. 
Barely  wan  ratnmed  in  the  liberal  intanst  F— They 


Do  jon  neoQeot  whether  then  n 


.BoHomIum,  Bent.,  objected  to  the  reception  of 
tlve  evideoce.    [BMOvt,  J.  —  I  canuot   take  any 


more  than  that  the  petition  was  withdrawn.  It 
seems  to  me  that  if  any  arrangement  was  made  it 
is  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  Act.]  I  understand 
that  my  learned  friend  is  speaking  of  the  election 
of  1865.  [Geove,  J. — How  do  you  proposa  to 
make  the  evidence  relevant,  Mr.  BnasellP] 

Rueeell  replied  that  he  was  going  to  put  in  a 
copy  of  the  proceedings,  the  petition  itself,  the 
particulars  delivered  by  the  then  petitioners  who 
brought  the  petition  at  the  instance  and  expense 
of  the  present  respondent.  He  would  iden- 
tify the  names  of  those  persons  in  the  petition 
charged  with  corrupt  piaotiras  with  those  retained 
by  the  present  reapondent  ;  also  a  copy 
of  the  recriminatOTT  charges  to  show  that 
the  persoDS  involved  in  those  charges  had 
^so  oeen  retained  on  the  present  oocasion. 
[Qbovi,  J. — la  it  to  be  assumed  that  because  a 
person  waa  charged,  for  anght  we  may  know 
wrongly,  with  oormpt  practices,  it  is  evidence  to 
damage  his  character  in  fatnre  proceedings  P]/* 
The  way  in  which  it  ia  sought  to  nse  it,  fnd  we  are 
bound  to  urge  it,  is  that  tne  proceedings  on  that 
occasion  ought  to  have  put  the  responduit  and  his 
agents  and  advisers  on  their  guard  as  to  tbe 
cEaraoter  of  the  persons  they  employed.  [OaovE, 
J. — How  do  I  know  that  it  did  not  pnt  them  on 
their  guard  P]  Because  those  persona  charged  on 
that  oocasion  were  again  employed  on  tbe  present 
occasion.  [Gaovs,  X— But  it  is  not  decided  at 
present  whether  they  were  corrupt  or  not.  Ton 
assume  that  because  they  were  charged  with  being 
corrupt  on  the  lost  oocasion,  they  must  be  corrupt 
now.]  Idon'taskyourLordshtptoassumeanything, 
only  to  say  that  this  is  evidence  which  should  tend 
to  bring  your  mind  to  a  certain  conclusion. 
[Gbovb,  J. — Whatever  suspicion  I  may  have  in  my 
mind  I  can  only  admit  what  ia  legal  evidence,  but 
yon  may  say  that  people  would  not  chu'ge  people 
with  being  corrupt  unices  they  had  acme  ground 
for  it.  I  nave  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  that  they 
were  corrupt.  The  law  assumes  that  every  man  is 
innocent  until  he  ia  proved  guilty,  and  you  are  now 
aslung  me  to  assume  that  they  are  corrupt.]  lam 
only  reepectf\)llv  submitting  the  fact  that  certain 
persons  were  charged  by  the  present  reapondent 
in  the  particulars  delivered  against  Serjeant  Cox  as 
having  been  guilty  of  corrupt  practices,  and  that 
that  IS  evidence  implicating  the  respondent  as 
having  a  knowledge  that  they  were  corrupt  persona. 
[Qrovb,  J. — I  cannot  possiblv  admit  that  without 
going  into  a  whole  collateral  inquiry  into  the  cir- 
cnmstanoes  which  led  to  these  cuarges,  and  why 
the  petition  was  withdrawn ;  and  thai  would  seem 
to  be  an  endless  inquiry,  and  would  occupy  perhaps 
another  fortnight.]^  wliat  I  want  to  convey  to  your 
Lordship  is,  that  in  the  petition  presented  the  re- 
spondent was  the  moving  party,  that  he  waa  a  party 
to  the  whole  of  the  proceedings,  that  that  inquiry 
was  conducted  at  bis  coat,  and  that  his  agents, 
employed  in  the  furthering  of  that  petition, 
delivered  particnlars  incrinuoating  certain  per- 
sona in  corrupt  practices.  1  proposa  to  prove 
that  amongst  the  persona  so  iuolnded  in  these 
particulars  are  persons  as  to  whom  we  have 
already  given,  and  with  respect  to  whom  we  shall 
give,  further  evidence  as  to  corrupt  praotioea  in 
the  present  petition.  I  have  considered  it  very 
anxiously,  and  I  shonld  not  ofier  this  evidAoab 
unless  I  waa  bowiii  \«  6o  wi.  "V  Aaa-^rs^^"^ 
prove  W)  vottf  ^jtwft^vp  "iiafc  ^  'iXi*.  "so^  ™-  *^a. 
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V.C.  M.] 


QunrxoN  v,  Matob,  &c.,  op  Bristol. 


[V.C.IL 


not  go  into  the  case,  that  the  Judge  made  an 
order  that  the  respondent  should  pay  the  costs, 
and  that  that  order  has  not  been  actea  upon,  but 
that  the  present  respondent  bore  the  costs  of  the 
first  petition. 

IF.  G.  Harrison. — Acting  on  behalf  of  the  peti- 
tioners in  this  case  I  shoold  extremely  regret  to 
seem  to  press  any  evidence  on  this  point  unduly, 
but  the  way  in  which  it  occurs  to  my  mind  is  this 
— that  the  employment  of  agents  known  to  be 
corrupt  is  in  itself  an  offence,  as  showing  cor- 
ruption on  the  part  of  the  persons  so  employing 
them.  I  submit  the  evidence  is  admissible  if  we 
can  show  that  on  a  previous  occasion  certain 
persons  were,  with  the  knowledp^  of  the  respon- 
dent, charged  with  corrupt  practices,  at  a  previous 
election  in  which  he  was  concerned ;  and  the  em- 
ployment by  him  of  such  persons  at  a  subsequent 
election  would  be  evidence  that  he  had  adopted,  to 
his  knowledge,  corrupt  practices. 

Gbo>'£,  J. — In  this  case  I  entertain  a  rather 
strong  opinion  that  the  evidence  is  inadmissible. 
It  is,  in  fact,  asking  me  to  admit  evidence,  tending 
to  affect  my  mind,  that  oerUdn  persons  are  likely 
to  be  corrupt  because  their  names  were  includea 
in  a  list  ot  particulars  by  the  gentleman  who  is 
now  respondent.  As  it  stands  there  is  no  evidence 
at  all  that  those  persons  were  corrupt.  A  practical 
objection  is  that  it  is  a  collateral  issue  that  I  should 
have  to  try,  viz.,  the  whole  circumstances  attend- 
ing that  last  petition,  how  isir  the  charges  were 
Eroperly  made,  whether  the  charges  were  estab- 
shed,  Or  whether  they  were  entirely  groundless. 
I  should  have  to  go  into  all  that  before  I  could  ap- 
ply that  evidence  to  the  present  case. 

Attorney  for  the  petitioners,  E.  0,  EUis. 

Attorney  for  the  respondent,  T,  B.  Holmes. 

Evidence  r^ected. 


V.C.  1CALZV8'  COUBT. 

Reported  l^  T.  H.  Cabsov  and  F.  Gould,  Eeqrs., 

Barristers-at-Law. 


Thursday,  Feb.  26  1874. 

QuiNTON  V.  Mayor,  Ac,  op  Bristol. 

Parliamentary  powers — Street  improvement — Com- 

puUory  sale — Lands  Clauses  Uonsolidation  Act, 

1845. 

A  corporation  were  authorised  by  Parliament  to 

take    lands    compidsorily,   for    the    purpose    of 

widening  and   improving  a  street.     They  gave 

notice  of  tJieir  intention  to  take  certain  houses 

which  occupied  a  site  larger  tha^  that  required 

for  the  actual  width  of  the  propospd  improved 

street,  though  paH  only  of  the  houses  would  neces' 

sarihj  be  required. 

Held  that  the  otfniei's  of  the  houses  could  not  require 

the  corporation  to  take  that  part  only  of  the  site 

of  the  liou^es,  which  would  form  part  of  tlie  street. 

Tuis  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs, 

to  restrain  the  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Bristol 

from  compelling  them  to  sell  the  whole  of  certain 

houses  ill  Baldwin-street,  and  Saint  Nicholas  Steps 

in  the  city  of  Bristol. 

The  plaintiffs  were  the  trustees,  or  feoffees  of  a 
charity,  and  the  houses  in  question  were  part  of 
the  hereditaments  owned    by  the   charity,    and 
failed  **  Saint  Nicholas  Church  Lands." 
By  a  provisioDol  order,  dated  20th  May  1868, 
under  the  hand  of  the  Home  Secretary,  made  m 
purauance  of  the  Local  Goveriimeut  A.cti  1^5^ 


which  order  was  confirmed  l^  the  Local  Gk>yem- 
ment  Supplemental  Act  1868  (No.  5),  the  Locil 
Board  of  Health  for  the  District  of  Bristol  were 
empowered  to  put  in  foroe  for  the  purpose  of 
widening,  altering,  and  improving  Mldwin- 
street  and  Corn-street  in  Bristol,  the  powers  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845^  with 
respect  to  the  purchase  and  taking  of  lands  other- 
wise than  by  agreement. 

The  schedule  annexed  to  the  order,  showing  the 
lands  and  buildines  intended  to  be  taken  by  the 
corporation,  inclu&d  three  houses,  and  a  cdJsr 
and  premises,  being  the  above-mentioned  premises, 
owned  by  the  plaintiffs  as  representing  the  charity. 

The  corporation  had  given  the  pliuutifis  notice 
to  treat  in  respect  of  the  premises,  bat  it  appeared 
that  the  whole  width  of  the  street,  as  alteied, 
would  not  require  the  entire  site  of  the  houses, 
and  the  plaintiffs  therefore  declined  to  sell  to  the 
corporation  a  larger  portion  of  the  houses  thso 
would  be  required  for  the  actual  width  of  the 
street. 

The  corporation  having  given  notice  to  the 
plaintiffs  that  a  jury  would  be  summoned  to  assess 
the  value  of  the  premises,  the  plaintifib,  on  die 
12th  February  1874,  filed  their  bill,  stating  that 
they  believed  that  if  the  defendants  were  per- 
mitted to  purchase  the  entirety  of  the  premises 
the  effect  would  be  that  the  corporation,  who  were 
the  sanitary  authority,  would  appropriate  tibe 
entire  prospective  improved  value,  and  thus  make 
a  profit  on  a  resale  after  the  completion  of  the 
proposed  improvements  to  the  loss  and  detriment 
of  the  charity  estate. 

CoUon,  Q.C.,  Shebbeare,  and  Gflen  for  the  motion. 
— Although  the  defendants  have  parliamentsiy 
power  to  take  the  whole  land,  yet  it  is  only  for  the 
purpose  of  widening  and  improving  the  street. 
The  whole  site  of  the  houses  is  not  wanted  for 
that  purpose,  and  although  we  could  oblige  them 
to  take  tne  whole  we  are  at  liberty  to  waive  that 
right. 

Eversfield  r.  If  id  Sussem  Railway  Company,  3  De 
G.  A  J.  286 ;  1  Giff.  153  ;  32  L.  'T  Bep.  202. 

Pearson,  Q-C.  and  Ford  for  the  corporatioD.— 
There  is  a  difference  between  a  corporation  which 
exercises  its  power  for  the  public  benefit,  and  a 
railway  company,  which  seeks  its  own  profit  bj 
the  adventure.    They  cited: 

QaUoway  v.  Mayor  ^e.  qf  London^  L.  Bep.  1  Bog. 
&  L  App.  34 ;  14  L.  T.  Bep.  N.S.  865. 

Cotton,  Q.C.  replied. 

The  Vice  Chancxllob,  after  referring  to  the 
cases  of  a  similar  description  with  respect  to 
railway  companies,  said  that  at  first  oe  bad 
thougnt  that  similar  principles  would  apply  ae 
reganied  corporations.  It  was  clear  that  taking 
away  from  a  house  such  a  portion  as  the  corporatioD 
proposed  to  take,  would  render  the  house  usekss. 
The  houses  were,  however,  in  this  case  takni« 
not  for  the  purposes  of  profit,  but  of  improvement, 
and  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  railway  cases  did  not 
apply,  but  that  the  present  case  was  governed  by 
Ualioway  v.  Mayor,  ^c,  of  London  (tM  sup.),  where 
Lord  Cranworth,  in  giving  judgment,  after  stating 
that  persons  seeking  the  aid  of  i*arliament  towards 
forming  a  railway  were  bound  to  show  that  what 
they  proposed  to  do  was  of  such  pablio  importance 
as  to  make  it  reasonable  that  thej  shoold  interfere 
.  with  the  rights  of  private  property,  said :  "  Bni  in 
\  \Xi<^  c»Aft  ^  ^  xraA^Vi^  bodY^  uke  the  Mayor  and 
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improTements  in  the  metropolis,  the  matter  is  very 
dinerent.  When  the^  have  made  a  new  or  widened 
mn  old  street,  they  will  necessarily  have  incurred  a 
very  great  expense,  for  which  they  can  cet  no 
return.  The  new  or  improved  street  is  dedicated 
to  the  public,  and,  unliKe  the  railway,  yields  no 
profit  to  those  by  whom  it  has  been  nuule.  In 
order  to  meet  this  difficulty,  and  to  enable  corpo- 
rations to  reimburse  themselves,  the  course  has 
been  to  authorise  them  to  take  compulsorily, 
not  only  the  buildings  actually  necessary  for 
forming  the  streets  or  other  projected  improve- 
ments, but  also  other  neighbouring  lands  and 
buildings,  the  value  of  which,  and  the  proper 
mode  of  dealing  with  which,  the  Legislature 
considers  to  be  connected  with  and  dependent 
upon  the  projected  improvements.**  Lord  Chelms- 
ford idso  said,  "  The  word  '  street '  does  not  mean 
the  mere  roadway,  but  (as  correctly  defined  by 
Mr.  Bolt  in  his  argument)  a  thoroughfare  witn 
houses  on  both  sides.  Therefore,  when  the  Legis- 
lature empowered  the  Mavor  and  Corporation  to 
taJce  lands,  houses,  and  buildings,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Act,  it  did  not  confine  them  to  tne  mere 
width  of  the  intended  road,  but  ^ve  them  autho- 
rity to  take  as  much  land  as  might  be  necessary 
for  the  formation  of  the  street  itself,  hj  the  erec- 
tion of  houses  or  buildings  on  each  side.*'  His 
Honour  was  of  opinion  that  the  fair  meaning  of 
the  Ajot  was  that  the  corporation  should  have 
power  to  take  the  houses  in  question,  and  if  they 
thought  fit  to  let  the  sites. 

Motion  refused. 

Plaintiff's  solicitor,  Travers  Burgee. 
Defendants'  solicitors,  Abbott,  Jenkins,  9,ud  Abbott, 
for  Clarke  and  Sons,  Bristol.  . 


COUBT  OF  QVEEH'B  BEVCK. 

Baportad  bj  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKbllab,  Eaqra., 

Barriatan>at>Law. 


Wednesday,  Jan,  28, 1874. 

MusoBAvs  V.  Thb  Inclosu&b  Commissionebs  for 
England  and  Wales. 

Indoswre  of  commons  —  Bdghts  of  pastwrage  — 
Bights  usuaUy  enjoyed  by  lord  or  his  tenants — 
Evidence  —  Provisional  order  —  Jwnsdiction  of 
valuer  or  assistant  commissioner  where  no 
objection  made  to  claim — General  Indosure  Act 
(8^9  Viet.  c.  118),  m.  27,  48.  66,  77. 

Plaintiff  was  lord  of  the  manor  of  K.,  and  seised 
of  certain  farms,  parcel  of  the  said  manor.  He 
was  also  owner  of  the  soil  in  ce^'tain  tracts  of 
waste  land,  which  it  was  proposed  to  inclose. 
The  tenants  of  the  farms  had  from  tims  imm£' 
vMrial  exercised  over  the  waste  certain  rights  of 
pasturage.  The  Indoswre  CommissionerSj  by 
their  provisional  order,  directed  that  a  certain 
portion  of  the  waste  should  be  allotted  to  the  lord  in 
respect  of  his  right  and  interest  in  the  soil,  ex- 
clusively of  his  right  or  interest  in  all  or  any 
of  the  mines,  minerals,  stone,  and  other  substrata 
under  such  land. 

Held,  that  the  provisional  order  being  silent  as 
to  the  inclusion  or  exclusion  of  "  any  right  of 
pasturage  which  may  have  been  usually  enjoyed 
by  the  lord  or  his  tenants"  (8  ^  9  Vict.  c.  118, 
s.  27),  stteh  rights  of  pasturage,  if  any  existed, 
were  not  to  be  eonsiaered  as  indudei  in  tlie 
praviskmal  order,  or  as  compensated  for  by  the 
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portion  of  the  waste  allotted  to  the  lord  of  the 
manor: 
Held,    also,    thai    the  quasi  rights   of  pasturage 
enjoyed   by  the  tenants    of  the  farms,    though 
technically  merged  in  the  oumership  of  the  waste, 
were  in    fact    "rights    of   pasturage    usually 
enjoyed  by  the  lord  or  his  tenants,"  within  the 
meaning  of  sed.  27  of  the  General  Indoswre  Act,  • 
and  in  respect  of  which  the  lord  was  entitled  to  a 
further  allotment  under  sect.  77  of  the  Ad. 
Plainiiff,  leaving  claimed  rights  of  pasturage  over 
the  waste  in  resped  of  all  the  farms,  soms  of  these 
claims  were  objected  to,  but  in  the  case  of  one 
daim  no  objedion  was  made.     This  unobjeded  to 
daim  having  been  disallowed  by  the  valusr  and 
assistant  commissioner : 
Held,  that  the  daim  not  having  been  objected  to, 
the  valuer  and  assistant  commissioner  had  no 
jurisdidion  to    examine    its   validity,  and  dis- 
allow  it. 
This  was  an  action  npon  a  feigned  issue  pursuant 
to  sect.  56  of  the  General  Indosure  Act  (8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  118). 

The  feigned  issue  was  as  follows :  In  the  Queen*s 
Bench,  the  9th  July,  a.d.  1866,  Cumberland 
(to  wit),  whereas  Sir  George  Musgrave,  Bart., 
was  at  the  time  of  his  making  the  claims  herein- 
after mentioned,  and  from  Sience  hitherto  has 
been,  and  still  is  lord  of  the  manor  of  Kirkoswald, 
in  the  township  of  Kirkoswald,  in  the  county  of 
Cumberland,  and  as  such  lord,  claims  to  be  seised 
in  his  demesne,  as  of  fee  of,  and  in  certain 
lands  within,  and  parcel  of  the  said  manor  (that 
is  to  say),  certain  lands  containing  together  about 
257a.  2r.  13p.,  and  comprised  in  a  certain  farm 
called  the  Mains  Farm,  certain  other  lands 
containing  together  about  181a.  2r.  38p.,  and 
comprised  in  a  certain  farm  called  the  Demesne 
Farm,  certain  other  lands  containing  together 
about  109a.  3r.  14p.,  and  comprised  in  a  certain 
farm  called  the  Housegills  Farm,  certain  other 
lands  containing  together  about  159a.  Sr.  5p.,  and 
comprised  in  a  certain  farm  called  the  High  Bank 
Kill  Farm,  certain  other  lands  containing  together 
about  422a.  Ir.  17p.,  and  comprised  in  a  certain 
faj-m  called  the  Fog  Close  Farm,  certain  other 
lands  containing  together  about  335a.  Or.  17p., 
and  comprised  in  a  certain  farm  called  tne 
Park  House  Farm,  and  certain  other  lands 
called  the  Woodlands,  containing  together  about 
84ft.  Ir.  30p.,  and  of  which  certain  portions  con- 
taining together  about  11a.  Or.  20p.,  form  part  of 
the  said  farm  called  the  Park  House  f^arm,  and 
the  remaining  portions  do  not  from  part  of  the 
said  last  mentioned  farm;  and  whereas,  under 
and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  for 
the  indosure,  exchange,  and  improvement  of  land, 
certain  proceedings  weie  duly  had  and  taken  for 
the  iuclosure  of  certain  commoni  within  and 
parcel  of  the  said  manor  (that  is  to  say),  four 
certain  commons  called  resDect'yely  Haresceugh 
Fell,  Viol  Moor,  Tod  Bank  Hill,  and  Berry  Moor, 
that  a  certain  valuer  dul^  appointed  and  acting  in 
that  behalf  under  the  said  Acts  determined  in  the 
matter  of  the  said  indosure  (amongst  other  claims), 
certain  claims  duly  made  by  the  said  Sir  George 
Musgrave,  of  rights  of  common  of  pasture  upon 
each  of  the  said  commons  for  all  his  commonable 
cattle,  levant  and  couchant,  upon  his  sfiid  per- 
spective land%  *,  wdA  '^\ifi.T^»j^  VJckft  ^V3i^^s««sr  ^^x^ 
miasionera  Vox  1E^tv^w\^  wA^^«^^x«^^^^^ 
I  duly    em^^w^ei  ^tOi>MKa  ^^>i>cv^^c^.  ^'wv^ 
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assistant  oommissioner  under  the  Acts,  to  re-hear 
and  determine  (amongst  other  claims)  the  said 
claims  of  the  said  Sir  G^rge  Musgrare,  and  the 
said  Nathan  Wetherell,  Esq.,  did  accordingly  duly 
and    according   to    the    said  Acts,  re-hear  and 
determine  the  said  claims  of  the  said  Sir  George 
Musgpraye,  and  upon  such  re-hearing  did  determine 
and  decide  in  respect  of  the  said  claims  of   Sir 
Oeorge  Mnsgrave,  as  follows  (that  is  to  say),  that 
his  said  claims  in  respect  of  his  said  lands,  in  his 
said  farm  called  the  Mains  Farm,  should  be  dis- 
allowed as  to  all  the  said  commons,  that  his  said 
claims  in   respect  of  his  said  lands   comprised 
in   the    said    farm    called  the  Demesne    Farm, 
should    be    allowed    as    to    the    said   common 
called  Harescengh  Fell,  and  disallowed  as  to  the 
said    commons    called    Yiol    Moor,    Tod    Bank 
Hill,  and    Berry    Moor,    that    his    said    claims 
in    respect    of    his    said    lands    comprised    in 
the  said  farm  called  the  Housegill's  Farm,  should 
be  allowed  as  to  the  said  commons  called  Hare- 
scengh Fell  and  Yiol  Moor,  and  disallowed  as  to 
the  said  commons  called  Tod  Bank  Hill  and  Berry 
Moor,  that  his  said  claims  in  respect  of  his  said 
lands,  comprised  in  the  said  farm  called  the  High 
Bank  Hill  Farm,  should  be  allowed  as  to  the  said 
commons  called  Haresoeugh  Fell  and  Berry  Moor, 
and  disallowed  as  to  the  said  commons  called  Yiol 
Moor  and  Tod  Bank  Hill,  that  his  said  claims  in 
respect  of  his  said  lands,  comprised  in  the  said 
farm  called  the  Fog  Close  Farm  should  be  dis- 
allowed as  to  all  the  said  commons,  that  his  said 
claims  in  respect  of  his  said  land!s  comprised  in 
the  said  farm  called  the  Park  House  Farm,  should 
be  allowed  as  to  the  said  commons  called  Hare- 
scengh Fell  and  Yiol  Moor,  and  disallowed  as  to 
the  said  commons  called  Tod  Bank  Hill  and  Berry 
Moor,  that  his  said  claims  in  respect  of  his  said 
lands  called    the  Woodlands,  should    so  far  as 
regards  the  said  portion  thereof,   forming  part  of 
the  said  farm  called  the  Park  House  Farm,  be 
allowed  as  to  the  said  commons  called  Haresceugh 
Fell  and  Yiol  Moor,  and  that  the  residue  of  his 
said  last-mentioned  claims  should  be  disallowed. 
And  whereas,  the    said  Sir   Oeorge    Mnsgrave 
claims  to  be  interested  in  the  said  commons,  and 
is  dissatisfied  with  the  said  determinations   and 
decisions  of  the  said  assistant  commissioner,  so 
far  as   his  said  claims   were  thereby  disallowed. 
And  whereas,  the  said  Sir  Greorge  Mungraye,  duly 
caused  notice  of  such  dissatisfaction  to  be  delivered 
according  to  the  provisions  and  requirements  in 
that  behalf,  of  the    56th  section  of  8  &  9  Yict. 
c.  118,  and   everything  has  been  done  and  has 
happened,  and  all  times  have  elapsed,  necessary  to 
entitle  the  said  Sir  George  Mnsgrave  to  bring  an 
action  upon  a  feigned  issue  against  the  Inclosure 
Commissioners  for  England  and  Wales,   for  the 
determination  of  the  several  matters  in  respect  to 
which  he  is  so  dissatisfied  as  aforesaid.     Now  the 
said  Sir  Georjje  Musgrave  affirms,  and  the  Inclo- 
sure Commissioners  for  England  and  Wales  deny 
as  follows,  that  is  to  say :  First,  that  the  said  Sir 
George  Musgrave  is  entitled  to  common  of  pasture 
upon  the  said  common  called  Haresceugh  Fell, 
for  all  his  commonable  cattle,  levant  and  couchant, 
upon  his  respective  lands,  comprised  in  the  said 
farms  called  respectively  the  Main's  Farm  and  the 
Fo<?  Close  Farm,  and  upon  such  of  his  said  lands 
called  the  Woodlands,  as  do  not  form  part  of  the 
said  farm  called  the  Park  House  Farm.  EecoudX^, 
that  the  said  Sir  George  Musgrave  ia  entiWedi 
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to  common  of  pasture  npon  the  said  oommon 
called  Yiol  Moor,  for  all  his  oommonable  ottle, 
levant  and  oonohant,  upon  hia  said  i^espectife 
lands,  comprised  in  the  said  &nns  called  respec- 
tively the  Main's  Farm,  the  Demesne  Farm,  the 
High  Bank  Hill  Farm,  and  the  For  Close  iWm, 
and  upon  such  of  his  said  lands  caUed  the  Wood* 
lands,  as  do  not  form  part  of  the  said  fiMrm  caUed 
the  Park  House  Farm.  Thirdly,  that  the  said  Sir 
Greorge  Musgrave  is  entitled  to  ocnnmon  ofpastore 

rn  the  said  oommon  called  Tod  Bank  Hill,  fat 
his  commonable  cattle,  levant  and  oondyyDt, 
npon  his  said  respective  lands,  comprised  in  the 
said  farms  called  respectively  the  Main's  Ewm, 
the  Demesne  Farm,  the  HousegUl's  Farm»  the 
High  Bank  Hill  Farm,  the  Fog  Close  Farm,  and 
the  Park  House  Farm,  and  upon  the  said  lands 
called  the  Woodlands.  And  foorthlj,  that  the 
said  Sir  G^rge  Musgrave  is  entitled  to  conmioo 
of  pasture  upon  the  said  common,  called  Berry 
Moor,  for  all  his  conunonable  cattle,  levant  and 
couchant,  upon  his  said  respective  lands,  com- 
prised in  the  said  farms  called  respectively  the 
Main's  Farm,  the  Demesne  Farm,  the  Hoosmll'i 
Farm,  the  Fog  Close  Farm,  and  the  Park  ESiue 
Farm,  and  ilpon  the  said  lands  called  the  Wood* 
lands.    Therefore,  &o. 

The  action  came  on  for  trial  at  the  Giunberiaiid 
Summer  Assizes,  1866,  when  a  verdict  was  by  con- 
sent entered  for  the  plaintiff  subject  to  the  opinioo 
of  the  court  on  a  special  case  to  be  settled  by  an 
arbitrator. 

The  following  were  the  &cts  found  by  the  arbi- 
trator : 

5.  The  plaintiff  is  lord  of  the  manor  of  dkos- 
wald,  which  is  co-extensive  with  the  township  of 
Kirkoswald,  in  the  parish  of  Kirkoswald,  in  the 
county  of  Cumberland,  and  as  such  lord  he  is 
seised  of  four  tracts  of  waste  land,  parcel  d  the 
manor,  and  lying  within  the  township  of  £arko6- 
wald,  called  Haresceugh  Fell,  contaming  2343s. 
Ir.  lOp. ;  Yiol  Moor,  containing  127a.  Ir.  3p. ;  Tod 
Bank  Hill,  containing  7a.  2r.  25p. ;  ana  Benr 
Moor,  containing  12a.  2r.  33p. ;  subject  to  soch 
rights  of  common,  of  pasture,  or  riffhts  of  pastors 
as  can  be  legally  established  over  tnem. 

6.  The  plaintiff  is  also  seised  of  certain  fium 
and  lands  situated  in  the  said  township  and  manor 
of  Kirkoswald,  vis, :  1,  A  farm  consisting  of  lands 
called  respectively  Hiffh  Mains  and  Low  Miine; 
2,  a  &rm  called  Fog  Close,  or  Fo^  Closes,  some- 
times called  The  Fog,  and  consisting  of  knds 
called  respectively  High  Fog  Closes  and  Low  Fog 
Closes ; ' 3,  a  farm  callM  the  Demesne  Farm;  i,  a 
farm  (»lled  Housegills,  sometimes  Hifffa  Hoose- 

fill  and  Low  Housegill ;  5,  a  fkrm  caUed  PlMrk*8 
arm,  sometimes  Park  House  Farm,  consisting  of 
lands  formerly  called  respectively  Park's  Farm,' 
and  Lodge  Park  Farm;  6,  a  farm  called  High 
Bank  Hill ;  and  7,  certain  woodlands. 

7.  These  farms  and  woodlands,  together  with 
the  manor  of  Kirkoswald,  have  been  hcJd  by  the 
plaintiff  and  his  ancestors  for  many  years  lasfc 
past.  No  evidence  was  adduced  to  snow  that  the 
manor  had  ever  been  held  under  a  tide  sepante 
and  distinct  from  the  farms  and  vroodlands. 
Several  of  the  leases  (produced  at  the  trial  and 
set  out  in  the  appendix  to  the  case)  refer  to  the 
farms  and  woodlands  as  portions  of  the  demesnes 
of  the  manors,  and  all  tne  fiums  «nd  woodlands 
^T^  Yn  W^\>  ^^xck»&w<^  qC  the  manor. 
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the  High  Quarter  and  Low  Qnart«r.  The  High 
Qtuu-ter  compriaes  Hareacengh  Fell,  Viol  Moor, 
and  Tod  Bank  Hill ;  the  Low  Qoarter  oomprises 
Berrf  Hoor  uid  the  fiuina  and  woodlands  of  the 
plaintiff  above  mentioned. 

9.  An  inclosnre  of  the  four  tracts  of  paate  was 
oommenced  under  the  Oeneral  Incloanre  Act 
(8  A  9  Yiat.  0  118)  in  the  year  1860,  and  ia  etill 
pendiuK- 

10.  The  defendants  iaaned  their  proTiaional  order 
under  sect.  27  of  the  Act  dated  25th  April  1861. 

The  provisional  order  was  aa  follows  : 

No.  36. — ProTuioiul  order  of  the  InaloBnre  Commia- 
■icnun  for  EngUnd  uid  Walla. 

Whanu  poraona  intaiMted  in  otrtajn  laoda  oalled  or 
known  u  Hu-MOBogh  FeU,  Tiol  Hoor,  Tod  Bank  Hill, 
■ad  Bary  Hoot,  Btosta  in  the  township  of  Kiikomld, 
imtiM  oonnt;  of  Cambwland,  being  luid  snbject  to  be  in- 
doMd  nndec  theproviaioiu  of  the  Aote  for  the  enoloenre, 
flxohang^  mi  unproremeut  of  land,  Kid  piopoaing  to 
inoloM  tk»  aams  nnd^r  the  sud  Aota,  hsve  mkde  dne 
applioation  to  the  iDolomre  Commiaaiouara  tor  EngUnd 
MO  Walel  to  auiotion  anoh  isotoanre. 

And  whereM  it  hu  been  nude  to  kppeu  to  the  wid 
oommia^onera  that  tha  peraona  nuking  the  wid  spplioa- 
tHmrapreaentfttleut  one-thud  in  Tkloa  of  the  intereit 
in  tlia  aaid  landa. 

And  whereaa  the  uid  oommiaeioDerB  on  the  atnteinent* 
ootitAined  in  the  aoid  a.pplicmtioii,  bought  the  inotoatire 
of  tha  «»id  landa  miKht  be  found  to  be  aipedient,  and 
aooordinglj  rafamd  tha  said  applioation  to  Juhn  Job 
Bawlinion,  Eaq.,  an  aatiatant  aommiaaiDner  Jnly  ap- 
pointed nndei  Uie  Mid  Acts. 

And  whereaa  tiie  said  aasistant  oommiaaioner,  after 
hafing  oaoaed  dne  notioa  to  be  given  aa  required  by  the 
aaid  Acta,  and  having  inapeoted  t^e  aaid  lands,  held, 
puranant  to  the  aaid  notice,  a  meeting  on  the  19th  da; 
of  Haroh  1861,  at  the  house  of  George  Amison,  Harea- 


eto,  and  mgoired  mto  the   oorret 

— tain  the  aaid  applioation,  and  othei 

expedienqr  at  the  aaid  proposed  inolosute. 

And  whenaa  the  aaid  aaaiatant  oommiaeiDner  duly  re- 
pmted  in  writiiig  to  tha  aaid  oommiaBionera  the  result  of 
ma  inqniriea  aa  to  tha  statement*  contained  in  the  said 
■ppboatioil,  and  his  opinion  as  to  the  eipediecoy  of  the 
■■id  proposed  inolosnre,  irith  his  reaaona  for  anoh 
o^nioo,  and  annexed  to  his  report  a  aketob  of  the  said 

And  whereaa  Sir  Qeorge  UnBgrave,  Baronet,  aa  lord 
of  the  manor  of  Eiikoswald.  ia  entitled  to  the  aoil  ot  the 

And  whereaa  we,  the  said  oommiasioners.  are  of 
opinion  that  Uie  aaid  proposed  inolosore  would  be  ex- 
pediant,  and  in  oase  the  neoeaair;  oonsenta  be  given, 
and  tha  rei^uiBites  of  the  said  Aets  be  otherwise  oom- 
pliad  with,  intend  to  certify  in  our  annnal  general  report 
the  expediency  of  anoh  inoloaure  npon  the  tenna  harein- 
■Iter  mentioned. 

Now,  therefore,  in  pursiianoe  of  the  power  given  to  ua 
by  tha  said  Aote.  we,  tha  Inalosure  Commissionera  for 
England  and  Wales,  do,  b^  this  provisional  order  under 
oar  seal,  deolare  the  foUowio^  to  be  the  terms  and  oondi- 
tiooa  on  which  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  said  propoaed 
inoloanre  ahould  be  made,  that  ia  to  aay — 

That  four  aoree  on  Berry  Moor,  at  anoh  spot  as  the 
tbIdst  shall  select,  be  allotted  for  the  labouring  poor. 

And  that  one-aiiteenth  part  in  value  of  the  said  landa, 
to  laolude  tJie  groond  where  the  limestone  crops  ont,  be 
■llotted  nnder  the  provisiona  of  the  aaid  Aota  to  the  aaid 
Sir  Oaorge  HQagtave,  as  lord  of  the  aaid  manor,  in  lien 
of  Ida  right  and  interest  in  the  soil  of  the  aaid  lands,  to 
b«  enelosed,  eiolnsively  of  his  right  and  interest  in  all 
mines,  miserskls,  stone,  aiid  other  anbatrata  onder  the 

That  a  right  to  enter  the  said  lands  when  inoloaed 
for  ths  porpoae  of  opening,  wotking,  or  winning  aush 
minsa,  minerals,  stone,  and  other  snbetrata,  be  reserved 
to  anoh  lord,  oompeosation  to  be  made  b;  the  person 
eswolsitig  anoh  rlg'blt  tor  aaj  dmniugn  to  the  ■nitaoe 
whioh  M»j  tbtnby  be  doaa. 


enter  npon  the  said  land  for  the  o 
of  such  rights. 

In  witneaa  whereof  we  have  heieonto  aet  our  offloial 
aaal  this  25th  day  of  April,  1861. 

11.  The  claims  of  peraona  claiming  to  be  inte- 
rested in  bhs  said  tracts  were  dulj  delivered  to 
the  valuer  appointed  in  the  said  incloanre,  and 
amongst  them  Che  plaintiff  claimed  rights  of  com- 
mon of  pasture  over  all  the  said  four  tracts,  in 
respect  of  all  the  said  farms  and  woodlands  above 
mentioned. 

The  following  was  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff; 

No.  37.  PluntiS'e  claim  without  achednle. 


of   Haresoeugh   PeU,   'S'iol  Moor.  Tod  Bank   Hill,  and 
Berry  Moor,  aituate  in  the  township  of  Eirkoswald,  in 
the  coont^  of  Cumberland. 
I,  Sir  Oecrge  Moagrave,  of  Edanhall,  in  the  oonntv  of 


irge  Moagrai 
1,  do  hereby 


givevo' 
of  t£e 


farms,  woodlands,  oottages,  keredits 


claim  to  be  entitled  to  common  of  paatnre  npon  the  said 
Oommona  aboDt  to  be  enclosed  for  all  my  commonable 
oattle,  levant  and  oouohant,  upon  my  said  mesHuagea  or 
tenements,  farms,  woodlanda,  oottagea,  hereditaments, 
and  premiaea  aet  forth  in  the  said  achednle,  and  all  other 
my  hereditaments  and  pretoiaes  aitnSite  in  the  parish 
or  tjonahip  of  Kirkoaindd,  in  the  ooonty  of  Coinber- 

And  I  do  farther  give  yon  notioe,  that  I  am  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Kirkoswald  aforesaid,  and  1  further  olaim 
that  1  •□)  entitled  aa  sauh  lord  of  the  aaid  manor  to  one- 
siiteenth  part  ol  the  aaid  commons  and  of  the  eommon- 
able  right  and  interest  therein. 

QiOBQi  MiJBoai.vi. 

Dated  thia  23rd  da;  of  Jannar;,  I3S3. 

The  Bohedule  referred  to  comprised  the  farm  landa,  tc., 
of  the  plaintiff,  setting  out  the  names  of  tha  closes  and 
of  the  oooupiers.  and  the  namea,  extent,  and  rateable 
value  of  eaoh  field. 

The  plaintiff's  claim  in  regard  to  the  said  tarma 
and  woodlands  was  objected  to  in  the  following 
furm  :  "  Your  claim  ia  objected  to  for  Hareaoeugh 
Fell,  Yiol  Moor.  Tod  Bank  Hill,  for  the  Main 
Farm,  Demesne  ditto.  High  Bank  Hill  ditto, 
Woods,  for  the  Parks  Farm  bj  Walton  \  Honsegills 
bv  Joseph  L-ongrigg.  Objected  to  for  Haresceugh 
Fell  and  Tod  Bank  Hill." 

13.  Tbe  valuer's  determination,  on  hearing  the 
aaid  claima,  disallowed  certain  of  tbera  and  allowed 
others.  All  the  claims  made  in  respect  of  the 
Maine  Farm  were  disallowed. 

14-22.  The  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  diaaatisfaction 
with  the  valaer'a  determination.-  Upon  appeal 
from  the  valuer's  determination,  the  asaiatant 
inclosnre  cotnmiasioner  to  whom  the  matter  was 
referred,  determined,  under  sect.  25  of  the  Act,  as 
follows :  That  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  respect 
of  the  Mains  Farm,  containing  257a.  2r.  15p.,  be 
disallowed ;  that  his  claim  in  respect  of  tbe 
Demesne  Farm,  containing  181a.  2r.  38p.,  be 
allowed  over  Hsrescengh  Fell,  and  that  the  re- 
mainder of  the  claim  be  diaalloned, 

23.  The  plaintiff  being  dissatiaRed  with  so  much 
of  the  determination  of  the  assistant  commissioner 
as  disallowed  his  claims  in  respect  of  the  said  farms 
and  woodlands  for  rights  of  common  of  pasture,  or 
rigbta  of  pasturage,  over  an j  of  the  said  treats.  t:fi. 
waste,  brcraaht,  \fe\s  Bs^wm^^vasS.'Oo.'a^sSBB^as**^ 
nnder  secb.  06  ol  \:\ib  boA  ksA>. 

24.  In  leftati  «i  tide  Uaaaa  "Swroi^  « 
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257a.  2r.  15p.,  in  respect  of  which  the  entire  claim 
was  disallowed  by  the  asssistant  commissioDer. ' 

The  arbitrator  found : 

25.  That  Mains  Farm  is  situate  about  three  or 
four  miles  from  Harescengh  Fell.  The  tenants 
who  held  the  farm  prior  to  the  year  1826  are  dead. 
In  the  year  1826  John  Longrigg  took  the  farm 
and  held  it  till  1859.  George  Carruthers  then 
took  the  farm,  and  held  it  until  the  year  1866. 

26-28.  In  the  year  1828,  Longrigg  turned  a  mare 
from  the  Mains  for  one  summer  to  Harescengh 
Fell,  and  also  sent  some  young  horses  to  the  Fell 
at  the  same  time,  and  they  were  sent  there  on 
more  than  one  occasion.  He  also  sent  a  pony  to 
the  Fell  in  the  summer  of  the  years  1^44  and 
1845.  He  also  sent  from  the  miBdnB  sixteen  or 
eighteen  sheep  to  the  Fell  for  one  summer,  when 
he  sent  the  mare  there.  G^r^e  Carruthers  also 
sent  some  sheep  from  the  Mains  to  Haresceugb 
Fell  during  the  whole  summer  of  1859,  and  also 
during  the  years  1860, 1861,  and  1864. 

29.  Occasionally  during  the  eight  years  ending 
about  the  year  lo44  Longrigg  turned  some  sheep 
from  the  Mains  to  Yiol  Moor,  and  wintered  them 
on  the  Mains.  They  were  driven  to  Yiol  Moor 
sometimes  through  the  parks  and  sometimes 
through  Housegilis.  Longrieg  did  not  keep  a 
Fell  nock.  The  way-going  sheep  on  the  Mains 
were  not  sent  to  Haresceugb  Fell,  because  there 


Ma 


was  better  pasture  on  the  Mains 

30.  In  the  year  1858,  about  two  years  before  the 
commencement  of  the  present  inclosure,  the  plain- 
tiff entered  into  an  agreement  with  Q.  Carruthers 
for  letting  him  the  farm  and  Carruthers  there- 
upon covenanted  to  keep  it  up  and  maintain  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  upon  Haresceugb  Fell  by 
sending  yearly,  and  every  year  more  or  less, 
Rtook  to  depasture  on  the  portions  of  the  waste 
belonging  to  the  High  and  Low  Quarters. 

31.  Leases  referred  to  in  the  appendix  were  put 
in  evidence,  by  which  the  Mains  Farm  was  let  "to- 
gether with  all  pastures,  feedings,  commons  of  pas- 
ture, and  husbandry  ways  thereunto  belonging.*' 
In  one  of  the  leases  dated  28th  September,  1727,  the 
Lodge  Park  and  the  Mains  were  leased  subject  to 
an  agreement,  that  the  tenant  shall  have  liberty 
at  all  seasonable  times  of  the  year  to  drive  cattle 
and  carry  lime  through  the  lands,  now  in  lease  to 
David  Graham,  as  soon  as  the  said  lease  shall 
expire,  to  and  from  the  Fell.  Another  lease, 
dated  7th  April,  1753,  by  which  the  farm  called 
Old  Parks  was  leased  for  fourteen  years,  con- 
tained a  proviso  that  it  sbould  be  lawful  during 
the  term,  to  and  for  the  farmers  of  the  Lodge  Park 
and  Mains  and  their  agents  and  servants  to  carry 
lime  from  tbe  Fell  through  the  said  farm,  and 
likewise  drive  tbe  sheep  through  the  same  to  and 
from  tbe  Fell.  [The  case  set  out  other  old  leases, 
and  evidence  of  acts  of  user,  to  prove  the  exer- 
cise by  the  tenants  of  the  right  of  pasturage  in 
respect  of  each  of  the  farms.] 

'M.  Leases  of  Old  Parks  Farm,  dated  1767, 
1776,  1779, 1785, 1791,  contain  a  proviso  that  the 
tenants  of  that  farm  should  allow  the  farmers  of 
the  Mains  and  of  Fog  Close  the  privilege  of  a  way 
through  the  said  farm  in  as  full  and  ample  a 
manner  as  they  had  heretofore  used  and  enjoyed 
the  same. 

[The  paragraphs  next  following  had  reference  to 
tbe  other  /arms. J  \  vx*vvjl^3vx  num  i^uoiv^vxauiuu. 

51.  It  was  contended  on  the  part  o!  lYie  pWuVaS  \      T)fe.  \\.  ^«a  Vct^iScl^t  ^sRsoL^x^dod  that  tbe  rirfit  of 
It  in  tbe  circamstances  stated  in  this  caBe,\i«  \a  \  ^paa\,wT^%,^,*\l  ^^i^^\v\i^\i\M^«iH»^8^\«s^;QQd  ti» 


entitled,  independently  of  anv  eyidenee  of  enjoy- 
ment of  pasturage  by  himseu  or  his  tenants,  to 
claim  as  a  person  interested,  in  rei^)ect  of  a  right 
of  pasturage  for  all  cattle,  leyant  and  ooochant,  00 
the  said  farms  and  woodlands.  That,  at  all  events, 
he  is  entitled  so  to  claim  in^  respect  of  sudi  right 
of  pasturage  on  the  demesne  lands. 

52.  That  in  the  event  of  the  court  deiennining 
that  proof  of  an^  enjoyment  is  neoessarr  to 
support  the  right,  it  has  been  shown  by  the  nets 
so  found  that  the  occupiers  of  the  fiurms  haye  in 
right,  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  snfifidently 
used  and  enjoyed  the  privilege  of  depasturing  the 
wastes,  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to 

Erove  such  enjoyment  of  pasturage  as  is  required 
y  law  in  the  case  of  commoners  claiming  ri|;hts 
of  common  over  the  lords'  wastes,  and  that  it  is 
8u£Bicient  for  him  to  give  such  evidence  of  enjoy- 
ment as  would  in  the  case  of  a  right  once  found  to 
exist  be  sufficient  to  rebut  an  intention  to  abandon 
the  right,  and  that  at  all  eyen1»  theeo  propositiaDs 
are  true  of  the  demesne  lands.  And  it  was  further 
contended  that  as  all  the  four  tracts  are  waste 
of  the  same  manor,  it  must  be  held  that  thej  sre 
all  subject  to  the  same  rights  of  common  or  rights 
of  pasturage  as  between  all  the  owners  of  common 
right  land  situate  within  the  manor. 

53.  In  regard  to  the  woodlands,  it  was  contended 
by  the  plaintiff  that  the  conversion  of  land  which 
theretofore  enjoyed  a  right  of  common  of  pasture 
over  the  waste  into  woocUand,  and  the  non-exercue 
of  any  rights  of  common  which  might  have  been 
appendant  or  appurtenant  to  such  converted  kuid, 
is  not  evidence  01  the  relinquishment  of  such  right, 
and  that  notwithstanding  such  conversion  and  non- 
exercise  the  rights  still  exist  at  the  present  day. 

54.  On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  leases  which  were  produced  from 
the  custody  of  the  plaintiff  are  not  l^;al  evidence 
to  show  that  the  farms  above  mentioned  are 
demesne  land  of  the  Manor  of  Kirkoswald,  or  that 
any  of  the  farms  are  entitled  to  rights  of  pasturage 
over  the  wastes  of  the  manor. 

55.  It  was  further  contended  on  the  part  of  tbe 
defendants  that,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  is  tbe 
owner  of  the  said  farms  and  woodlands,  and  also 
of  the  wastes  over  which  his  alleged  rights  of 
common  or  pasture  are  claimed  in  respect  of  such 
farms,  all  his  rights  in  the  tracts  are  merged  in  ^e 
freehold,  or  exerciseable  only  in  respect  of  bis 
ownership  of  the  soil,  and  that  such  alleged  rights 
do  not  separately  exist  in  law.  It  was  further  con- 
tended tnat  the  plaintiff's  right,  if  any,  cannot 
exist  independently  of  user ;  that  the  esaaly  acts 
of  user  were  infrequent,  and  want.ed  notoriety; 
that  the  few  animals  turned  on  would  have  esci^wd 
the  attention  of  the  commoners,  and  would  not 
have  challenged  enquiry ;  that  in  the  year  1826  tbe 
cattle  from  the  farms  were  not  turned  on  as  of 
right,  but  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  pasture 
on  the  farms,  and  that  no  person  under  Uie  ci^ 
cumstances  ventured  to  object  to  the  trespass; 
and  further  that  the  suspension  of  the  exercise  of 
the  right  for  many  years  in  succession  is  fatal  to 
the  cktims,  and  that  the  user  of  late  years  took 
place  illegally  and  solely  in  consequence  uf  the 
inclosure  of  Kirkoswald  wastes,  or  other  wastes 
in  the  neighbourhood  having  been  contemplated 
or  commenced,  and  that  sudi  user  must  be 
carded  from  consideration. 


that 
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partioular  tract  or  tracts  of  waste  over  which 
it  has  been  actaallj  exercised,  and  that  no  user  in 
respect  of  imr  of  the  farms  or  woodlands  has  been 
shown  over  1^  Bank  Hill,  nor  over  Berry  Moor, 
•zoept  as  to  Hish  Bank  Hill  Farm. 

57.  And  lasuV,  that  the  conversion  of  land  to 
plantations,  and  the  continuous  exclusion  there- 
from of  all  commonable  cattle,  and  the  severance 
of  the  plantations  from  the  farms  of  which  they 
were  originally  parcel,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  an 
abandonment  or  all  riehts  of  common  or  pas- 
turage in  respect  of  sudi  plantations,  if  any  such 
rifi^ts  ever  existed. 
The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  are 
First,  whether  the  leases,  or  any  of  them,  are 
admissible  in  evidence  to  show  that  the  farms  of 
the  plaintiff  are  demesne  lands  of  his  Manor  of 
Kirkoswald,  or  to  show  that  in  respect  of  such 
&rms  he  is  entitled  to  rights  of  pasturage  over  the 
said  four  tracts  of  waste,  or  any  of  them  ;  secondly, 
whether  the  Provisional  Order  of  the  Inclosure 
Commissioners  for  England  and  Wales,  issued  in 
the  matter   of  the  Kirkoswald  Inclosure    of  the 
25th  April,  1861,  has  not  debarred  the  plaintiff 
from  the  rights  and  interests  under  the  inclosure 
claimed  by  him  in  the   present  action;  thirdly, 
whether    the    valuer    had    auy   jurisdiction    to 
disallow  the  claim  as   to  Berry  Moor;    fourthly, 
whether    the  Assistant   Commissioner   had  any 
jurisdiction  to  disallow  the  claim  as  to  Berry  Moor ; 
fifthly,  whether  the  rights  of  common  of  pasture, 
or  rights  of  pasturage  claimed  by  the  plamtiff  in 
the  waste  land  of  his  manor,  are  not  merged  in 
the  freehold  of  the  waste  land,  or  exercisable  only 
in    respect    of   his  ownership  of    the    soil,  and 
whether  by  reason  of  such  merger  he  is  not  pre- 
cluded from  claiming  any  rights  of  pasturage  in 
the  waste  in  respect  of  the  farms  and  woodlands, 
which  together  with  the  said  waste  land  are  now 
vested  in  him ;  sixthly,  whether  in  order  to  esta- 
blish the  rights  of  pasturage  claimed  by  him,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  prove  such 
exercise  and  enjovment  of  the  rights  as  is  re- 
quired by  law  in  the  case  of  commoners  claiming 
rights  of    common  of  pasture  over    the    lord's 
wastes,  or  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  such 
rights  independently  of  any  such  user  or  enjoy- 
ment ;  seventhly,  whether  the  conversion  by  the 
plaintiff  of  portions  of  his  land  into  plantations,  and 
his  continuous  exclusion  therefrom  of  commonable 
cattle,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  relinquish- 
ment or  cesser  of  the  rights  of  pasturage,  it  auy, 
which  theretofore  existed  in  respect  of  such  con- 
verted land;   eighthly,  whether  the  plaintiff,  in 
case  he  has  established  a  right  of  pasturage  over 
one  or  more  of  the  tracts  of  waste  in  respect  of  his 
said  farms  and  woodlands  is  not  entitled  in  respect 
of  the  same  farms  and  woodlands  to  similar  rights 
over  all  the  four  tracts  so  lying  within  and  parcel 
of  his  said  manor;  ninthly,  and  whether  in  re- 
spect of  the  said  farms  and  woodlands,  or  any  of 
them,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  rights  of  common, 
or  rights  of  pasturage  over  the  said  four  tracts  of 
waste,  or  any  of  them,  so  far  as  he  has  claimed 
such  rights  in  this  action ;  tenthly,  and  generally 
upon  the  tacts  above  stated,  how  the  verdict  upon 
the  several  issues  in  the  said  action  ought  to  be 
entered. 

Manisty,  Q.C.  (with  him  Keinplay,  Q*C.)  for  the 
plaintiff.  Sect.  27  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act 
(8  A  9  Yict.  c.  118),  enacts  that  "the  commis- 
aionerfl^  hf  proviaioDal   order  under  their  seaL, 
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shall  set  forth  the  tei^ns  and  conditions  on  which 
they  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  inclosure  should 

be  made And    in  case  the  lord  of  the 

manor  should  be  entitled  to  the  soil  of  the  land 
proposed  to  be  inclosed,  shall  specify  the  share 
or  proportion  of  the  residue  of  the  land  which, 
after  provision  made  for  the  payment  of  expenses 
in  case  the  expenses  shall,  under  the  provisions 
hereinafter  contained,  be  so  directed  to  be  paid 
by  sale  of  land,  and  after  deducting  the  allot- 
ments to  be   paid  for  public  purposes,  shall  be 
allotted  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  in  respect  of  his 
right  and  interest  in  the  soil,  either  exclusively  or 
inclusively  of  his  right  or  interest  in  all  or  any 
of  the  mines,  minerals,  stone,  and  other  substrata, 
under  such  land,  or  inclusively  or  exclusively  of 
any  right  of  pasturage  which   may  have    been 
usually  enjoyea  by  such  lord,  or  his  tenants,  or 
any  other  right  or  interest  of  such  lord  in  the 
land  to  be  inclosed  as  the  case  may  appear  to 
the  commissioners  to  require,  or  as  the  parties 
interested  with  the  approbation  of  the  commis- 
sioners may  have  agreed,  Ac."    The  provisional 
order  made  by  the  commissioners  in  tne  present 
case  allotted  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  a  portion  in 
respect  of  his  interest  in  the  soil  of  the  waste 
only;   but  he  is  also  entitled    to    an    additional 
allotment  in  respect   of   the  right  of  pasturage 
belonging  to  lands  held  by  his  tenants.    Besides 
his  right  to  an  allotment  in  respect  of  his  property 
in  tl;ie  soil  of  the  waste,  he  is  entitled  to  come  in 
under  sect.  77,  as  a  "  person  interested,"  just  as  if 
he  were  not  owner  of  the  soil  in  the  waste.     Sect. 
77  enacts  that    *' after    the    several   allotments 
hereinbefore  directed   shall    have  been    set    out* 
and  made,  and  after  making  provisions  for  all  or 
any  part  of  the  expenses  of  the  inclosure  by  sale 
of  lands,  in  case  all  or  any  part  of  the  expenses 
shall  be  so  directed  to  be  paid,  the  valuer  acting 
in  the  matter  of  the  inclosure  shall  divide,  allot, 
and  award,  all  the  remainder  of  the  land  to  be 
inclosed  unto  and  amongst  the  several  persons 
who  shall  be    interested  therein,    and    in   such 
shares  and  proportions  as  he  shall  adjudge  and 
determine  to  be   proportionate    to  the  value  of 
their  respective  rights  and  interests  which  shfdl 
have  been  claimed,  and  allowed  under  the  pro- 
visions hereinbefore  contained."   The  two  separate 
rights  which  the   lord  of    the    manor    has    are 
carefully  distinguished  and  provided  for  by  the 
Act.     Sect.  76  provides  "  that  after  the  several 
allotments  hereinbefore  directed  shall  have  been 
set  out  and  made,  and  after  making  provision  for 
the  payment  of  the  expenses  by  sale  of  land,  m. 
case  the  expenses  shall  be  so  directed  to  be  paid, 
the  valuer  acting  in  the  matter  of  any  enclosure 
shall  allot  and  award  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  so 
much  and  such  part  of  the  land  proposed  to  be 
enclosed  as  shall  m  the  judgment  of  the  valuer  be 
equal  (quantity  and  value  considered),  to  such 
part  of  the  residue  of  such  land  as  shall  be  pro- 
portioned to  his  right  or  interest  therein,  accord- 
ing to  the  directions  of    the    provisional  order 
of  the  commissioners,  in  lieu  of  his  right  and 
interest  in  the  soil  of  the  said  land,  exclusive 
of  any  other  allotments  which  may  be  made  to 
such  lord  in  lieu  of  or  in  satisfaction  for  any  other 
rights  or  interests  in  such   lands  to  which  he 
may  be  entitled,  and  which  shall  not  have  been, 
included  in  the  e^UmnXA  vcl  %^Odl  Y^wvKNsyasJS.  ^'^^st 
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right  or  interest  of  the  lord  has  been  estimated 
exclusively  of  his  right  or  interest  in  all  or  any  of 
the  mines,  minerals,  stone,  and  other  substrata 
under  the  land  to  be  enclosed,  then  the  valuer 
shall  and  may  on  the  request  in  writing  of  the 
lord,  reserve  or  award  to  the  lord  such  rights  and 
easements  for  searching  for,  working  and  carrying 
away  such  mines,  minerals,  stone,  or  other  sub- 
strata, which  shall  not  have  been  included  in  such 
estimate  of  his  right  and  interest,  subject  to  such 
provisions  for  compensation  for    damage  to  be 
aone  to  the  surface  m  the  exercise  of  such  rights 
and  easements  as  by  the  valuer,  with  the  approba- 
tion   of  the    commissioners,    shall    be  thought 
reasonable  and  as  shall  not  be  inconsistent  as  to 
the  terms  of  such  provisional  order."    By  sect.  27 
the  provisional  order  may  either  include  or  exclude 
such  a  right  as  that  in  respect  of  which  the  lord 
now  claims ;  if  the  provisional  order  does  not  ex- 
pressly include  it,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  excluded ; 
and,  no  allotment  having  already  been  made  in 
respect  of  it,  the  lord  is  entitled  to  claim  under 
sect.  77,  like  any  other  person  interested.      In 
ArundeU  v.  VUcount  Fahnouth  (2  M.  &  S.  440),  a 
lord  of  the  manor  was  held  entitled  to  an  allot- 
ment under  an  Inclosure  Act  in  respect  of  his 
demesnes  of  the  manor,  over  and  above  the  allot- 
ment awarded  to  him  by  the  Act  in  respect  of  his 
right  as  lord  of  the  manor;  the  21st  section  of 
that  Act,  giving  him  a  right  to  compensation  for, 
and  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  right  as  lord  of  the 
manor  to  the  soil  in  the  common  and  waste  lands, 
and  sect.  29  providing  that  after  the  several  allot- 
ments previously  directed  should  have  been  made, 
the  commissioners    should    allot    the  remainder 
among    "the  several    proprietors  thereof"    and 
"  persons  interested  therein"  in  such  proportions 
as  the  commissioners  should  determine  to  oe  a  full 
satisfaction  for  their  several  and  respective  lands 
and  grounds,  rights  of  common,  and  other  rights 
and  interests  therein.    Lord  Ellenborough,  C.J. 
said,  "  In  a  liberal  sense  of  these  words,  the  lord  is 
interested  in  a  twofold  way :  First  as  lord  of  the 
soil ;  and  secondly,  in  respect  of  that  estate  which 
in  the  hands  of  another  person  would  be  entitled 
to  a  right  of  common,  and  although  the  lord,  being 
owner  of  the  soil  of  the  waste  cannot  in  strict- 
ness claim  a  right  of  common  over  it  in  respect 
of  his  demesnes,  inasmuch  as  during  the  unity 
there  would  be  a  merger  of  that  right ;  yet  he  has 
such  an  interest  in  respect  of  bis  estate  as  the 
commissionf^rs  may  well  contemplate,  and   under 
the  words  of  this  Act  may  lawfully  assign  him  a 
compensation  for  it."     Le  Blanc,  J.,  said,  "The 
29th  section  d(x;s  not,  as  many  of  these  clauses  do, 
enact  thai  the  residue  shall  be  divided  among  the 
o(/ier  proprietors,  but  that  it  shall  be  divided  among 
the    same    proprietors    and    persons    interested 
therein ;  and  further  thnt  it  shall  be  in  such  pro- 

Eortions  as  the  commissioners  shall  determine  to 
e  a  full  compensation  for  their  land,  rights  of 
common,  and   other  rights.     Under  this   clause, 
therefore,  can  we  say  that  the  lord  is  excluded  P 
and   if  not    excluded    he  must    have    an   allot- 
ment in  lieu   of    his    rights."     As  to  the  next 
question,  viz.,  whether  the  evidence  proved  that 
this  was  a  right  of   pasturage  usually  enjoyed 
by    the   plaintiff,     over    the    several    wastes    in 
respect  of  the  Main  farm,  and  entitling  him  to  an 
allotment  in  respect  thereof,  it  is  8ubmit\.ed  t\\«bV. 
the  old  leases  referred  to,  and  set  out  in  part,  \iv\»Ve 
9ppendix  to  the  case,  and  the  recent  user  ViolYx 


furnish  ample  evidence  to  support  the  plaintiiFt 
claim,  and  to  show  that  an  anaent  riffht  of  pastu- 
rage was  de  facto  ez^joyed.  As  to  the  third  question 
viz.,  whether  the  vainer  and  assistant  commis- 
sioner had  any  jurisdiction  to  disallow  the  claim  in 
respect  of  Berry  Moor,  there  having  been  no  objec- 
tion made  to  it,  this  depends  on  the  construction 
to  be  put  on  sects.  48,  55,  and  77  oi  the  Act 
Sect.  4t8,  after  providing  that  a  statement  of  all 
claims  shall  be  deliverea  to  the  valuer,  enacts  that 
"  the  valuer  shall  give  notice  on  the  church  door, 
....  and  shall  in  such  notice  limit  snch  time  for 
the  deUvery  of  objections  to  claims  as  the  commis- 
sioners, under  the  circumstances,  of  each  indosure 
shall  think  reasonable,  and  by  order  under  thdr 
seal  direct ;  or  in  case  no  direction  shall  have  been 
given  by  the  commissioners  in  this  behalf,  then 
such  time  as  the  valuer  shall  think  reasonable,  not 
being  less  in  any  case  than  twenty-one  days  after 
such  notice  shall  have  been  given ;  and  every  pOT- 
son  who  shall  object  to  a  cudm  shall  deliver  his 
objection  in  writing  to  the  valuer,  and  also  deliver 
a  copy  of  such  objection  at  the  place  of  abode 
of  the  claimant  or  his  agent  within  the  time  limited 
for  delivery  of  objections  to  claims  as  aforesaid; 
and  no  objection  to  any  such  claim  shall  be  re- 
ceived by  the  valuer  after  the  time  so  limited  for 
the  delivery  of  objections  to  claims,  unless  for  some 
special  cause  to  be  allowed  by  the  oommissionors; 
and  after  the  time  limited  for  the  delivery  oC 
claims  shall  have  expired,  the  vsJuer  shall  cause 
fourteen  days'  notice  to  be  given  of  the  time  and 
place  of  the  meeting  for  the  examination  of  such 
claims,  and  for  the  attendance  of  all  parties  con- 
cerned therein ;  and  at  such  meeting  the  valuer 
shall  proceed  to  examine  into  and  determine  such 
claims,  and  shall  and  may  allow  or  disallow  the  same 
in  whole  or  in  part,  and  make  such  order  therein 
as  shall  to  him  appear  just,"  subject  to  appeal  to 
the  commissioners.  Sect.  55  provides  that  "  after 
the  valuer  shall  have  heard  and  determined  all 
claims  and  objections  which  shall  have  been  made 
in  the  matter  of  an  inclosure,  he  shall  cause  t 
schedule  of  such  claims  and  objections,  and  of  his 
determination  thereon,  to  be  deposited,  and  to  re- 
main for  thirty  days  at  the  least  for  the  inspection 
of  all  persons  interested  therein,  at  some  public 
place  within  the  parish  in  which  the  land  to  be 
inclosed  or*  the  greater  part  thereof  shall  be 
situate,"  the  claims  being  liable  to  be  re-heard  by 
the  commissioners  or  by  an  assistant  oommis* 
sioner.  These  enactments  give  no  power  to  the 
vainer  or  commissioners  to  take  into  consideration 
objections  not  made.  Where  no  objection  is  made 
the  claim  should  be  allowed,  the  only  question  to 
be  determined  in  such  case  being  the  amount  of 
land  to  be  allotted  in  respect  of  the  claims  made,  as 
provided  for  by  sect.  77. 

Herschell,  Q.C  (with  him  F.  M,  White),  for  the 
defendants,  contended  that  the  terms  of  the  provi- 
sional order  precluded  the  lord  of  the  manor  from 
claiming  an  allotment  in  respect  of  the  rights  of 
common  connected  with  the  farms.  By  sect.  27 
of  the  General  Inclosure  Act  the  provisional  order 
of  the  commissioners  is  to  specify  the  share  of  the 
land  to  be  allotted  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  "  in 
respect  of  his  right  and  interest  in  the  soil,  either 
exclusively  or  inclusively  of  his  right  or  interest 
in  all  or  any  of  the  mines,  minerals,  ^.,  or  inda- 
«w«\v  or  exclusively  of  any  rig^ht  of  pasturage 
>N\\\i?ia.  vaa.-^  \i^'^^\»^\v\vejQaJ\'^  ^^^^ved  by  Budi  lord 
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■uoh  lord  in  the  land  to  be  inclosed  as  the  case 
may  appear  to  the  commissioners  to  require,"  &o. 
The   right  of  pasturage   enjoyed  in  respect  of 
the    farms  was   a  right  or  interest  in  the  soiL 
The  provisional  order  may  either  include  or  ex- 
clude rights  in   mines  and  rights  of  pasturage. 
It  is  submitted  that  whatever  is  not  excluded  is 
included.     Here  the  provisional  order  excludes 
minerals ;  therefore,  on  the  ordinary  principle,  it 
must  be  taken  to  include  rights  of  pasturage,  and 
if  that  is  so,  it  furnishes  a  complete  answer  to  all 
the  claims  of   the    plaintiff.      [Denhan,  J.,  re- 
ferred to  Lloyd  V.  Poune  (4  E.  &  Bl.  485),  where,  at 
the  trial  of  an  issue  under  the  General  Inclosure 
Act,  to  try  the  defendant's  title  to  certain  rights 
of   common,    it    appeared    that    the    owner    of 
the     messuages,    &c.,    had     been     entitled     to 
common    in    respect    thereof,    but    that,   fifteen 
years  before  the  framing  of  the  issue,  he  became 
owner   of    the   manor    and    so    of    the    soil    of 
the  waste ;  that  after  this  the  pasturage  was  en- 
joyed as  before,  and  the  messuages  and  manor 
both  became  vested  in  the  defendant.    A  direction 
to  the  jury  that  defendant  must  fail  as  he  could 
not  have  common  on  his  own  soil,  was  held  erro- 
neous, inasmuch  as    defendant  had  an  interest 
which,  though   not  strictly  a  right  of  common, 
mi^ht  be  popularly  so  described  in  an  issue  framed 
under  the  statute.]    The  mere  enjoyment  by  the 
lord  of  a  manor  of  a  right  to  pasture  his  cattle 
on  his  own  soil  is  not  properly  described  or  in- 
tended to  be  described  by  the  words  of  sect.  27, 
'*  Any  right  of  pasturage  which  may  have  been 
nsually  enjoved  by  such  lord  or  his  tenants " — 
words  intended  to  apply  to  some  rights  of  the 
lord  which  he  had  acquured  independently  of  his 
right  as  owner  of  the  soil.    FBlackburn,  J.,  re- 
ferred to  Musmrave  v.  Foreter,  L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  690 ; 
24  L.  T.  Bep.  JNT.  S.  614.]    In  that  case,  where  the 
Inclosure  Cfommissioners  were  held  authorised  to 
make  it  a  condition  of  the  inclosure  of  a  waste 
that  the  right  of  sporting  should  be  severed  from 
the  soil,  and  the  tenement  thus  created  should 
remain  in  the  lord,  whilst  the  soil  was  allotted  to 
others,  the  provisional  order  expressly  excluded 
the  lord's  "  right  and  interest  in  the  G^ame,  and  in 
all  mines,"  &o. ;  and  Blackburn,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  said  :  "  It  might  be  a 
matter  of  doubt  whether,  under  the  General  In- 
closure Act,  as  it  was  originally  passed,  the  com- 
missioners would  have  power  to  impose  such  a 
condition.    The  difficulty  in  so  construing  the  Act 
is,  that  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  soil  to  t^e 
gune  is  a  general  incident  to  the  property  in  the 
soil,  a  mcSe  of   enjoying  that  property,  and   is  • 
not  therefore  aptly  described  as  a  *  peculiar  right,' 
which  is  the  pnraso  in  sect.  26,  nor  as  an  *  other 
right  or  interest  in  the  land,'  which  is  the  phrase 
in  sect.  27,  though  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  lord  to 
•ever  it  from  the .  soil,  and  so  create  in  another  a 
peculiar  right  of  this  kind ;  and  it  might  be  said  that 
the  power  of  the  commissioners  to  impose  terms 
and  conditions  under  the  first  Act  is  limited  to 
imposing  terms  and  conditions  relating  to  rights 
alivady  existing  and  not  to  those  to  be  created  by 
the  inclosure  itself.  But  this  difficulty  seems  to  be 
completely  removed  by  sect.  1  of  11  &  12  Yict.  c. 
99,  which  enacts  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
commissioners  in  their  provisional  order  'to  set 
forth  any  special  agreement  or  matter  concerning 
or  affecting  the  land,  to  be  inclosed,  and  to  make 
the  same  a  condition  of  snch  inciosare.'    Those  \ 


who  passed  this  enactment  seem  to  have  discovered 
that  the  words  of  the  former  Act  mi^ht  be  con* 
strued    as  restricting    the   power    oi    the    com- 
missioners to  imposing  conditions  of  a  particular 
kind  onlv,  and  therefore  enacted  that  their  power 
should    oe   in    that    respect    unrestricted.       In 
ArtrndeU  v.   Viscount  FalmotUh  (ubi  sup.)  Lord 
EUenborough,  in  the  passage  already  cited,  dis- 
tinguishes between  a  "  right "  and  an  **  interest." 
[Blackbuen,  J. : — I  confess  I  am  unable  to  appre- 
ciate the  distinction  which  he  there  makes.]    As 
to  the  next  question,  the  lord  of  the  manor,  in 
order  to  establish  his  claim,  must  show  that  the 
right  of  pasturage  has  been  "usually  enjoyed" 
b^  him  or  his  tenants ;  proof  of  a  merely  occa- 
sional user  or  enjoyment  will  not  be  sufficient. 
Now  the  evidence  relied  on  shows  only  casual  acts 
of  enjoyment,  and  it  is  these  acts  of  enjoyment 
which  should  be  regarded  rather  than  the  pro- 
visions of  the  leases  set  out  in  the  appendix  to  the 
case.    [Blackburn,  J. — Usual  enjoyment  must  be 
taken  to  mean  such  a  usage  as  would  prove  a  pre- 
scriptive right.]  As  to  the  uist  point,  it  is  submitted 
that  the  valuer  is  not  precluded  from  disallowing 
a  claim  solely  because  no  objection  has  been  made 
to   it.      Sect.  48  provides  that  "after  the   time 
limited  for    the  delivery  of   claims    shall    have 
expired,  the  valuer  shall  cause  fourteen  days'  notice 
to  be  given  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  meeting 
for  the  examination  of  such  claims,"  not  simply 
claims  objected  to,  "  and  for  the  attendance  of  all 
parties  concerned  therein;  and  at  such  meeting 
the  valuer  shall  proceed  to  examine  into  and  deter- 
mine such  claims,"  t.6.,  all  the  claims  delivered, 
"and  shall  and  may  allow  or  disallow  the  same 
in  whole  or  in  part,  and  make  such  order  therein 
as  to  him  shall  appear  just."    There  is  nothing 
whatever  in  the  language  of  this  enactment  to 
restrict  the  jurisdiction  ^  the  valuer  to  an  exami- 
nation and   allowance    or    disallowance  of  those 
claims  only  which  have  been  objected  to.    If  he 
is  satisfied  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  a  claim 
made,  he  may  refuse  to  allow  it,  though  no  objection 
has  been  made  to  it.    He  is  a  public  officer,  whose 
duty  it  is  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties 
who  come  before  him,  and  to  make  such  order  in 
respect  thereof  as  to  him  shall  seem  fit. 

Manisty,  Q.C.  in  repljr. 

Blackbubn,  J. — I  thmk  we  are  able  to  deliver 
iudgment  in  this  case  now,  though  the  facts  are  a 
little  complicated,  and  there  may  be  some  small 

?oints  which  will  require  to  be  settled  afterwards, 
he  first  question,  which  is  one  of  some  general 
importance,  is  whether  the  form  of  the  provisional 
order  has  not  debarred  the  plaintiff  from  making 
any  claim  in  respect  of  the  rights  claimed  by  him 
in  the  present  action?  The  lord  of  the  manor 
has  a  general  veto  in  case  of  a  proposal  for 
inclosure;  a  certain  majority  of  the  commoners 
must  also  consent  before  an  inclosure  can  be 
efi*ected,  and  the  Inclosure  Commissioners  must 
make  a  provisional  order  which  contains  the  terms 
which  they  are  prepared  to  sanction.  Then  the 
27th  section  of  the  Act  says  that,  "  in  case  the 
lord  of  the  manor  shall  be  entitled  to  the  soil  of 
the  land  proposed  to  be  inclosed,"  the  commis- 
sioners, by  their  provisional  order,  "  shall  specify 
the  share  or  proportion  of  the  residue  of  the  land 
which,  after  provision  made  for  the  payment  of 
expenses,  &c,,  and  a(t«t  dfiAxiLC»\AX!k%  *Ockft  ^^Xj^v^^sXa 
to  be  maAe  lot  ^\Mvi  ^wc^o^^a,  ^QNiS.^\i^  ^^^\x^ 
to  t\ie  \ord  ol  V.W  toaxsiOT  Va  t«&^^Ou  ^^  V\^  xvs^n. 
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and    interest   in    the  soil,    either  exdasively  or 
inclusively  of  his  right  or  interest  in  all  or  any 
of  the  mines,  minerals,  stone,  and  other  sabstrata 
under  such  Jand,  or  inclusively  or  exclusively  of 
any  right  of  pasturage  which  may  have  been 
usually  enjoyed  by  such  lord,  or  his  tenants,  or 
any  other  right  or  interest  of  such  lord  in  the 
land  to  be  inclosed  as   the  case  may  appear  to 
the   commissioners  to  require,  or  as  the  parties 
interested,  with  the  approbation  of  the  commis- 
sioners, may  have  agreed,'*  &c.    Now  we  have 
to  see  first  what  is  the   meaning  of  the  words 
**  right  of  pasturage  which  may  have  been  usually 
enjoyed  '*  by  the  lord  or  his  tenants.    The  lord  is, 
by  supposition,  owner  of  the  soil  in   the  waste 
which  it  is  proposed   to    inclose,    and,  as  such, 
would  have  the  minerals  under  it.     The  Legis- 
lature has  provided  that  his  right  to  the  minerals 
may  be  either  included  or  excluded  in  the  allot- 
ment made  to  him  in  respect  of  his  right  and 
interest  in  the  soil.    Afterwards  come  the  words 
"any  right  of  pasturage  which  may  have  been 
usually  enjoyed    by  such   lord  or  his   tenants.'* 
What  is  the  meaning  of  that  P    The  owner  of  the 
soil,  unless  there  is  something  to  show  the  con- 
trary, would  have  the  ownership  of  the  rights  of 
pasturage  over  it.    When  his  right  is  subject  to 
the  rights  of  common  of  other  persons,  he  still 
possesses  it,  but    must    exercise    it    subject  to 
those   other    rights.     But    it  may  be  that  be- 
sides the  riffht  of  pasturage  which  he    has  as 
owner    of    the    soil,    the    lord    of    the    manor 
as  proprietor  of  other  lands  with  a  right  of  common 
attached  to  them,  has  practically  another  right  of 
pasturage  for  himself  or  his  tenants  over  the  same 
soil ;  though,  according  to  thp  general  principles  of 
English  law  the  dominant  and  servient  tenements 
being  in  the  same  owner,  there  cannot  in  strict  law 
be  a  separate  right  of  common  at  all,  as  that  is 
merged  in  the  ownership  of  the  soil.    But  where 
the  land  in  respect  of  which  a  right  of  common 
exists  is  in  a  person  other  than  the  lord,  and  the 
lord  when  he  gets  it  back,  instead  of  taking  a 
transfer  to  a  trustee  for  himself,  takes  a  transfer 
to    himself,  he    thereby  gets    a    quasi  right   of 
common,  and  de  facto  continues  to  exercise  the  same 
rights  of  common  as  were  exercised  whilst  the 
land  was  in  a  separate  person.    The  tenants  of 
these  farms  did,  in  fact,  enioy  rights  of  common 
just  as  if  the  lord  had  not  oeen  the  owner  of  the 
common    land.    That    being    so,   I    cannot  but 
construe  the  Act  of  Parliament  when  it  speaks 
of  "any  right   of   pasturage    which    may  have 
been    usually    enjoyed    by    such    lord    or    his 
tenants/'  otherwise  than  as  meaning  such  rights 
of  |)a8turage  as  have   been   enjoyed    in  such  a 
manner  as — were  it   not  for   the    technical  rule 
of  the  law  as  to  the  effect  of  the  merger  of  the 
dominant  and  servient  tenements — would  prove 
and  establish  a  user  beyond  the  memory  of  man  of  a 
right  of  common  of  pasturage  over  the  land.  That, 
I  think,  is  what  is  meant  by  the  statute ;  that  the 
Inclosure    Commissioners,    in    their    provisional 
ord^,  may  make  an  allotment  to  the  lord  of  the 
manor  in  respect  of  his  right  and  interest  in  the 
soil  in  the  waste,  including  any  rights  of  pasturage 
which  he  may  have  of  the  nature  which  I  have 
described,  so  as  to  have  done  with  the  whole  thing 
at  once.     But  the  commissioners,  in  their  pro- 
visional  order,  may  also  say :  We  w\\l  make  atv 
allotmeut   to  you  in  respect  of  your  T\g\iV.  and. 
interest  in  the  soil,  but  we  will  excludo  any  T\g;\ita 


of  pasturage  which  have  been  usually  enjoyed  by 
you  or  your  tenants  in  respect  of  these  farms,  just 
as  if  the  legal  estate  had  bisen  vested  in  a  trustee^ 
so  as  to  keep  the  estate  in  the  waste  and  the 
estate  in  the  forms  separate  and  distinct.    The 
Inclosure    Commissioners,   in   their    provisiooal 
order,  may  do  either  of  these  things.    The  first 
question  we  have  to  consider  is  whether  in  the 
provisional  order  in  the  present  case  they  have 
mcluded  or  excluded  these  rights  of  pasturage.    I 
^  thus  &r  with  Mi*.  Herschell's  contention,  that 
if  the  provisional  order  had  said  that  this  allot- 
ment was  in  lieu  of  these  ^lum  rights  of  pastmme 
as  well  as  of  the  lord's  right  and  interest  in  the 
soil,  then  upon  this  issue  we  might  hold  that  he 
has  lost  his  right  to  further  compensation  for  these 
miasi  rights  of  common,  because  they  were  taken 
into  account  in  the  allotment  made  under  the  pro- 
visional order.    It  is  important  to  see,  theremre, 
whether  these  rights  of  pasturage  were  indoded 
or  excluded  by  the  provisional  order.     The  pro- 
visional order  is  framed  in  these  terms:  "That 
four  acres  in  Berry  Moor  at  such  spot  as  the  valuer 
shall  select  be  allotted  for  the  labouring  poor,  and 
that  one  sixteenth  part  in  value  of  the  said  lands, 
to  include  the  ground  where  the  limestone  crops 
out,  be  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  the  said 
acts  to  the  said  Sir  Greorge  Musgrave,  as  lord  of 
the  said  manor,  in  lieu  df  his  right  and  interest 
in   the   soil  of  the   said  lands   to    be  enclosed, 
exclusively    of   his    right   and    interest    in    all 
mines,    minerals,    stone,    and    other    substrsta 
under  the  same.     That  a  right  to  enter  the  said 
lands  when  inclosed,  for  the  purpose  of  opemng, 
working,  or  winning  such  mines,  minerals,  stone, 
or  other  substrata,  be  reserved  to  such  lord,  com- 
pensation to  be  made  by  the  person  exercising  sudi 
right  for  any  damage  to  the  surface  which  may 
thereby  be  done ;  and  that  there  be  reserved  to  the 
said  lord  of  the  manor  all  manner  of  game  upon 
the  said  lands  to  be  inclosed,  toother  with  the 
right  of  hunting,  hawking,  and  fowling  over  the 
same,  with  full  power  and  authority  to  enter  upon 
the  said  land  for  the  convenient  exercise  of  sock 
rights."   The  provisional  order  is  absolutely  silent 
as  to  rights  of  pasturage,  if  anv  there  may  be, which 
have  been  usually  enjoyed  by  the  lord  or  his  tOTants. 
Then  the  question  really  comes  round  to  this — if 
there  are  in  existence  any  such  rights  of  pastor- 
age,  and  the  provisional  order  does  not  say  any- 
thing as  to  their  being  either  included  or  excluded, 
which  are  we  to  take  to  be  the  caseP    I  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  where  nothing  is  said  on  the 
subject  by  the  provisional  order,  these  rights  of 
pasturage  cannot  be  taken  to  be  included.  Where  we 
find  a  right  of  pasturage  existing,which  but  for  the 
technical  objection  which  I  have  mentioned  would 
be  a  separate  right,  I  think  that  unless  t^ere  is 
something  in  the  provisional  order  showing  an 
intention  to  include  such  a  right,  we  ought  not  to 
hold  it  to  be  included.    I  think,  therefore,  that  the 
allotment  made  by  the  provisional  order  is  exclusive 
of  the  rights  of  pasturage  which  have  been  usually 
enjoyed    by  the   lord  or    his   tenants — "usually 
enjoyed  "  meaning  enjoyed  so  long  as  would  have 
established  the  right  as  affainst  the  rest  of  the 
commoners,  that  is,  genersfly,  for  a  time  whereof 
the  memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary. 
We  have  next  to  consider  whether  this  right  of 
)^asturage  was  "  usually  enjoyed.**    I  cannot  agree 
mxYi  "^T.  '^^sff^^  >}ca!^  ^^<3   this    is   meant  an 
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question  of  the  value  of  the  respective  interests 
eomes  to  be  dealt  with  under  sect.  77,  it  would  be 
a  fair  matter  to  submit  to  the  consideration  of  the 
valuer  that  though  this  right  of  common  existed, 
yet  the  fact  showed  that  for  a  number  of  jears 
the  owners  did  not  think  it  worth  exercising, 
and  therefore  it  could  not  be  of  much  value, 
That  is  a  matter  which  the  valuer  might  well  be 
oalled  on  to  consider.  But  I  cannot  think  that 
when  once  it  is  shown  that  the  rieht  has  so  louff 
existed,  the  mere  fact  that  it  has  oeen  neglected. 
and  allowed  to  fall  into  desuetude  for  some  years, 
deprives  the  owner  of  all  rights  to  compensatton 
in  respect  of  it.  Let  us  see,  then,  what  is  the 
evidence  that  the  right  of  pasturage  was  "  usually 
enjoyed."  First,  as  to  the  Mains  Farm,  there  is 
proof  of  a  user  since  1826,  though  slight,  of  the 
right  of  pasturage  over  the  ¥e&,  proof  of  user 
in  1828  and  18^,  and  quite  recently.  Then  we 
have  a  long  series  of  leases  tending  to  prove  the 
same  thin^,  though  of  themselves  they  would  not 
establish  it.  Being  more  than  thirty  vears  old, 
and  CQflting  from  the  proper  custodv,  they  must 
be  taken  to  have  been  granted  and  executed  as 
described.  The  modem  user  taken  with  these 
ancient  documents  shows  that  probably  the  user 
waa  an  ancient  one.  Taking  that  view  of  the 
matter,  I  think  there  is  evidence  of  ancient  user 
so  far  back  as  the  year  1677,  and  evidence  of 
modem  user,  though,  it  is  true,  slight ;  further, 
the  subsequent  non-user  is  explained  by  the  fact 
of  there  being  no  Fell  flock.  From  this  evidence 
I  think  we  should  cOme  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  tenant  had,  for  about  200  years,  a  right  of 
pasturage  on  the  high  Fells,  and  the  reasonable 
inference  is  that  the  right  was  an  immemorial 
one.  The  right  of  pasturage  over  the  high  Fells, 
therefore,  did  exist  in  respect  of  the  Mains 
Farm.  [His  lordship  then  went,  seriatim, 
through  the  claims  made  over  each  of  the 
tracts  of  waste  land,  in  respect  of  each  of  the 
fitrms.]  Then  as  to  Berry  Moor,  the  third  question 
arises,  could  the  valuer  or  assistant  commissioner, 
properly  of  his  own  mere  motion,  disallow  the 
claim  made  with  regard  to  the  Berry  Moor,  there 
havinff  been  no  objection  made  to  the  claim  P  At 
first  I  was  under  the  impression  that  he  could  do 
so.  But  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  77th  section 
of  the  Act,  we  see  that  all  claims  are  first  to  be 
allowed  or  disallowed ;  and  when  all  are  settled, 
and  not  till  then,  comes  the  time  when  allotments 
are  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the  "  respective  rights 
and  interests  which  shall  have  been  claimed  and 
allowed  under  the  provisions  herinbefore  con- 
tained." That  removes  the  difficulty ;  and  we  are 
now  to  donsider  whether  the  claim  in  respect  of 
Berry  Moor  was  "  allowed."  Now,  when  the  Act 
caremlly  provides  that  all  parties  interested  are  to 
be  allowed  to  appear  and  object  to  any  claims 
made,  and  no  persons  appear  and  object  to  this 
claim,  it  must  be  regarded  as  allowed,  and  accor- 
dingly, the  valuer  and  assistant  commissioner  had 
no  right  to  enter  into  the  question  and^  reject  the 
daim.  The  lord  of  the  manor,  is,  therefore  entitled 
to  an  allotment  in  respect  of  his  claim  over  Berry 
Moor. 

Dekvav,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  add  anything  to  the 

1'adgment  of  my  brother  Blackburn,  with  which 
[  agree  in  every  point.  I  will  only  say,  with 
rMard  to  the  provisional  order,  as  to  the  form  of 
wmdb  it  18  important  to  lay  down  a  general  rule, 


'  that  the   mere  omission   to   mention  aiiy  right 
ouffht  not  to  be  taken  as  an  inclusion  of^^it. 
Abchibau),  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Jvdgmefnt  for  me  'plaintiff. 
.  Attorney  for  plaintiff, «/.  L.  Morris. 
Attorneys  for  defendants.  White,  Borret  and  Oo. 
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Friday,  Jan.  23, 1874. 

Maude  (pet.)  v.  Lowlbt  (resp.)  (No.  2). 

Mumicipal  election  petition — Limit  of  particulars 

— Time  for  delivery  of 
Aft&i  the  filing  of  a  munici/pcd  election  petition,  the 
following  order  was  made  by  a  judge  at  chambers, 
viz.,  that  the  petitioners  do  within  a  week  deliver 
to  the  respondent  particulars  of  all  the  persons 
alleged  to  have  been  bribed  or  treated,  by  whom, 
when,  and  where.  And  of  all  the  persons  alleged 
to  have  been  retained  and  employed  as  canvassers, 
and  by  whom,  and  when,  ana  wiiere.  And  of  all 
persons  to  whom,  monev  was  paid  or  agreed  to  be 
paid,  on  account  of  the  conveyance  of  voters  to 
the  poll,  and  by  whxrni  and  when  and  where 
su^h  m>oneys  were  paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid. 
On  appeal  to  the  court, 

Held,  that  the  order,  if  varied  by  the  addition  of 
dates,  oMd  by  the  words  "  as  far  as  is  known 
being  inserted  at  the  end  of  ea>ch  sentence,  was 
reasonahle  and  ought  to  be  confirmed. 
Rule  calling  on  the  respondent  to  show  cause  why 
an  order  of  Pollock,  B.,    dated  16th  Jan.  1874, 
should  not  be  varied. 

A  petition  having  been  lodged  against  the  re- 
turn of  James  Lowlev,  as  town  councillor  for  a 
ward  of  the  borough  of  Leeds,  and  the  trial 
thereof  being  fixed  for  the  3rd  Feb.,  an  applica- 
tion was  made  on  the  preceding  16th  Jan.  at 
chambers,  to  the  leamea  judj^e  above-mentioned 
for  particulars  of  the  charges  in  the  petition ;  the 
matter  was  argued,  and  the  following  order 
made: 

1  do  order  that  the  petitioners,  or  their  attorney,  or 
a^nta,  do  within  a  week  deliver  to  the  respondent,  or 
his  attorney,  partioolars  of  all  the  persons  alleged  to 
have  been  bribed  or  treated,  bv  whom,  when,  and 
where.  And  of  all  the  persona  alleged  to  have  been 
retained  and  employed  as  oanvasaers,  and  by  whom,  and 
when,  and  where.  And  of  all  persons  to  whom  money 
was  paid,  or  agreed  to  be  paid,  on  aooonnt  of  the  convey- 
ance of  voters  to  the  poll,  and  by  whom,  and  when, 
and  where  snch  moneys  were  paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid. 

(Signed)  C.  £.  Pollock. 

16th  Jan.  1874. 

The  above  rule  having  been  obtained, 
Arthur  Cluirles  showed  cause. — Three  classes 
of  persons  are  referred  to  in  the  petition —viz., 
persons  bribed,  canvassers,  and  persons  employed 
in  the  conveyance  of  voters  to  the  poll.  First, 
it  is  objected  by  the  petitioner  that  these  par- 
ticulars were  ordered  too  soon.  But  thai  was  in 
the  discretion  of  the  learned  judge  to  deter- 
mine, whose  decision  should  be  treated  as  final 
unless  strong  reasons  are  shown  for  the  con- 
trary. The  time  for  allowing  particulars  has, 
in  different  cases,  varied  from  three  to  five 
and  six  days.  No  time  is  fixed  in  the  rules. 
IFiM,  Q.C.,  for  the  petitioner,  offered  a  week 
excluding  Sunday.  Ijc^  QiQ>\xwMQ:^^  ^^  .-^^^N2»a^» 
seemB  lo  \.\i«  wwTti  T«w^«tksiWw5^I\  ^^asso.  ^'^^»'^^^> 
as  to  t\ie  psiUc\i\aT^  ol  \ir^«Jt%  ^^^  ^^t^wa  xw:^saftN\ 
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JBeoZ  V.  flfmt<A  (19  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  566 ;  L.  Rep.  4  C.  P. 
145),  was  relied  upon  by  the  petitioner  at  onambers. 
Bat  all  that  was  actually  decided  there  is  that  this 
court  will  not  interfere  with  the  dbcretion  of  a 
judge  at  chambers.  So  it  is,  to  that  extent^  now  ib 
favour  of  the  respondent.  Bovill,  G.J.»  seemed  to 
intimate  that  he  would  have  made  a  different 
order,  for  he  said  that  he  would  not  interfere  with 
the  discretion  of  the  learned  judge  at  chambers, 
but  that  justice  might  require  further  time. 
[Lord  CoLE&iDGE,  C.J. — Moreover,  you  have  in 
your  favour  the  very  hich  authority  of  Willes,  J., 
who  was  opposed  to  tne  application.]  The  affi- 
davits are  not  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  case,  and 
the  order  was  much    more   extensive  than  the 

{)resent  one.  And  it  is  noticeable  that  one  of  the 
earned  judges,  said  to  have  been  consulted  by 
Willes,  J.,  before  the  latter  made  the  order,  thought 
fit  to  give  particulars  of  bribers  in  a  subsequent 
oase,  viz.,  the  Hastings  Petition  and  Stafford  Peti' 
tion  (20  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  180),  where  Blackburn,  J., 
made  orders  for  particulars,  giving  the  names  of 
the  persons  subjected  to  corrupt  practices,  and  of 
the  persons  guilty  of  those  practices,  as  far 
as  practicable,  and  the  times  and  places  at 
which  the  alleged  treating  took  place.  It 
is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  form  of  order  in 
Beal  V.  Smith  is  not  conclusive.  In  Anderson  v. 
Oawley,  The  Salford  Petition  case  (19  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.  S.  500),  Willes,  J.,  adhered  to  the  form 
of  order  in  Beal  v.  Smith.  Very  soon  after 
that  case,  Keogh,  J.,  after  his  attention  had 
been  drawn  to  the  last-mentioned  decision  of 
Willes,  J.,  adopted  the  same  form  (The  London- 
derry Petition,  19  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  573),  making 
an  order  that  the  petitioners  should,  three  davs 
before  the  trial,  give  particulars  containing  the 
names  of  all  persons  alleged  to  have  been  bribed, 
and  also  of  those  who  were  alleged  to  have  admin- 
istered bribes,  and  of  those  alleged  to  have  been 
unduly  influenced,  &c.  And  another  order  was 
made  in  Brett  v.  JEtohinson  (22  L.  T.  |lep.  N.  S. 
487),  by  Bramwell,  B.  [Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — 
There  is  a  marked  distinction  between  the  particu- 
lars of  treating  and  bribery.]  Beal  v.  Smith  was 
followed  by  Pollock,  B.  m  the  present  case. 
[Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — The  cases  cited  only  show 
that  there  is  authority  for  giving  particulars  of 
bribers,  and  a  list  of  acts  of  bribery  and  acts  of 
treating, whereas  the  order  before  us  goes  further, 
and  seeks  information  as  to  the  times  and  places 
of  treating.]  If  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  a 
list  of  bribers,  why  is  he  not  also  of  treaters  ?  It 
is  more  easy  to  discover  treating  than  bribery. 
The  object  of  particulars  is  to  ensile  the  respon- 
dent to  prepare  his  defence.  [Lord  Coleridge, 
C.J. — Or  to  ascertain  what  case,  if  any,  the  peti- 
tioner has.]  Rather,  to  find  out  what  has  to  be 
met  in  court.  Thirdly,  if  entitled  to  the  list  of 
bribers  the  respondent  is  likewise  entitled  to  a  list 
of  treaters,  although  possibly,  if  furnished  with 
the  places  of  treating,  an  inference  may  be  drawn 
that  the  landlords  of  those  plaoes  were  the  per- 
sons by  whom  the  treating  was  accomplished.  If 
the  petitioner  can  give  the  names  of  bribers  he 
can  as  easily  give  those  of  the  persons  bribed. 
[HoNYMAN,  J. — Not  so.  He  may  have  seen  a 
number  of  men  coming  out  of  some  place  with 
the  £^ld  in  their  hands,  yet  not  know  their  names.] 
Lastly,  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  t\ie  naxne^  ot 

the  agents  charged  with  oonveying  voters  U>  Oca 

poll. 


Field,  Q.C.  (with  him  Loikwood)  for  the  peti- 
tioner. —  Although  no  doubt  the  reeponoent 
has  a  right  to  particolars,  yet  on  the  oiher 
hand  the  petitioner  should  not  be  restricted  in 
his  proof.  The  election  tribanals  require  vety 
strict  proof.  There  is  much  difference  between 
a  Imowledffe  of  bribers  and  a  knowledge  of 
briber.  The  mode  of  bribeiy  varies.  A  oom- 
mon  mode  is  for  the  voter  to  receive  a  mm 
ticket  which  is  i^ter  the  election  nroduoed  as  s 
voucher.  [Kbatiko,  J. — ^The  words  "as  &r  as 
is  Imown "  would  protect  yon.]  Yes.  Hie  peti- 
tioner ivill  undertalce  to  give  the  names  so  far  as 
they  are  known.  So,  also,  with  the  same  limita- 
tion, the  times  and  places  of  bribing  and  treating 
shall  be  given  and  likewise  as  to  the  oonveyanos 
of  voters  to  the  poll. 

Lord  CoLBRiDOB,  C.J. — Then  let  the  order  be 
varied  by  the  dates  being  given,  and  the  words 
"  as  fto*  as  is  known  "  h&xtg  inserted  after  eadi 
question,  "  by  whom,  when,  and  where.** 

Bute  absolute  a^eordingly. 

Attorneys  for  petitioners,  Patereon,  Snow,  md 
Burney. 

Attorney  for  the  respondent,  Darley. 


COTJBT  OP  EXCSBQUB&. 

B«ported  bj  T.  W.  SAnvDxu  and  H.  Lsxox,  Bwin., 
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Jan.  27  and  28, 1874. 

Yaughton  and  avothxb  v.  The  London  and 
North  Western  Railway  Company. 
BaHway  company — Common  earriere — Loss  of  goods 
above  101.  in  value — Goods  not  declared  umder 
sect.  1  of  Carriers'  Act — Felonious  acts  of  com- 
pany's servants —  Wluit  sufficient  evidence  qf  in 
civil  action — Difference  in  that  respect  in  a  crimmtd 
prosecution — CaUing    the   suspected    servant  as 
wUness— Carriers*  Act  (11  0«o.  4,  ^  1  WilL  i.  c 
68),  sect.  8. 
In  an  action  against  a  rctilway  company,  as  carriers 
for  hire,  for  the  loss  of  goods  alleged  to  have  arisem 
from  the  felonious  a^  of  the  servants  of  the  com- 
pany, it  %s  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff,  in  order 
to  prove  the  felony,  under  secL  8  of  the  Carriers* 
Act  (11  Oeo.  4^1  WiU.4,  c  68),  to  brina  horn 
the  charge  to  any  individual  servant  of  As  com- 
pany  in  particular,  or  to  prodttce  s%ich  evidence  of 
the  fact  as  would  be  requisite  on  a  criminal  trial; 
it  beina  s^ifficient  for  him  to  show  U  to  he  more 
probable  that  the  felony  was  committed  by  some 
one  or  more  of  such  servants  than  by  anyone  dss; 
and  the  mere  fact  of  the  company's  abstainimg 
from  caUing  the  suspected  servants  as  witnesses, 
in  answer  to  the  ptaintiff^s  case,  is  si^ficient  to 
justify  the  case  being  left  to  the  jury. 
So  hdd  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (KeUy,  C.B., 

Pigott  and  Amphleti,  BB.). 
This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendants  as  carriers  for  delay  in  the 
delivery  of  goods  intrusted  to  them,  and  also  (the 
goods  not  having  been  delivered  at  all)  to  recover  ths 
value  of  such  goods,  consisting  of  articles  of  jewel- 
lery.  Thejdef  endants  pleaded,  inter  alio,  the  Carriers* 
Act,  and  the  absence  of  a  declaration  of  the  value 
of  the  ^oods  being  above  lOL  at  the  time  they 
were  delivered  to  uiem  to  be  carried ;  to  which 
the  plaintiffs  replied,  that  the  gpodB  were  kwt  hf 
TiiieaxA  q1  ^ \.f^^Ti^  ^yso^G^ttoaby  Uie  deiendantB* 
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Bz.]      Yauohton  AjrD  anothbr  v.  Thb  London  and  North- Wbstbbn  Biilwat  Gompakt.      [Ex. 


The  pleadings  in  the  action  were  shortly  as 
follows : 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  charged  that 
the  plaintiffs  delivered  to  the  defendants,  as  being 
oamers  of  goods  by  railway  from  Birmingham  to 
Liverpool,  certain  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  to  be  by 
the  aefendants  carried  fix>m  Birmingham  to 
Liverpool  aforesaid,  and  there  delivered  for  the 
plaintiffs  within  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf 
n>r  reward,  &c, ;  that  the  defendants  received  the 
said  goods,  &o, ;  and  a  reasonable  time  for  carry- 
ing and  delivering  the  same  elapsed,  yet  the  de- 
fendants neglecteid  for  a  long  and  unreasonable 
time  in  that  behalf  to  carry  and  deliver  the  said 
goods,  whereby  the  plaintiffs  were  deprived  of  the 
use  of  the  said  goods,  and  the  same  were 
diminished  in  value.  By  the  second  count  the 
defendants  were  charged  with  having  received  as 
carriers  for  hire  certain  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
be  by  the  defendants  taken  care  of,  ana  safely  and 
securely  carried  from  Birmingham  to  Liverpool, 
and  there  delivered  for  the  plaintiffs  within  a 
reasonable  time  in  that  behalf  for  reward ;  and  a 
reasonable  time  for  carrying  and  delivering  the 
same  elapsed,  yet  the  defendants  did  not  take  care 
of  and  safely  and  securely  carry  and  deliver  the 
said  goods  for  the  plaintiffs,  whereby  the  same 
were  lost  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  third  count  was 
in  trover  for  a  wrongful  conversion  by  the  defen- 
dants to  their  own  use  of  the  plaintiffs'  goods — 
that  is  to  say,  gold  rings,  gold  lockets,  gold  pins, 
and  gold  seals.    Claim,  lOOZ. 

The  defendants  plecuied  various  pleas,  as  follows  : 
First  (to  the  first  and  second  counts),  denying  the 
delivery  by  the  plaintiffs  and  the  receipt  by  the 
defendants  of  the  said  goods  for  the  purposes  and 
on  the  terms  alleged;  secondly  (further  to  the 
same  counts),  denying  the  breaches  therein 
alleged;  thirdly  (to  the  third  count),  not  guiltv; 
fourthly  (further  to  the  same  count),  that  the 
goods  were  not  the  plaintiffs*  goods  ;  fifthly  (as  to 
the  first  and  second  counts),  that  the  breaches  of 
duty  in  those  counts  alleged  were,  by  reason  of 
loss  by  the  defendants  of  the  said  goods,  and  thab 
the  said  goods  were  articles  and  property  of  the 
description  mentioned  in  sect.  1  of  1  Will.  c.  4 
(the  Carriers*  Act),  and  Tvere  contained  in  a  parcel 
which,  with  the  goods  therein  containeo,  was 
delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  as  and 
being  common  carriers  by  land  for  hire,  at  a  cer- 
tain ofiice  or  receiving  house  of  the  defendants, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  by  them,  as  such  carriers, 
carried  for  hire  in  a  public  carriage,  and  the  value 
of  the  said  goods  then  exceeded  the  sum  of  lOL, 
and,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  said  parcel 
and  goods  as  aforesaid,  there  was  affixed,  in  legible 
characters,  in  a  public  and  conspicuous  place  of 
the  said  office  or  receiving  bouse,  being  an  office 
or  receiving  house  of  the  defendants,  where  such 
parcels  were  then  received  by  the  defendants  for 
the  purpose  of  carriage,  a  notice,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  said  statute,  whereby  the  defen- 
dants notified  that  an  increased  rate  of  charge 
in  the  said  notice  mentioned  was  required  to  be 
paid  them,  over  and  above  the  ordinary  rate  of 
carriage,  as  a  compensation  for  the  greater  risk 
and  care  to  be  taken  for  the  safe  conveyance  of 
articles  and  property  of  the  description  in  the  first 
section  of  the  said  statute  mentioned,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  delivery  of  the  said  parcel  and  goods  at 
the  said  office  or  receiving  house  of  the  defendants 
as  Bioreaaid,  the  valae  Ana  nature  of  the  said  goods 
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were  not  declared  by  the  person  sending  or 
delivering  the  same,  and  neither  such  increased 
charge  as  aforesaid  nor  any  agreement  to  pay  the 
same  was  accepted  by  the  person  receivmg  the 
said  parcel  and  goods. 

The  plaintiffs  took  and  joined  issue  on  all  the  said 
pleas,  and  for  a  second  replication  to  the  said  fifth 
plea,  they  said  that  the  loss  of  the  said  ^ooda 
arose  from  the  felonious  acts  of  servants  in  the 
employ  of  the  defendants,  and  not  otherwise; 
ana  upon  that  second  replication  issue  was  also 
joined. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the  last  summer 
assizes,  1873,  at  Warwick,  before  Honvman,  J.,  and 
a  special  jury,  on  which  occasion  the  following 
appeared  to  be  the  facts,  which  were  either  proved 
in  evidence  or  admitted. 

The  plaintiffs,  who  were  wholesale  jewellers 
carrying  on  business  at  Birmingham,  sent  from 
thence  on  the  29th  Jan.  1873  a  box  of  jewellery  to 
their  traveller,  a  Mr.  Holland,  then  at  Liverpool, 
and  addressed  to  him  at  **  Jjawrence's  Hotel,  Liver- 
pool," where  he  was  then  staying.  The  box  con- 
tained articles  of  jewellery,  &o.,  which  were  ad- 
mitted to  be  of  above  the  value  of  £10,  and  to.be 
within  the  operation  of  the  Carrier's  Act  (11  Geo, 
4,  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  68),  but  the  nature  and  value 
of  the  contents  of  the  box  were  not  "  declared  "  by 
the  plaintiffs  within  the  terms  of  sect.  1  of  the 
Act,  at  the  time  it  was  handed  by  them  to  the 
defendants'  servants  at  their  Birminj^ham  station, 
for  carriage  to  Liverpool,  although  m  the  receipt 
which  was  given  for  it  at  that  time  bv  the  defen- 
dants' servant,  the  package  was  stated  to  contain 
"jewellery."  The  delivering  of  the  box  by  the 
plsdntiffs  to  the  defendants  at  Birmingham  was 
not  disputed  by  the  latter,  nor  was  there  any 
question  raised  as  to  the  niiture  and  value  of  the 
contents,  the  only  question  at  issue  between  the 
parties  being  whether  (the  box  not  having  been 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  or  to  their  traveller  at 
Liverpool)  its  loss  had  been  occasioned  by  the 
** felonious  acta  of  any  servant  of  the  company" 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  8  of  the  Carriers'  Act 
above  mentioned,  which  section  is  in  the  following 
words: 

Provided  also,  and  be  it  farther  enacted,  that  nothing 
in  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  protect  any  mail  contractor, 
stage  coach  proprietor,  or  other  common  carrier  for  hire 
from  liability  to  answer  for  loss  or  injory  to  any  goods 
or  articles  whatsoever  arising  from  the  felonious  acts  of 
any  coachman,  guard,  bookkeeper,  porter,  or  other 
servant  in  his  or  their  employ.  ... 

On  arriving  at  the  defendants'  Lime-street  Sta- 
tion, at  Liverpool,  from  Birmingham,  parcels,  such 
as  was  the  box  in  question,  are  taken  to  the 
"parcel  oflBce"  at  the  station  for  delivery  in  Liver- 
pool. This  office  is  not  open  to  or  accessible  by  the 
public,  but  only  to  the  servants  of  the  company.  The 
parcels  for  delivery  in  Liverpool  are  entered  in  a 
book  kept  for  the  purpose,  and  are  then  put  into  a 
covered  van,  at  the  omce  door,  to  be  driven  away 
and  delivered  at  their  several  destinations  in  the 
town.  The  collection  and  delivery  of  these  parcels 
from  the  defendants'  station  at  Liverpool  as 
undertaken  by  an  agent  of  the  companv  of  the 
name  of  Thurston,  under  a  contract  witn  the  de- 
fendants for  that  purpose,  and  the  vans  used  by  him 
in  the  business  had  his  name,  ^.,  painted  upon 
each  of  them,  thus,  "  Joseph  Thurston^  a^exv^^^'t 
the  London  Wid  'S^ot^i^[i-'^  «eXK«w  'Si«^^'^^  k:^^tsv- 
pany  ;•     A  maxi  caX\^  ^vdA\^i  ,  *m  "v5w^  ««^^^  ^^ 
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morning  in  qnestion  (80th  Jan.),  and  he  had  a 
book  in  which  this  box,  together  with  two  other 
parcels,  also  for  delivery  to  other  persons  at 
Lawrence's  Hotel,  was  dnly  entered.  It  was 
Hindley's  duty  to  check  the  parcels  off  by  this 
book  as  they  were  placed  in  his  van,  and  on  him 
rested  the  dnty  and  responsibility  of  safely  de- 
livering them.  There  was  no  part  of  the  defen- 
dants' station  open  or  accessible  to  the  public 
nearer  the  spot  where  the  parcel  van  was,  while 
the  parcels  were  being  placed  in  it,  than  from  six 
to  ten  yards. 

On  arriving  with  his  van  at  Lawrence's  Hotel, 
Hindley  went  into  the  Hotel  and  delivered  there 
the  other  two  parcels  above  mentioned,  and  per- 
mitted the  housekeeper  to  sign  his  book  as  having 
received  three  parcelH,  including  the  box  in  question 
which  she  did,  not  adverting  to  the  fact  that  only 
two  had  been  delivered.  'Hie  landlord,  however, 
came  in  at  the  moment,  and  perceiving  what 
Hindley  had  done,  called  his  attention  to  it,  and 
asked  him  where  Mr.  Holland's  parcel  was,  to 
which  Hindley  replied,  '*  Isn't  it  here  P"  and  then 
went  back  to  his  van  as  if,  apparently,  to  look  for 
the  parcel,  and  came  back  ana  said  he  could  not 
find  it,  nor  was  it  ever  in  fact  delivered.  The 
housekeeper's  receipt  fjOT  the  box  was  then  erased 
or  struck  through  by  her  in  Hindley's  book. 

On  the  10th  Feb.  1873,  some  articles  of  jewellery, 
identified  as  having  formed  a  portion  of  the  con* 
tents  of  the  plaintiff's  box,  were  discovered  by  a 
detective  police  officer  to  have  been  pledged  a  day 
or  two  previously  at  a  pawnbroker's  in  £iverpool 
by  a  man  named  **  Bucnanan,"  who  was  not  in  the 
service  of  the  company,  and  who  was  at  once 
arrested  on  suspicion  of  having  stolen  the  box. 
He  denied  the  stealing,  and  said  that  he  had 
found  the  articles  which  he  had  pawned  lying 
about  on  a  part  of  the  defendant's  station,  called 
the  "Fish  Siding,"  which  siding  was  open  and 
accessible  to  the  public,  and  was  about  100  yards 
(distant  from  the  office  where  the  parcels  were 
put  into  the  van.  Upon  going  to  the  part  of  that 
siding  pointed  out  by  Buchanan,  the  police  officer 
discovered  some  other  broken  bits  of  jewellery 
lying  about,  which  proved  to  be  portions  of  the 
plaintiff*8  property,  and  also  some  bits  of  wood, 
which  were  identified  as  being  parts  of  the  box  in 
which  the  goods  were  packed.  The  officer  then 
went  to  the  "  Parcel  office,"  where  he  saw  a  man  of 
the  name  of  "Wilson,"  one  of  the  clerks  employed 
by  the  defendants,  in  and  having  charge  of  that 
office,  and  Wilson  then  produced  to  the  officer  a 
breast-pin's  head,  which  was  identified  as  a  portion 
of  the  lost  goods,  and  which  he  said  he  had  picked 
up  on  the  siding  some  days  before,  and  that  another 
man  had  also  picked  up  some  other  bits  of  the 
jewellery.  He  said  also  that  he  had  not  men- 
tioned an3rthing  about  it,  not  thinking  it  to  be 
of  any  value.  The  man  Buchanan  was  subse- 
(juently  discharged,  the  police  authorities  being 
satisfied  with  his  statement  as  to  finding  the 
articles. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs'  case,  the  counsel 

for  the  defendants  submitted  that  there  was  no 

evidence  to  go   to   the  jury  in   support  of    the 

plaintiff's  second  replication ;  there  was  no  proof 

that  any  felony  had  been  committed  by  anybody, 

Aijd  certainly  none  that  it  had  been  committed  by 

anv  servant  of  the  company.     The  detendsaiV.^ 

called  no   witnesses,  and  the  learned   \udg^  Va 

Hamming  up  to  the  jary»  told  tbem  uiat  t^e^ 


must,  before  they  ooold  find  a  yerdict  for  the 
plaintiffs,  be  satisfied  that  the  goods  were  stokn 
oy  the  felony,  not  of  one  of  the  publio,  bat  of  one 
or  more  of  the  company's  seryants,  or  (whidi  wm 
the  same  thing  here)  of  Thurston's  servants, 
fdthough  the  plaintiffs  might  not  be  able  to  fix  the 
felony  on  any  one  particular  servant,  nor  was  it 
necessary  that  the  jury  should  be  ntisfied  as  to 
which  one  of  two  or  more  implicated  servante 
was  the  actual  thief. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on 
the  first  count,  with  nominal  damages,  and  on  the 
second  count  with  47L  damages,  and  leave  was 
reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  set  aside 
that  yerdict,  and  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defen- 
dant on  the  second  count,  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  evidence  which  ought  to  have  been 
left  to  the  jury  in  support  of  the  replication  to  the 
fifth  plea. 

A  rule  to  that  effect,  and  abo  for  a  new  trial  od 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the 
weight  of  evidence,  was  accordingly  moved  for 
and  obtained  by  Fidd,  Q.G.,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  in  Michaelxnas  Term  last,  and  now, 

Vighy  Seymawr,  Q.C.  and  Forbes,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  showed  cause  against  the  rule,  and 
contended  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
retain  the  verdict  which  had  been  found  in 
their  favour,  and  that  the  jury  were  well  war- 
ranted in  finding  it,  because  it  was  sufficient  for 
the  plaintiffs  to  adduce  in  evidence,  as  they  had 
done  in  this  case,  circumstances  which  threw  a 
suspicion  of  a  felonious  act  upon  the  servants  of 
the  railway  company,  and  that  the  burden  was 
thereby  cast  upon  the  defendants  of  calling  these 
servants  into  the  witness  box  to  explain,  if 
they  could  do  so,  their  conduct  in  the  matter. 
For  that  proposition  the  case  of  Boyce  y.  CXaf* 
man  (2  Bing.  N.  C.  222),  is  an  authority,  m 
which  in  an  action  against  carriers,  upon  an 
issue  that  the  plaintiff^  goods  were  stolen  bj 
the  defendants'  porter,  the  plaintiff  proved  only 
circumstances  of  suspicion,  wnich  probably  would 
not  have  insured  a  conviction  on  an  indictment 
for  felony;  but,  the  defendants  having  omitted 
to  call  the  porter  as  a  witness,  and  the  jury 
having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  the  court  refused  to 
grant  a  rule.  It  is  quite  sufficient  in  a  ca^e  like 
the  present,  if  it  be  shown  beyond  reasonable  doabt 
that  the  loss  of  the  goods  in  question  must  haye 
resulted  from  a  felonious  act  on  the  part  of  some 
one  or  other  of  the  servants  of  the  railway  com- 
pany, and  it  is  not  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to 
fix  by  their  evidence  any  one  servant  in  particular 
with  the  felonious  act,  nor  even  to  adduce  sndi 
distinct  and  precise  proof  of  the  act  as  would  be 
held  needful  to  establish  a  case  for  the  jury,  if  one 
of  the  servants  were  on  his  trial  on  an  indictment 
for  the  felony.    They  cited  also 

Machin  v.  77m  London  and  South*  Western  Soilvcf 
Company,  2  Ex.  413,  848  ;  17  L.  J.  271,  Ex. ; 

Keys  V.  The  Belfast  Railway  Company  (in  the  Inab 
Court  of  Common  Pleas),  8  Ir.  Com.  L.  Bep.  167. 

Field,  Q.C.  and  /.  Carter,  for  the  defendants,  sap- 
ported  their  rule. — No  evidence  of  a  felony  haviiig 
been  committed  was  adduced  by  the  plaintiifo  at 
the  trial,  which  should  have  been  done  to  justify 
the  case  being  left  to  the  jury.  FKbllt,  G.B.— 
There  would  probably  not  have  been  sufficient 
ey\dexvcQ  to  justify  a  judge,  had  it  been  a  criminal 
\.t\b\,  vci\«ftiV\w%  ^\>iXi<&'c^TA\»Y's  or  Wilson's  case 
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ther,  it  miffht  be  diflferent.    Pigott,  B.— (The  entry 
in  Hindley^B  book  is  strong  to  show  that  he  had 
possession  of  the  box.  The  company  do  not  appear 
to  have  followed  up  the  matter  very  closely.]  The 
bnrden  of  proof  was  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  a 
felony  by  one  of  the  company's  servants,  and  they 
have  not  shown  it.    It  has  been  laid  down,    and 
acted  apon  as  law  in  many  cases,  that,  in  order  to 
make  a  carrier  liable  under  this  section,  and  to 
take  him  out  of  the  protection  designed  for  him  by 
the  statute,  it  is  necessary  that  a  felony  should  be 
proved  to  have  been  committed,  and  that  suspi- 
cion merely  that  such  is  the  case  is  not  sufficient. 
To  that  effect  is  the  case  in  the  Common  Pleas  of 
The  Cheat  Northern  Bailway  Company  v.  BimeU 
(18  C.  B.  676 ;  s.  c.  nom.  The  (jreat  Western  Bailway 
Company  v.  BimeU,  27  L.  J.  201,  C.  P.),  an  autho- 
rity. It  was  said  by  Willes,  J.,  there,  that  in  order  to 
make  out  &primd  facie  case,  the  plaintiff  must  show 
not  only  that  the  theory  of  a  felony  having  been  com- 
mitted by  one  of  the  company's  servants  is  consis- 
tent with  all  the  facts  and  probable,  but  also  that 
there  is  some  one  substantial  credible  fact  which 
is   wholly  inconsistent    with    a  contrary  theory. 
Now,  there  is  an  entire  want  of  that  here.    That 
case  was  followed  shortly  afterwards  by  another 
case  to  the  same  effect  in  the  same  court,  of  Met' 
calfe  and  another  v.  The  London,  Brighton,  and 
South  Coast  Bailway  Company  (4  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  311 ; 
27  L.  J.  333,  C.P.),  in  which  Williams  (at  p.  334  of 
27  L.  J.)  said :  "  The  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to 
recover  unless  they  show  affirmatively  that  the 
goods  in  Question  were  lost  by  means  of  a  felony 
committed  by  one  of  the  company's  servants. 
The  case  of  Boyce  v.  Chapman  (uhi  8iip.),  relied  on 
by  the  other  siae,  is  distinguishable,  for  the  stolen 
goods  had  been  found  in  the  actual  possession  of  a 
porter  in  that  case ;  and,  even  if  the  court  should 
not  think  it  distinguishable,  it  ought  not  to  be 
followed,  not  being   reC'Oncileable  with  the  two 
later  cases.    As  to  the  company's  not  having  fol- 
lowed up  the  case  with  sufficient  alacrity,  the 
answer  is  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence 
to   justify   them  in    doing  so.     By  leaving   an 
insufficient  case  in  support  of  this  replication  to 
the  jury  the  result  will  be,  if  the  court  should 
discharge  this  rule,  that  these  two  men,  Hindley 
and    Wilson,  the  servants  implicated,  will  have 
the   odium   and   suspicion  of    a  criminal  charge 
hanging  over  them  ror  the   rest  of  their  lives; 
whereas,  if  they  had  been  put  in  the  dock  on  their 
trial  for  the  felony,  either  jointly  or  separately, 
they  would  inevitably  have  been  acquitted,  and 
without  the    case  being  left  to   the  jury.    The 
plaintiffs  here  are  seeking  to  obtain  a  criminal 
conviction  by  a  civil  procedure,  and  it  would  in 
effect  be  trying  their  men  for  a  felon^r  upon  an 
entirely  collateral  inquiry;  and  that,  it  is  sub- 
mitted, would  be  quite  opposed  to  the  spirit  and 
policy  of  the  law,  nor  would  it  be  less  so  to  compel 
the  aefendants  to  put  the  men  into  the  witness 
box.    The  object  of  the  Carriers*  Act  was  to  pro- 
tect the  carrier,  and  this  exception  upon  an  ex- 
ception should  be  read  as  much  in  his  favour  as 
possible.    [PiooTT,  B.,  referred  to  the  words  of 
sect.  8,  and  the  comments  thereon  of  Cresswell,  J., 
in  BimeWs  case  (libi  sup.),  where,   at  p.  206  ot' 
27  L.  J.  C.  P.,  that  learned  judge  said,  **  a  mere 
suspicion   is  not  sufficient,  it  must   be    proved 
that    the    loss    actually    did    arise    by    felony." 
Kbllt,  O.B. — As  to  the  evidence  bearing  more 
hardly  on  the  compaDj*B  aervants  va  a  civil  action 


than  in  a  criminal  trial,  the  answer  is  that  the 
circumstances  are  different,  the  means  of  defence 
are  different,  and  the  legal  principles  to  be  applied 
are  different.  What  may  be  very  satisfactory 
evidence  in  the  one  case  may  be  very  unsatis- 
factory evidence  in  the  other.  It  was  open  to  the 
company  to  call  both  Hindley  and  Wilson  as 
witnesses.]  If  that  had  been  done  men,  practi- 
cally on  their  trial  for  a  criminal  offence  would 
have  been  subject  to  cross  examination. 

Kellt,  C.B. — I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  even  if 
either  of  these  men,  Hindley  or  Wilson,  had  been 
indicted  for  felony  in  having  stolen  this  box  of 
jewellery,  that  there  would  have  been  evidence 
which  a  judge  ought  to  have  left  to  the  jury  in 
support  of  the  prosecution.  But,  it  appears  to 
me,  for  reasons  which  I  will  presently  mention, 
that  a  case  of  this  nature  is  not  to  be  dealt  with 
at  all  on  the  same  principle  as  that  which  governs 
the  proceedings  in  a  criminal  prosecution.  Let 
me  take  at  once  a  supposed  state  of  things^  in 
wliich  it  would  be  perfectly  manifest  that  one  of 
two  persons  had  abstracted,  and,  under  the  cir- 
circumstances,  it  might  be  said,  feloniously  ab- 
stracted, a  certain  article,  and  yet  the  circum- 
stances might  be  such  that  it  womd  be  impossible 
to  say  which  of  the  two  persons  it  was.  Suppose, 
for  instance,  that  a  parcel  had  come  into  the  pos- 
session of  a  railway  company,  and  had  arrivea  at 
one  of  its  stations,  to  be  forwarded  thence  the  next 
day  to  some  other  station,  and  that  in  the  mean- 
time the  company's  servants  had  locked  it  up  in  a 
cupboard  in  toe  station  office,  of  which  cupboard 
each  one  of  two  servants  of  tbe  company  alone 
had  a  key,  and  that  no  other  person  had  any  key  or 
other  means  of  access  to  the  cupboard  in  question ; 
and  suppose  that,  in  the  interim  between  the  parcel 
being  so  locked  up  overnight  and  the  cupboard 
being  opened  in  the  morning,  in  order  to  take  out 
the  parcel  and  forward  it  to  its  destination,  no 
other  individual  than  these  two  persons  had  been 
upon  the  spot,  or  within  the  room  in  which  the 
cupboard  was,  and  that,  on  the  cupboard  being 
unlocked  and  opened  in  the  morning,  it  was  dis- 
covered that  the  parcel  was  not  thei^,  it  would  be 
certain  to  demonstration,  on  proof  of  the  above 
facts,  thaw  one  or  both  of  those  two  persons  had 
taken  away  this  parcel,  and  it  would  evidently  be 
absolutely  impossible  to  say  which  of  the  two 
it  was.  One  of  them  might  have  been  fast  asleep 
in  his  bed  during  the  whole  time,  and  the  other 
might  have  gotten  up  and  taken  the  parcel  from 
the  cnpboara.  Cah  any  one  doubt  that  such  a 
case  would  be  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  statute  that,  where  it  is  clear  that  the  servant 
or  servants  of  the  company  had  stolen  the  parcel 
in  question,  the  company  snould  be  liable  P  Let  us 
just  look  at  the  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
which  is  applicable  to  this  matter.  The  8th  section 
of  the  Carriers'  Act  (11  Geo.  4,  &  1  Will.  4,  c. 
68),  is  the  section  in  question,  and  it  exempts 
carriers  from  the  general  protection  of  the  Act 
where  the  loss  of  tne  articles  in  question  arises 
from  the  felonious  acts  of  any  servant  in  their 
employ.  [His  Lordship  here  read  the  section,  and 
then  proceeded  as  follows  :]  The  intention  of  that 
section  is  manifestly  to  protect  the  public  from 
loss  or  injury  to  their  goods  arising  from  the 
felonious  act  of  any  servant  of*  the  carriers  or 
company,  and  to  mflik!^\>\i<^  \»X\Kt  Xssi^'E^^^^^'^^^'^^ 
the  articVeft  Va  avi^^\,\oxi«c^%'wJvwQ.V3  i^xj^-^^n^v^^ 
their.  con\.To\.   la  \\»  v^^«W.^  '^  ^^1  "^^^  ^^"^  ^ 
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case  as  the  present  does  not  come  within  that  sec- 
tion P  We  must  deal  with  cases  arising  under  it  on 
veiy  different  principles  from  those  which  are 
applicable  to  a  case  of  a  person  indicted  for  a 
felony.  In  the  latter  case  wnere  the  prisoner  can- 
not give  evidence  or  be  examined,  if  evidence  were 
given  that  the  particular  article  had  come  into  the 
prisoner's  possession,  and  had  been  in  his  posses- 
sion for  a  time,  and  had  then  disappeared,  tne  bare 
fact  of  possession  which  might,  consistently  with 
the  rest  of  the  evidence  given,  lead  to  no  other 
inference  than  that  the  party  chared  had  been 
ffuilty  of  negligence,  could  not  justify  a  judge  in 
leaving  the  case  to  the  jury  at  all.  But  is  not  the 
case  veiy  different  here,  where  the  company  could 
have  called  all  the  servants  in  their  employ  who 
were  at  all  suspected  of  beine  implicated  m  the 
matter  to  have  explained  the  (usappearance  of  the 
box,  and  anything  in  the  circumstances  that  might 
really  be  deceptive  P  Here  there  is  much  circum- 
stantial evidence  aeainst  Hindley,  from  his  having 
possession  of  the  book,  the  parcels  mentioned  in 
which  had  been  checked  and  looked  over,  and 
his  being  also  in  the  exclusive  possession  of 
the  van  in  which  they  were  placed.  The 
question  then  arises,  whether  there  is  any  dif- 
ference between  a  civil  action,  in  which  we  have 
to  consider  whether  the  words  of  this  Act  of 
Parliament  have  been  complied  with  or  npt,  and 
the  case  of  the  same  mdividual  (Hindley), 
if  he  had  been  indicted  for  a  felonv.  It 
might  be  no  justification  for  a  judge  leaving 
sucn  a  case  to  a  jury,  had  Hindley  been  indicted 
for  the  felony,  that  there  was  circumstantial 
evidence  that  he  had  had  possession  of  the 
parcel,  and  that  it  bad  disappeared  at  the  time 
when  it  was  his  duty  to  aeliver  it ;  but  in  a 
civil  action  like  the  present,  it  is  surely  no 
answer  to  say,  in  argument  merely,  that  there  was 
no  case  to  go  to  the  jury,  because  the  man  might 
never  have  had  actual  possession  of  the  parcel,  or 
if  he  had,  that  it  might  have  been  stolen  from  his 
van  on  the  way  to  the  hotel.  The  reply  to  sach 
an  ar^ment  is  at  once  that  Hindley  might  have 
ffone  into  the  witness  box,  the  defendants  might 
have  called  on  him  as  a  witness  to  prove  that, 
althoug.i  true  it  was  that  the  parcel  had  come  into 
his  possession,  yet  that  it  might  have  been 
stolen  from  him  on  the  way.  It  is  an  argu- 
ment in  favour  of  the  plaintiflTs  case,  that  if 
Hindley  were  innocent,  or  if  the  parcel  had  not 
been  feloniously  stolen  by  "the  servant  or  servants 
of  the  company,"  he  might  have  been,  and  yet  was 
not,  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  all  that.  Now  we 
have  the  very  high  authority  of  Tindal,  C.J.,in  the 
case  of  Boijce  v.  Chapman  (ulL  8up.)t  that,  in  a  case 
arising  on  this  very  Act  of  Parliament,  the  fact 
of  its  being  in  the  power  of  the  company  "  to  call 
the  party  suspected,  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  suspicion  is  unfounded,  and  proving  his 
innocence,  and  their  not  doing  so  are  circumstances 
that  may  well  be  taken  into  consideration,  and 
that  very  fact  is  of  itself  evidence  for  the  jurv 
upon  which,  coupled  with  the  other  evidence,  they 
may  find  their  verdict ;"  and  I  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  be  so.  Mr.  Carter,  in  his  argument 
for  the  defendants,  dwelt  very  ably  upon  the 
ill  consequence  that  would  ensue  to  a  man's  cha- 
racter from  his  being  indirectly  convicted  of  a 
felony  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  m  a  civil  cyctiou, 

without  that  clear  and  distinct  prooi    ol    gvxVW. 

which  ia  essential  in  a  criminal  proaecutiotu    "Bvn^i 


the  answe^r  to  that  is  that  there  is  notiiing  un- 
reasonable in  saying  that,  if  the  companr  rely 
upon  the  integrity  of  their  servants,  and  they 
have  to  answer  a  primd  facie  case  which  has  been 
made  out  tending  for  the  moment  to  throw  sus- 
picion on  one  or  more  of  thoee  servants,  they  have 
the  power  to  call  the  servant  or  servants  in  qnes- 
tion  as  witnesses.  It  was  a  &ct  connected  with 
the  other  fiacts  on  which  the  jury  would  bejusti- 
fied  in  finding  a  verdict  such  as  Jthey  have  found 
in  the  present  case.  But  now  let  us  see  what  was 
the  evidence  here.  First,  vrith  r^^ard  to  the  case 
of  the  man  Hindley,  with  regard  to  whom  the 
case  is  weaker  than  in  the  case  of  the  other  man, 
Wilson.  It  is  perfectly  clear  from  the  evidence  of 
the  book,  whicn,  in  effect,  represents  the  matter 
in  writing,  that  the  box  in  question  had,  togetiier 
with  other  packages,  been  put  into  this  van  to  be 
conveyed  from  the  defendants'  railway  station  to 
the  hotel  where  the  consignee  of  the  box  was 
staying;  and  that  book  was  in  the  posses- 
sion of  Hindley.  The  fact  that  Hindley  had 
taken  upon  himself  the  conduct  of  this  van 
from  the  station  to  the  hotel,  and  that  he  bad 
possession  of  the  book,  which  he,  either  alone 
or  together  with  some  one  else,  must  have 
examined  and  checked  with  the  different  artides 
to  be  put  into  the  van,  would  have  been  circum- 
stances tending  to  show  that  at  all  events,  the 
articles  mentioned  in  the  book  must  have  been 
put  into  the  van,  and  so  must  have  come  into 
Hindley*s  possession.  Then  it  is  said  that  thai 
may  well  be,  but  that  this  box  might  have  been 
stolen  by  some  third  person  on  its  way  to  the 
hotel.  That,  however,  is  mere  matter  of  oonjeo- 
ture,  and  something  as  to  which  there  is  no 
evidence.  But  we  have  the  further  evidence  that, 
on  arrival  at  the  hotel,  when  and  where  it  was 
Hindley's  duty,  and  the  responsibility  was  thrown 
upon  him,  to  deliver  the  three  parcels  entered  in 
the  book,  he  delivered  two  only,  and  instead  of 
saying,  "  There  is  a  third  parcel,  I  will  go  back 
and  see  what  has  become  of  it,*'  he  permitted  the 
housekeeper  to  sign  his  book  as  if  all  three 
parcels,  including  the  plaintiff's  box,  had  been 
duly  delivered.  That  would  be  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  that  there  was  something  wrong,  and 
that  he  was  endeavouring  to  practise  deception 
on  the  housekeeper,  or  on  somebody  in  the  hotel, 
which,  taken  together  with  the  fact  that  he 
had  his  book  and  had  checked  the  parcelB 
when  put  into  the  van,  may  have  satisfied 
the  jury  that  he  had  got  rid  of  the  box  in 
question  in  an  unlawful  way,  and  was  endeavour- 
ing to  cover  his  guilt  by  pretending  to  be  dehver- 
ing  the  whole,  whereas  he  was  delivering  pari 
only  of  the  articles  which  he  was  bound  to  ddiver. 
That  is  a  case  which,  I  think,  if  he  had  been  pot 
upon  his  trial  for  the  felony,  a  judge  would  and 
ought  to  have  left  to  the  jury ;  but  in  a  case  like 
the  present,  even  if  the  man  himself  had  been  the 
defendant,  he  would  have  had  nothing  to  do  but 
to  walk  into  the  witness-box,  and  account  for  the 
non-appearance  of  the  package  in  question,  and 
so  justify  himself  before  the  jury;  and  in  the 
case  before  us,  where  the  railway  company  knew 
that  it  was  Hijidley's  duty  to  deliver  this  parcel, 
and  that  there  was  evidence  that  it  had  eome  to 
his  possession,  nothing  would  have  been  easier 
than  for  them  to  have  called  him  as  a  witness  to 
\i<8kNe  Y^QN^  \i\^  mw^Msence,  and  so  to  have  got 
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tion.  I  think,  therefore,  on  these  grounds, 
that  there  was  evidenoe  against  Hindley.  But 
with  regard  to  the  case  of  the  other  man 
man  Wilson  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  open 
to  any  reasonable  doubt,  Moause  he  is  found  in 
possession  of  a  part  of  the  stolen  property.  I  say 
'*  stolen "  because  some  of  the  contents  of  the 
ulaintiffs'  box  were  found  a  few  days  afterwards 
to  haye  been  pawned  at  the  shop  of  a  pawnbroker 
in  Liyerpool.  If  the  box  had  been  merely  mis- 
laid, no  such  thing  would  have  taken  place.  The 
man  Wilson  is  a  servant  of  the  company,  passing 
the  greater  part  of  his  time  upon  their  premises, 
and  he  is  found  in  the  actual  possession  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  articles  which  we  must  assume  to  haye 
been  stolen,  and  has  given  no  account  of  them  in 
evidence.  Surely  that,  standing  alone,  would  be 
evidence  to  go  to  a  jury  on  the  trial  of  the  man  of 
his  having  feloniously  stolen  the  articles  which  he 
is  found  m  possession  of.  I  do  not  say  that  it  is 
not  evidence  which  might  have  been  met  and 
answered,  and  his  character  have  been  cleared 
from  suspicion,  by  evidence  that  he  might  have 
given ;  and  it  was  so  very  easy  in  this  case  to  have 
given  that  evidence.  He  said  that  he  found  it  on 
a  part  of  the  defendant's  premises,  and  that  some 
one  else  had  found  another  portion  of  the  contents 
of  the  box.  How  easy,  then,  to  have  shown  by 
evidence  that  other  persons  at  the  same  time,  and 
under  the  same  circumstances,  had  found  portions 
of  the  contents,  and  had  taken  them  innocently,  as 
something  of  no  apparent  value,  as  Wilson  had 
done.  With  regard  to  Wilson,  therefore,  there 
really  was  evidence  which,  unexplained,  tended  to 
fix  upon  him  the  charge  of  felony,  and  was  amply 
sufficient  in  itself  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  in 
support  of  it.  Under  these  circumstances,  though 
the  evidence  may  be  slight,  yet,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  might  have  been  met  and  answered,  ii.  no 
felony  had  been  committed  by  any  of  the  de- 
fendants* servants,  by  the  company  calling  their 
servants,  I  am,  taking  all  these  facts  together, 
clearly  of  opinion  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  in  support  of  this  repUcation. 

PiGOTT,  B. — I  am  also    of   the    same  opinion. 
The  question    here    is,    was    there    evidence   to 

fo  to  the  jury  in  support  of  the  replication? 
he  rephcation  is  that  the  box  was  lost  by 
the  felonious  act  of  some  one  or  other  of  the 
company's  servants.  [The  learned  judge  here 
read  it.]  I  think  the  true  view  of  the  con- 
struction of  the  8th  section  of  the  Carriers'  Act, 
upon  which  the  replication  is  founded,  is  that 
which  was  taken  by  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas 
in  Metcalfe* 8  case  (uhi  sup.),  which  has  been  cited 
in  argument  before  us.  There  the  question  was 
whether  some  of  the  servants  had  committed  a 
felony.  I  do  not  understand  that  any  court  has 
ever  taken  the  view  that  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to 
point  to  some  one  particular  servant.  I  think  it 
IB  enough  if  the  evidence  points  to  this,  that  a 
felony  of  the  article  in  question  has  been  com- 
mitted, and  that  it  is  more  consistent  with  the 
fiicts  proved,  and  with  probability,  that  it  was 
committed  by  the  servants  of  the  company  than 
by  any  other  person.  That  I  take  to  be  the 
test  which  was  put  by  Willes,  J.,  in  that  case, 
whether  there  is  or  not  evidence  sufficient*  to  go 
to  the  jury,  and  with  that  rule  as  so  laid  down  I 
entirely  agree.  The  question  then  for  us  is,  was 
the  evidenoe  here  more  consistent  with  the  theory 
that  a  felony  had  been  oommitted  by  a  servant 


of  the  company  than  that  it  had  been  committed 
by  anybody  else  P  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  it  was 
committed  by  some  person.  Nobody  can  doubt 
that  the  box  was  taken  and  broken  open  and  the 
contents  abstracted.  Looking  at  tne  circum- 
stances it  could  not  have  been  an  accidental  loss 
of  the  box.  What  is  the  evidence  as  to  the  time, 
when,  and  the  place  from  whence  it  is  taken,  both 
as  to  Wilson's  possession  and  Hindley's  conduct, 
as  being  consistent  with  their  innocence  with 
reference  to  the  question  when  and  where,  and 
how  this  box  could  have  been  taken  from  the  com- 
pany's possession  P  It  is  clear  that  it  was  safe  at 
Liverpool,  at  the  end  of  the  journey  ;  that  it  was 
entered  in  the  company's  book  for  delivery  in 
Liverpool;  and  that  it  was  put  into  Hindley's 
book,  who  was  the  servant  of  Thurston,  as  an 
article  for  which  he  was  accountable.  Now,  as  to 
what  happens  upon  the  checking  taking  place,  and 
the  change  of  possession  from  the  company's  van 
to  the  cart  of  Thurston,  the  person  who  is  for 
this  purpose  to  be  taken  as  a  servant  of  the  com- 
pany, the  evidence  is  lefl  very  bare  indeed,  and  we 
can  only  judge  of  it  from  our  knowledge  of  such 
things,  and  of  the  way  in  which  business  is  ordi- 
narily transacted.  I  understand  it  to  be  this,  thut 
when  the  goods  are  delivered  at  the  goods'  office, 
they  are  called  over  and  entered  in  the  book  of  the 
person  who  has  to  deliver  them,  and  his  book  is 
evidence  against  him  that  he  has  these  goods  to 
account  for,  as  having  received  them.  That  being 
so,  this  box  is  an  article  given  over  into  the  pos- 
session of  Hindley,  Thurston's  man.  It  seems 
that  it  was  lost  after  Hindley  had  got  possession 
of  it.  It  was  Hindley's  duty  to  deliver  it  at  the 
hotel.  He  takes  his  cart  to  the  hotel,  and  there 
he  does  that  which  shows  that  he  supposes,  or 
that  he  was  pretending  to  suppose,  ^ihat  he  had 
got  this  box,  because  he  inducea  the  housekeeper 
there  to  sign  his  book  as  having  received  the  box ; 
and  the  fact  of  its  not  being  there  is  only  found 
out  by  the  landlord  coming  in  and  pointing  out  to 
her  tnat  there  ought  to  be  three  parcels,  and  ask- 
ing where  the  third  was,  there  heing  only  two. 
Thereupon  Hindley  says,  '*  Is  it  not  here,"  which 
to  my  mind  is  a  clear  admission  of  his  being 
accountable  for  it.  I  do  not  dwell  on  that  as 
showing  that  he  was  implicated  in  the  felony,  but 
that  he  was  accountable  for  the  delivery  of  the 
box ;  and  when  it  is  suggested  that  it  may  have 
been  lost  from  his  cart  whilst  he  was  in  the  hotel, 
the  answer  is  that  it  is  not  consistent  with  the 
fact  of  some  stranger  having  stolen  it  at  that  time, 
that  it  is  found  out  afterwards  to  have  been  broken 
open  upon  the  company's  premises,  about  100  yards 
from  the  spot  where  the  cart  stood  to  receive  the 
parcels  for  delivery.  No  man,  having  stolen  it  from 
the  cart  at  the  hotel  door,  would  have  come  back  with 
it  into  the  very  jaws  of  the  lion.  These  facts  seem 
to  me  to  go  to  show  that  the  box  was  abstracted 
from  the  company's  possession  at  the  time  when  it 
was  passing,  or  just  as  it  had  passed  from  their 
booking  office  into  Hindley's,  or  Thurston's,  cart. 
If  so  (and  no  evidence  is  called  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  to  disprove  it),  who  could  have  had  any 
opportunity  of  taking  it  at  that  time  P  It  is  not 
shown  that  any  of  the  public  could  have  gone 
into  the  parcels  office  ana  taken  it  away,  or  could 
have  gotten  into  the  cart  and  taken  it  out  without 
being  seen,  and  it  must  be  presa.ca.ed  \?c^^  T^ksic^i^s^ 
could  bavfe  don^  «.o.  'Y^aB^.  ^wea»  Xft  xss^^  ^Rk  \s^'5it, 
the  ieVomoxxB  «b\i%\icwi\;\wiVi^v^\E^»^>Q^^ 
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and  time,  which  is  more  consistent  with  its  having 
been  stolen  by  one  of  the  company's  servants  than 
by  anybody  else.  Those  servants  had  the  oppor- 
tunity of  taking  it,  and  nobody  else  had  that  I  can 
imiuzme,  so  far  as  the  proof  goes.  Then  is  it  not 
in  ract  shown  that  the  loss  occurred  after  the 
article  was  given  into  Hindley*s  charge,  and  before 
his  cart  started  on  its  journey  from  the  doors  of  the 
Lime-street  station  P  These  facts,  conpled  with  the 
subsequent  finding  of  the  pieces  of  the  box  and 
bits  of  the  jewellery  on  the  company's  premises, 
and  some  of  the  property  being  actually  found  in 
the  possession  of  one  of  the  company's  servants, 
throw  the  onus  upon  the  defendants  of  explaining, 
more  fully  than  was  done  at  the  trial,  the  conduct 
of  these  several  servants  of  theirs  with  reference 
to  the  whole  matter.  If  this  evidence  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  call  upon  the  company  for  an  answer  to 
or  explanation  of  these  facts,  then  I  know  not  how 
circumstantial  evidence  can  ever  show  that  persons 
are  implicated  in  such  a  transaction.  On  the 
whole,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was 
evidence  more  consistent  (and  that  is  quite  enough) 
with  the  felony  having  been  committed  by  the  de- 
fendants' servants  than  by  anybody  else. 

Amfhlett,  B. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
I  think  this  case  of  very  great  importance  both  to 
railway  companies  ana  to  the  public,  and  I  am 
sure  that  the  court  would  not  be  doing  its  duty 
if  they  frittered  away  the  protection  given  by  the 
statute  to  railway  companies  with  regard  to  pro- 
perty intrusted  to  their  care  for  conveyance  and 
delivery.  But  what  we  have  to  consider  is, 
whether  there  was  or  not  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  of  a  felony  committed  by  some  one  or  more  of 
the  servants  of  the  company ;  and  I  think  that,  in 
considering  that  question,  it  is  impossible  not  to 
consider  the  circumstances  of  some  importance. 
The  evidence  is  left  in  a  somewhat  vague  state, 
but  the  defendants  had  in  their  possession  impor- 
tant evidence  that  was  not  brought  forward ;  and  I 
think  that  this  was  a  case  which  ought  to  have 
been  left  to  the  jnry.  I  can  only  say  that  I  agree 
with  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  as  to  whether,  under  the 
statute,  it  is  necessary  to  show  the  actual  servant 
that  committed  the  felony.  I  entirely  agree  with 
his  construction  that,  if  it  is  shown  beyond  reason- 
able doubt  that  the  felony  was  committed  by  some 
one  of  them,  without  being  able  to  specify  dis- 
tinctly which  of  them,  the  case  is  taken  away  from 
the  protection  of  the  statute.  Then  let  us  apply 
that  principle  to  the  present  case.  I  am  free  t^ 
confess  that  I  do  not  see,  with  reference  to  the 
general  question,  that  there  is  any  sufficient  proof 
that  the  felony  which  was  committed  was  neces- 
sarily committed  by  some  one  of  the  servants  of 
the  company ;  because,  independently  of  the  special 
case  against  Hindley  and  Wilson,  there  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  be  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that 
one  of  the  public  might  not  have  committed  the 
felony.  But  we  arc  driven  to  take  the  case  not 
with  reference  to  the  guilt  of  either  of  the  men, 
but  simply  to  the  question  whether  there  was  or 
was  not  a  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury  with 
regard  to  their  guilt,  that  is  supposing  the  com- 
pany, the  defen&nts  in  this  case,  do  not  choose 
and  have  not  chosen  to  produce  any  rebutting 
evidence  at  all,  whether  there  was  a  case  or  not 
which  the  juir  might  consider  with  reference  to 
the  liability  of  the  company.  Aa  to  t\ie  iwiXA  ot  i 
the  case,  I  do  not  propose  to  go  througYi  \iVi©m  bA.  \ 
bU  at  length,  bat  I  will  say  a  word  ox  t^o  m\i\i  \ 


regard  to  both  ffindley  and  Wilson.  With  regard 
to  Hindley,  I  think  myself  that,  if  he  were  being 
tried  at  the  bar,  and  the  only  evidence  against 
him  was  the  facts  that  have  been  proved  m  the 
present  action,  a  judge  would  be  boond  not  even 
to  leave  the  question  to  the  jury ;  and  the  case  as  re- 
gards Wilson,  as  it  struck  my  mind  (and  such  things 
strike  different  minds  in  different  ways),  appean 
to  me,  on  the  whole  of  the  case,  to  rest  on  a  difffr* 
rent  footing.  I  wish  particularly  to  goard  agamst 
saying  that  I  have  any  suspicion  in  my  own  mind 
with  regard  to  Wilson  having  been  goUty  of  fetony 
— that  is  not  the  question.  If  he  were  pat  to  the 
bar,  I  do  not  suppose  he  would  leave  the  case 
without  explanation.  The  question  would  not  be 
whether  there  would  or  not  be  a  sufficient  case 
for  the  jury  to  take  into  their  oonsideratiou, 
but  what  would  be  the  evidence  there.  The 
evidence  would  be  that,  a  felony  haying  been 
committed  of  this  box  of  jewellery  on  the  30th 
Jan.,  we  must,  I  think,  talce  it  for  granted  that 
inquires  were  immediately  made  with  regard 
to  the  lost  box,  which  must  have  been  known  to 
everyone  in  the  office  of  the  company.  We  find 
then  that  a  few  days  afterwards,  on  the  Thursday 
before  the  10th  Feb.,  Wilson,  according  to  his  own 
statement,  found  some  of  the  stolen  property,  at 
least  he  found  some  pin  heads,  which  appear  to  have 
been  not  of  very  great  value,  but  of  acme  valosb 
and  a  companion  of  his  found  two  more,  and  he 
says  that  he  did  not  disclose  the  fact,  or  go  to  hii 
employers  about  it  until  the  police  oame  and  made 
inquiries  upon  the  subject,  I  do  not  in  the  feast 
say  that  Wilson  might  not  have  explained  this 
fact.  I  do  not  say  that  the  jury  would  convict 
even  if  he  remained  silent;  but  I  do  feel  very 
strongly  that  if  such  a  case  had  been  made  against 
Wilson,  and  he  had  given  no  further  explanation 
about  it,  it  would  have  been,  as  against  him,  a  suffi- 
cient case  to  be  left  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jury.  But,  in  the  present  case,  nothing  would  have 
been  easier  than  to  have  caUed  Wilson  as  a  witness, 
and,  as  the  learned  judge  said  at  the  trial,  it  could 
not  be  expected  for  a  moment  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  called  him;  and  I  thinJc  that  that 
was  an  additional  reason  why  the  case  was  pro- 
perly lefl  for  the  consideration  of  the  Jury.  An 
observation  was  made  by  Mr.  Garter  with  regard 
to  the  destruction  of  character  which  might  arise 
from  finding  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  a  case 
like  this,  which  struck  me  at  first  to  be  of  rerj 
great  importance.  But  I  think  the  answer  to  it 
is  that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  these  very  parties 
themselves  that  they  should  be  pat  inU>  the 
witness  box  and  be  enabled  to  give  their  explana- 
tion. I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  thdr  evi* 
dence  would  not  have  been  satisfactory.  But,  if 
there  be  no  explanation  given,  I  think  the  joiy 
were  right  to  take  the  case  into  their  consideraticHi, 
and  that  the  case  was,  therefore,  pro|>erly  left  to 
them.     . 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  J^ur^on,  Yeoiet,  and 
Hart,  26,  Chancery-lane,  W.C. 

Attorney  for  the  defendants,    B,  F,  EoberUt 
Euston  Station,  N.W. 
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Wednesday,  Jan.  14, 1871. 
(Before  the  Lobd  Chancsllob  (Selbome)  and  tho 

Lo&DS   JuttTICEj.) 
OOODSOH   «.  BlGHAODSOH. 

Highway — Ovmer    of    »<nl — TreniMa — Mandatory 

injanelion — Injury  completed  before  bUlJUed. 
Where  a  perton  lay»  down  water  moee  under  a 
highway  toithout  the  perwiition  of  toe  mnneri  of 
the  toil  of  the  highteay.  the  court  ieiU,  at  the  in- ' 
ttanee  of  one  of  tuch  oumere,  grant  a  mandatory 
injunetton  restraining  the  treaptutar  from  aXloui- 
ing  the  pipei  to  remain  there,  alikough  the  tcork 
hat  been  com'^Uted  before  iko  j^ing  of  the  biXl.and 
will  not  reouirs  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  instance 
to  eslablisK  hie  righi  by  an  action  at  law. 
Deere  v.  Quest  (1  Hy.  ^  Ct.  616),  explained  and 

distinguished. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  tbe  Uaster 
of  the  Bolls. 

The  facta  of  the  caae  were  as  follows  : 
The  plaintiff,  Stephen  Ooodeon,  was  the  owner 
in  fee  of  one  nndiviaed  moietj  of  certain  lands  in 
the  parish  of  St.  Peter  the  Apostle,  ■□  the  Isle  of 
Thanet,  nbuttin);  for  a  distance  of  about  aeventy- 
foar  jeirds  on  the  highway  leading  from  Bamsgate 
to  BroodstaiiB,  and  also  of  the  soil  of  the  higbwaj 
adjoining  his  lands  up  to  the  middle  thereof. 

The  defendant  was  the  owner  of  certain  lands  in 
the  same  pariBh,  and  had  erected  divers  houses 
thereon. 

On  the  9th  April  1873,  the  plaintiff  and  several 
other  landowners  in  tbe  same  parish,  having  learnt 
that  the  defendant  had  ebtaiued  permission  from 
the  Highway  Board  of  the  Isle  of  Thanet  District 
to  break  up  the  surface  of  certain  of  tbe  highways 
in  tbeir  inrisdiotion,  including  the  highway  ad' 
joiniog  tlie  pkintifTs  lauds,  tor  tbe  purpose  of 
laying  a  oumoer  of  water  pipes  is  the  soil  beneatii 
the  highways,  for  the  supply  of  his  houses,  served 
bim  with  a  notice  in  the  following  words  : 

We,  the  nndenigned,  laudownert  of  the  pariili  of  St. 
Pater  the  Apoitle,  Ttkantt,  do  heieb;  giTa  jaa  notioe  not 
to  Im;  pipes  through  or  nnder  so  amoh  of  the  land 
baloiifitiB  to  n«,  or  anj  or  either  of  us,  ai  now  fonni  the 
aite  <ri  au7  of  the  pnblio  highways  of  the  >aid  pulah  of 
St.  Fetar  the  Apoatle,  ud  fortbwith  to  remove  aof  pipe* 


notiiM,  or  refoM  in  may  partioQUr  to  oompl;  .  . 
we  shall  applf  to  the  CoortDf  Chanoer;  for  an  injnnotion 
toieetrain  luohjow  illenl  ptoeeedinn. — Dated  thii  9th 
April  1S73. 

This  notice  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff  and 
twelve  other  landowners,  and  was  accompanied  by 
a  letter  from  the  plaiotifTs  sohcitors,  stating  that 
they  had  been  instructed  to  file  a  bill  without 
delay,  in  ease  he  should  continue  his  illegal  pro- 
(wedings,  contrair  to  the  notice. 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
become  aware  of  tbe  defendant's  intention  till  the 
18tb  Uarch  1873,  when  the  defendant  applied 
to  the  highway  board  for  leave  to  open  the 
road,  and  that  he  at  once  took  legal  advice  on  the 

1^  highway  board,  in  answer  to  the  defendant's 

MpUcatioD,  passed  a  resolution  on  the  8th  April 

1873,  that  the  permission  should  be  given  him,  bo 

&r  onJ^af  it  lawtalljroould  or  might,  bat  not  further 

Mte.  C4a.—ToL.  YUI. 


or  otherwise,  to  break  np  the  surface  of  the  high- 
ways for  the  puraose  of  lajdn^  the  pipes ;  but  the 
clerk  (rf  the  board,  in  communicating  to  the  defen* 
dant  the  resolation  of  the  board,  wrote  him  a 
letter  expressly  warning  him  that  the  rights  of 
the  boara  only  extended  to  tbe  autface  of  the  high- 

'This  letter  reached  the  defendant  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  9tb  April,  and  he  at  once  set  men  to 
work,  and  the  pipes  were  laid  and  covered  np  by 
two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  that  day. 

The  defendant  stated  that  be  did  not  receive  the 
notice  from  the  pl^utiff  till  the  work  was  com- 
pleted. I 

Tbe  bill,  which  was  filed  on  the  21st  April, 
prayed  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  tho  defendant 
from  laying  or  maintaining  any  mains  or  other 
pipes  in  or  through  the  land  or  soil  beneath  the 
surface  of  the  highway  adjoining  the  plaintiff's 
lands,  or  from  allowing  any  pipes  which  had  been 
already  laid  by  the  defeDcUnt  in  or  through  the 
said  Wd  or  soil  to  remain  therein. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  granted  an  interim  in- 
junction on  the  24th  April,  and  at  tbe  hearing 
made  the  injunction  perpetual. 

In  delivering  his  judgment  on  the  hearing,  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  said : — As  I  understand  the 
law,  this  is  an  undefended  ce-t.  Whether  judges 
have,  in  other  cases,  given  damages  or  not  must 
depend  on  the  particular  circamstances  of  those 
cases.  [His  Honour  then  stated  the  facts  of  the  « 
case  and  continued  :]  Now,  as  to  tho  law.  It  is 
said  that  this  conrt  will  not  interfere  by  injunction 
except  there  is  serious  injury  to  the  plaintiff.  I 
demur  to  that  statement  of  the  law.  The  real  test 
is,  whether  the  injury  can  be  easily  and  readily 
compensated  in  damages.    If  it  cannot,  then  as  a 

Seneral  rule  there  is  a  caae  for  an  injunction, 
ow,  what  is  the  test  of  compensation  in  damages  P 
Here  is  a  case  in  which  it  is  very  diffionlt  to  sa^ 
that  the  plaintiff  can  be  seriously  damaged.  It  is 
land  so  peculiarly  situated  that  it  is  not  readily 
available  for  profitable  occupation.  But  it  micht 
be,  for  there  might  be  a  coal  mine  under  it.  But 
that  does  not  happen  to  be  the  case.  Therefore, 
yon  cannot  estimate  the  damage,  and  you  have 
exactly  the  case  put  by  Lord  Canworth  in  The 
Rochdale  Canal  Company  v.  Kmg  (2  Sim  ,  N.  S. 
78),  where  von  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  that  for' 
which  tbe  defendant  is  willing  to  pay  a  high 
prioe,  if  he  cannot  get  it  illegally ;  but  where  yon 
cannot  say  that  the  abstraction  of  tbe  property 
inflicts  any  injury  or  loss  on  the  plaintiff.  In  that 
case  the  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  the  Bochdale 
Canal,  the  defendant  was  a  manufacturer  near  the 
banks  of  the  canal,  and  he  abstracted  a  very  small 
quantity  of  water,  relatively  to  the  bulk  of  water 
in  the  canal,  for  the  purpose  of  working  his  steam- 
engine.  The  qtiautity  abstracted  was  so  small 
that  it  did  not  atfect  the  flow  of  water  in  thecanal, 
and  infliL'tcd  no  appreciable  injury  on  the  plain- 
tiiffs,  but  if  this  court  interferes  by  restraining  the 
defendant  from  domg  that  which,  if  it  had  been 
a  personal  chattel,  would  have  been  called  stealing, 
and  would  have  subjected  bim  to  criminal  pro- 
ceedings, but  which  being  what  in  this  court  is 
called  real  estate,  did  not  subject  him  to  those 
proceedings — if  the  court  bad  abstained  from  in- 
terference it  would  have  allowed  the  defendant  to 
take  away  the  'gUinliKS*'  ^tn^wrti-^,  ^t«  VisoS^^i.* 
Oasht  to  OOT  &  \atfo  \>TWa,  Vsi  TiEi&i:o.%\  *™^ 
lhiretote,«rw  »^\a^NiviV -Qt*  ^■«^,'^«^^ 
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boond  to  protect  the  rights  of  property,  which  I 
think  are  not  ideal,  and  being  bound  to  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  property,  which  I  cannot 
assent  are  so  mythical  that  the  court  cannot 
understand  theim  said,  if  that  is  the  case,  this 
court  must  interfere  by  injunction.  Now,  here,  we 
have  a  case  in  which  I  am  satisfied  that  the  defen- 
dant would  be  very  willing  to  pay  a  fair  rent  for 
the  easement  or  pnyilege  of  laying  his  pipes  along 
this  road.  It  is  exactly  the  same  case  as  The 
Bochdale  Canal  Company  v.  King,  The  taking 
away  the  small  space  of  road  at  some  depth  below 
the  surface  may  not  cause  any  appreciable  injury 
or  dama^  to  tne  plaintiff;  but  if  he  can  let  the 
right  of  laying  pipes  to  the  defendant  or  anyone 
else  who  wants  to  lay  pipes  alon^  the  road,  and 
they  get  an  easement  rent  for  this  privilege,  the 
defendant,  who  is  taking  his  property  by  force, 
and  against  his  will,  is  in  exactly  the  same  position 
as  he  would  be  in  if  he  were  stealing  his  goods, 
except  that  it  is  not  criminal.  And  I  am  not  to 
interfere  at  all !  That  is  the  position  gravely  laid 
down  by  learned  counsel  at  the  bar.  If  we  are  to 
remain  a  law-abiding  country,  it  appears  to  me 
that  we  shall  only  so  remain  by  courts  of  justice 
respecting  the  n^hts  of  property  and  enforcing 
them  and  preventing  that  lawless  destruction  or 
interference  with  them  of  which  we  have  an  in- 
stance in  this  case.  I  have  no  hesitation  in  grant- 
ing the  injunction  preventing  the  defendant 
allowing  the  pipes  to  remain  on  the  plaintiff*s 
land,  and  I  shsJl  also  order  him  to  pay  the  oosts 
bf  the  suit. 

From  this  order  the  defendant  appealed. 

Jackson,  Q.G.  and  Beaumont,  for  tne  appellant. — 
The  work  having  been  completed  before  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  this  court  will  not  grant  a  mandatory 
injunction,  unless  it  can  be  proved  that  the  damage 
caused  to  the  plaintiff  is  very  serious,  and  that 
is  not  pretended  to  be  the  case  here.  In  Hindley 
V.  Emery  (13  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  272  ;  L.  Rep.  1  Eq. 
64),  Wood,  V.C.  said  :  "  It  may  be  conceded  that 
if  all  the  mischief  had  already  been  completed 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  this  court  would  not 
have  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  suit  for  injunc- 
tion.*^ And  in  Durell  v.  Pritchard  (13  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  545 ;  L.  Rep.  1  Ch.  250),  Lord  Justice  Turner 
says  that  "  this  court  will  not  interfere  by  way  of 
mandatory  injunction,  except  in  cases  in  which 
extreme,  or  at  all  events  very  serious,  damage  will 
ensue  from  its  interference  being  withheld."  Deere 
V.  Guest  (1  My.  &  Or.  51G)  exactly  governs  the  pre- 
sent case.  There  the  defendants  had  constructed 
a  tramroad  over  the  plaintifiTs  land  without  his 
permission,  and  merely  with  the  assent  of  the 
occupying  tenant  of  the  land,  and  Lord  Cottenham 
held  that  there  was  no  equity  to  grant  an  injunc- 
tion, although  the  leave  of  the  tenant  had  been 
obtained  by  means  of  circumvention  and  fraud, 
and  he  left  the  plaintiff  to  his  proper  legal  remedy 
against  them  as  trespassers.  There  is  really  no 
damage  done  to  the  plaintiff  by  allowing  tnese 
pipes  to  remain,  and  that  being  so,  the  court  ought 
not  to  interfere  by  injunction.  In  Bowes  v.  Laio 
(22  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  267 ;  L.  Rep.  9  Eq.  636), 
where  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  a  vinery, 
built  a  e:arden  wall  to  such  a  height  that  it  was 
held  to  be  a  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to  erect 
bnildings,  James,  V.C.  refused  a  mandatory  in- 
junction,  and  gave  these  reasons  ior  "his  t^^w^^X*. 


annoyance  has  been  oocasicnied  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
no  substantial  injury  done  to  any  right  of  pfo- 
perty  of  his,  that  a  declaration  will  be  snfficient  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  the  tiUe,  and  I  do 
not  thinx  it  necessary  to  give  the  plaintiff  the 
power  of  doing  such  an  unreasonable  and  nnneigli- 
bourly  act  as  that  of  taking  down  this  vinery, 
which  is  a  great  oonvenienoe  to  the  defendant,  and 
the  taking^  down  of  which  would  not  oonfer  on  the 
plaintiff  himself  any  benefit."  Those  words  apply 
exactly  to  the  present  case.  It  is  veir  onreasoD- 
able  and  unneighbourly  of  the  plaintiff  to  require 
these  pipes  to  be  removed,  for  their  preaence  does 
him  no  mjury  at  all. 

Without  calling  upon 

Southgate,  Q.O.  and  Davey^  who  appeared  in 
support  of  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  BdJs, 

llie  Lord  Chancellor  (Selbome)  said :  In  this 
case  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  thought  it  right, 
in  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  whi(£  Mr.  Beaa- 
mont  very  properly  said  is  a  judicial  and  not  an 
arbitrary  discretion  vested  in  the  court,  to  grant  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  continuance  oroertain 
water  pipes  which  the  defendant  has  placed  on 
the  plaintiflTs  land.  Now,  it  is  undoubtedly  true 
that  the  court,  in  determining  whether  in  cases 
where  the  legal  remedy  exists,  it  will  leave  the 
parties  to  that  legal  remedy  or  interfere  by  way  of 
mjunction,  has  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  eadi 
particular  case,  and  amongst  those  circomstanoes 
is  no  doubt  the  material  one,  at  what  time  a  work 
has  been  executed,  and  what  will  be  the  relative  bear- 
ing upon  the  particular  parties  of  the  interference  of 
the  court  on  the  one  hand,  or  leaving  them  to  the^ 
legal  rights  and  liabilities  on  the  other.  But  I 
apprehend  that  the  court  has  nowhere  siud  that 
wnen  a  trespass  of  this  kind  has  been  committed 
in  circumstances  at  all  similar  to  the  present,  the 
mere  fact  of  the  trespass  being  complete  at  the 
time  when  the  bill  was  filed  will  prevent  the  plain- 
tiff from  getting  an  injunction  against  the  conti- 
nuance of  a  trespass  of  this  kind,  the  particular 
kind  of  trespass  being  this,  that  the  plaintiff  is  the 
owner  of  the  soil  through  which  these  pipes  have 
been  laid,  and  no  one  has  a  right  to  take  for  such  a 
purpose  the  soil,  except  under  contract  with  him 
with  his  consent.  The  plaintiff,  at  the  same  time, 
has  not  the  right  of  an  unlimited  owner  in  respect 
of  that  soil,  because  the  upper  surfiuM  being  oedi- 
cated  to  the  public  for  the  purpose  of  a  puUic 
highway,  whicn  is  under  the  management  of  local 
authorities,  he  cannot  use  the  land  or  deal  with  it 
by  breaking  it  open  or  obstructing  the  highway,  or 
in  any  other  manner  so  as  to  interfere  with  the 
use  of  it  by  the  public  upon  the  suriEace  for 
the  purpose  of  a  highway,  and,  therefore,  these 
pipes  being  laid  below  the  surface,  the  plaintiff 
might  not  be  able,  without  exposing  himsdf  to 
difficulties  with  the  public  authorities,  who  are  te 
guardians  of  the  highwa}r>  to  redress  the  matter  for 
himself  in  the  easy  and  simple  manner  in  which  he 
could  if  the  same  thing  had  been  done  in  an  ordi- 
nary field.  It  is  said  that  this  objection  of  the 
plaintiff  to  the  laying  of  these  pipes  without  his 
consent  on  his  land,  is  an  unneighbouriy  thing, 
and  that  the  right  is  one  of  substantially  little  or 
no  value,  and  one  which  Parliament,  if  it  were 
to  deal  with  the  question,  mi^ht  possibly  disregard 
What  Parliament  might  do  if  it  were  to  deal  witii 
V  tViQ  ^<&^t\Qn^  is,  I  apprehend,  not  a  matter  for  our 


lam  of  opinion,  having  regard  to  ai\  t.\io  c\Tc\im-  \  coxi^X^VeroXlvOTL  vksyw,  ^a  ^^a^ioanfiftiat  bAS  not  deiH 
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to  take  a  higher  view  npon  the  balance  struck 
between  private  riehts  and  public  interests  than 
Uiis  court  can  do  when  Parliament  has  not  inter- 
fered ;  and  with  respect  to  the  sugj^ested  absence 
of  value  of  the  land  in  its  present  situation  to  the 
plaintiff,  it  is  enougjh  that  the  very  ^t  of  no  in- 
terference of  this  kind  being  one  which  can  law- 
fully take  place  without  his  consent  and  without  a 
bargain  with  him,  pives  him,  even  in  a  pecuniary 
point  of  view,  precisely  the  value  which  that  power 
of  veto  for  such  uses  creates  when  such  uses  are 
to  any  person  desirable  and  an  object  sought  to  be 
attained.  Besides  which,  I  am  not  all  prepared  to 
accede  to  the  proposition  that  it  is  an  unneis^h- 
bourly  act  for  a  man,  whose  motives  for  desinng 
to  prevent  a  particular  act  may  be  collateral  to  his 
interest  in  the  land,  such,  for  instance,  as  an  in- 
terest as  a  proprietor  of  waterworks,  to  say  to  his 
neighbour  who  wishes  to  compete  with  him  in 
that  business,  "You  are  perfectly  at  liberty  to 
enter  into  competition  with  me  as  a  seller  of  water 
to  the  public  of  Bamsgate  in  any  lawful  manner, 
but  you  are  not  at  liberty  to  take  my  land  without 
my  consent  for  the  purpose  of  competing  with  my 
trade,  and  I  shall  object  to  your  doing  so."  In 
that,  I  confess,  I  can  see  nothing  unneighbourly 
whatever.  Then,  what  are  the  actual  circumstances 
of  this  case?  The  plaintiff  has  certainly  been 
guilty  of  neither  acquiescence  nor  delay.  I  cannot 
conceive  that  at  any  time  whatsoever  the  plaintiff 
had  any  notice,  or  had  any  reason  to  suppose,  that 
it  was  the  purpose  or  intention  of  the  defendant  to 
deal  unlawfully  in  any  manner  with  the  plaintiffs 
land.  He  had  notice  that  he  applied  on  the  18th 
March  to  the  highway  board  for  such  authority  as 
they  were  able  to  give  for  the  use  of  the  public 
highway,  or  interference,  I  should  rather  say,  with 
the  public  highway,  for  the  purpose  of  laying 
the  water  pipes,  according  to  a  plan  which,  ex- 
tending to  many  other  streets  and  places  in  the 
market,  extended  also  to  the  street,  the  soil  of 
which  is  now  in  question.  That  was  an  applica- 
tion to  persons  wnose  authority,  though  not  suffi- 
cient, was  necessary ;  and  so  far  from  being  notice 
of  an  intention  or  purpose  on  the  defendant's  part 
to  proceed  without  lawful  authority  and  against 
the  law,  the  very  nature  of  the  application,  as  far 
as  it  went,  indicated  an  intention  to  keep  within 
the  law,  and  obtain,  if  he  could  obtain,  all  neces- 
sary consents.  I  think  we  must  impute  to  both 
parties,  whatever  l^eir  actual  knowledge  of  law  may 
have  been,  so  much  knowledge  as  this,  that  no  man^ 
land  could  be  interfered  wim  without  his  consent, 
and  that  this  particular  land  belonged  to  some- 
body, and  in  point  of  fact  that  that  somebody  was 
the  plaintiff.  Therefore,  what  passed  upon  the 
18th  March  was  in  no  way  whatever  notice  to  the 
plaintiff  of  an  intention  to  do  something  at  va- 
riance with  his  rights,  and  so  far  from  anything  at 
▼arianoe  with  his  rights  having  been  done  sHer* 
wards,  before  he  served  his  own  notice  of  the  9th 
April,  I  am  very  much  struck  with  the  fact  that, 
as  far  as  the  evidence  goes,  the  true  conclusion 
from  it  seems  to  me  to  be,  that  whatever  was  done 
on  his  land  was  begun  and  finished  on  that  one 
day,  and  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day,  the  9th  April. 
There  is  a  studious  absence  in  the  defendant's 
evidence  of  any  information  to  the  court  of  the 
precise  time  at  which  the  works  on  the  plaintiff's 
lands  were  commenced,  and  I  think  it  a  iust  in- 
ference that  they  were  began  on  that  day  and 
tousbed  bedbn,  I  tbink  itia  aaid,  two  o'clock  on 


that  day,  having  been  carried  through  with  very 
remarkable  haste  and  expedition.  It  is  certainly  a 
remarkable  thing,  that  on  the  mominflrofthat  day, 
and  before  that  was  done,  if  I  am  right  in  my  in- 
ference from  the  evidence,  a  notice  had  been  sent 
by  the  highway  board  to  the  defendant,  telling  him 
that  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  do  this  without  the 
consent  of  the  owner,  though  the  defendant  says, 
and  I  must  assume  for  the  present  purpose  that 
he  truly  says,  that  he  was  not  at  home  when  that 
notice  arrived,  and  did  not  see  it  till  the  work  had 
been  done.  Whether  in  any  other  way  any  people 
acted  for  him  in  his  absence  I  do  not  Know,  lor  the 
plaintiff  had  some  reason  to  apprehend  that  there 
were  circumstances  to  make  it  important  to  carry 
on  the  work,  but  it  is  a  fact  of  which  I  cannot  but 
take  notice,  that  the  work  was  hurried  on,  on  the 
plaintiff's  land,  as  I  infer,  with  extraordinary  dis- 
patch on  the  morning  of  that  day  on  which  the 
plaintiff  gave  his  own  notice  that  a  bill  would  be 
filed  for  an  injunction,  if  it  was  attempted  to  be 
done  upon  the  supposed  consent  of  the  highway 
board,  who  never  proposed  to  consent  except  so 
fa,r  as  they  lawfully  might,  which  fact  he  knew  on 
the  24th  -March,  because  he  then  executed  an  in- 
strument which  contains  these  very  words.  It 
was,  I  say,  a  remarkable  fact,  that  the  work  was 
hurried  on  so  as  to  be  finished  on  the  very  day  the 
plaintiff's  notice  was  given,  and  to  make  it  a  ques- 
tion of  an  hour,  more  or  less,  between  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  work  and  the  time  when  the  notice  was 
delivered.  In  that  state  of  things,  and  looking  to 
the  nature  of  the  work  that  was  capable  of  being 
80  quickly  done  and  done  in  that  manner,  I  have 
no  hesitation  in  saying  that  I  regard  this  court  as 
bound  to  deal  with  the  case  exactly  as  it  would 
have  done  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  (not  as  ii  was 
a  few  days  afterwards  in  consequence  of  a  notice 
given  an  hour  after  this  work  was  completed)  on 
the  morning  of  the  day  before  any  part  of  the  work 
had  been  done,  and  going  upon  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  I  cannot  but  look  upon 
this  case  as  a  deliberate  and  unlawful  invasion  by 
one  man  on  another  man's  land  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  a  continuing  trespass,  which  is  in  law  a 
series  of  trespasses  from  time  to  time,  to  the  gain 
and  profit  of  the  defendant  without  the  consent  of 
the  owner  of  the  land,  and  it  appears  to  me  as 
such  to  be  a  proper  subject  for  an  injunction.  The 
cases  which  have  been  referred  to  are  really  of  two 
classes,  either  cases  of  ancient  rights,  such  as 
Durdl  V.  Pritehard  (13  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  545 ; 
L.  Bep.  1  Ch.  244),  and  of  Bowes  v.  Law  (22  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  267 ;  L.  Bep.  9  Eq.  636),  where  a  man 
had  done  something  upon  his  own  land  which 
belonged  out  and  out  to  himself,  but  in  doing  it 
had  exposed  himself  to  an  action  by  the  otncr 
party,  either  as  breaking  some  covenant  or  as 
encroaching  upon  the  other's  right  of  lights  and 
rights  of  that  kind.  The  thing  was  finished,  and 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court  it  was  more  equitable, 
having  regard  to  the  consequences  to  the  one  party 
or  the  other  of  interference  or  non-interference,  to 
leave  the  parties  in  that  state  of  things  to  their 
legal  rights  and  liabilities  rather  than  to  interfere ; 
and,  no  doubt,  in  such  a  state  of  things  the 
quantum  of  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  as  compared 
with  the  quantwn  of  loss  to  the  defendant,  is  a 
material  consideration.  The  other  class  of  ca&^%v% 
that  of  Deere  '^.  (^iMwtV^'^l-  ^  ^x.V^^x  ^^^^sScw 
when  rVcYi^y  conAv^et^,  wckQjv«i^  "Wi  t^scQ^^^  /onss^^ 
I  nor  leaa  tkan  \.\)i%,  ^>aafc  ^^oKt^  ^^  ^^  >irf:x>ssv^  ^x 
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ejectment  bronfflit  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  with- 
out any  equit^le  circumstances  to  induce  the 
court  of  equity  to  assume  that  jurisdiction.  In 
Deere  ▼.  Quest,  the  facts  were  these :  The  defen- 
dant had  made  a  tramway  and  completed  it  openly, 
and  so  that  everyhody  interested  in  the  land  either 
did  or  might  have  known  what  was  taking  place, 
three  years  before  the  bill  was  filed.  That  had 
been  done  lawfully,  with  the  consent  at  the  time, 
at  all  events,  of  the  owner  of  the  land,  subject  to 
the  question  of  the  possibility  of  waste,  into  which 
I  will  not  enter.  That  was  a  case  between  land- 
lord and  tenant,  but  so  far  as  the  possession  was 
concerned,  it  had  been  acquired  lawfully  by  the 
consent  of  the  then  occupying  tenant.  This  occu- 
pation continued  for  about  three  years  afterwards, 
and  so  far  as  appears  from  the  statement  on  the 
bill  (for  that  case  arose  on  demurrer),  even  when 
the  tenancy  ceased,  the  land  was  relet  to  a  person 
who,  upon  the  allegation  in  the  bill,  must  be  taken 
to  have  consented,  so  far  as  he  could  consent,  to 
the  continuance  of  the  occupation  of  the  tramroad 
by  the  defendant.  The  bill,  however,  contained  an 
allegation,  which  Lord  Cottenham  considered  ob- 
scure and  indistinct,  that  when  the  land  was  so 
relet  the  plaintiff,  whose  position  I  shall  presently 
mention,  had  reserved  to  himself  the  tramroad,  so 
that  his  allegation  was,  that  the  right  to  the  tram- 
road  or  to  the  possession  of  the  land  for  the  pur- 
poses of  it,  had  been  originally  given  by  the 
person  in  occupation,  that  it  was  confirmed  by  the 
person  subsequently  in  occupation,  but  who  had 
no  right  to  remain,  because  the  tramroad  had  been 
excepted  from  the  reletting,  and  it  also  appeared 
that  the  land  being  in  mortgage,  and  the  pubmtiffs 
interest  being  that  of  a  mortgagee  only,  tne  owner 
of  the  e<|uity  of  redemption  had  sold  this  right  to 
have  the  tramroad  to  the  defendant.  I  should 
further  mention  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  even  the 
legal  title  of  mortgagee,  tor  he  was  only  the  hus- 
band of  the  administratrix  of  the  mortgagee,  and 
solely  interested  in  the  money.  No  doubt  he  was 
entitled  to  call  on  the  persons  who  had  the  legal 
right  to  do  so  to  protect  the  mortgagees,  but  that 
was  the  extent  of  his  right.  He  had  brought  an 
action  of  trespass  against  the  defendant  on  account 
of  this  tramroad.  In  point  of  law  the  defendant, 
having  lawfully  ^ot  possession  three  years  before, 
was  continuing  m  possession,  and  the  plain tifi**s 
title,  or  rather  that  of  the  trustee  for  him,  as 
mortgagee,  was  a  purely  legal  title  on  the  showing 
of  the  bill,  and  there  was  no  impediment  to  an 
action  of  ejectment  or  an  action  of  trespass  being 
actually  brought.  In  that  state  of  circumstances. 
Lord  Cottenham  thought,  and,  in  my  judgment, 
was  quite  right  in  thinking,  that  there  was  no 
equity  whatever,  as  shown  by  the  bill,  to  interfere 
with  the  court  of  law,  and  that  the  case  was  re- 
duced to  a  simple  attempt  to  transfer  the  jurisdic- 
tion in  ejectment  from  law  to  equity.  Had  the 
circumstances  of  this  case  been  similar,  and  had 
these  pipes  been  laid  with  the  consent  of  the 
tenant  three  years  before,  and  used  as  part  of  the 
system  of  waterworks  by  the  defendant  during  the 
whole  of  that  interval,  and  had  it  been  a  case  of 
legal  possession  liable  to  bo  displaced  by  eject- 
ment, I  have  little  doubt  that  I  should  have  come 
to  the  same  conclusion  ;  but  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  are  entirely  different,  and  the  principle 


part,  I  cannot  give  a  yoioefor  disturbing  thejudg* 
ment  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

Lord  Justice  Jakes. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  defendant  in  this  case  is  admittedly  a  tres- 
passer, and  he  has  committed  a  trespass  upon  the 
plaintijGTs  land  without  any  legal  jastificatioo,  or 
any  legal  excuse  whaterer,  and  he  proposes  to 
continue  that  trespass  from  day  to  day,  keeping 
the  pipes  and  allowing  the  water  to  go  tnroagh  the 
pipes  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  profit  of  a  trade 
which  he  proposes  to  set  up  in  riyalrr  to  a  trade 
in  which  ihe  owner  of  the  land  upon  which  he  is  so 
committing  the  trespass  is  interested.  It  is  said 
that  we  ought  to  allow  this  to  be  done ;  that  we 
ought,  in  met,  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff  from  this 
court,  and  tell  him  to  go  out  ot  the  door  of  this 
court,  and  to  find  his  way  to  the  door  of  another 
court,  in  which  he  is  to  bring  an  action  for  the 
wrong  for  which  there  is  no  defence  whatever,  sod 
that,  allowing  there  has  been  no  defence  to  tiiis 
suit,  he  is  to  bear  the  costs  of  this  suit,  and  bring 
an  action  in  a  court  of  law.  I  do  not  know  whether 
more  than  one  action  would  be  required.  And 
then  he  is  to  come  back  to  this  court,  haying  suo- 
sncceeded  in  one  action,  or  two  actions,  or  perhaps 
three  actions,  all  of  which,  on  the  &cts  proved  m 
this  case,  would  necepsarily  result  in  yordicts  for 
him.  Haying  succeeded  in  those  actions,  he  is  to 
come  back  to  this  court  then  and  there,  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  an  end  to  that  injury ;  he  is  to 
come  back  nere  and  get  a  perpetual  injunction,  on 
the  ground  of  repotted  vexation  and  repeated 
actions.  I  do  not  tnink  that  there  is  any  pnnci|^ 
in  this  court  which  will  compel  us  to  oriye  the 

ElaintifE  to  go  through  all  that  litigation  before  he 
e  is  entitled  to  the  relief  in  this  court  which  he 
would  ultimately  get,  having  gone  through  it.  It 
is  said  that  something  of  the  kind  was  done  in 
Deere  y.  Quest  (I  My  &  Cr.  516).  In  Deere  y.  Qmit, 
beyond  all  Question,  the  rcUio  decidendi  (and  that 
is  always  to  Ibe  looked  at  when  you  are  referring  to 
an  authority  or  a  decision)  oi:  Lord  Cottenham, 
who  afiirmed  the  decision  of  the  Vioe-Chancellor 
was,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  person  out  of  pos- 
session, that  the  defendant  was  a  person  in  pos* 
session,  and  that  the  bill  was  in  substanoe  filea  to 
turn  the  defendant  out  of  possession  ^nd  to  give  the 
possession  to  the  plaintiff,  which  would  be  strictly 
and  simply  an  ejectment  bill,  which  is  not  according 
to  the  practice  of  this  court  Here  there  is  nothing 
like  the  ouster  of  possession  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
plaintiff  has  been  in  possession  and  is  in  poesessioii, 
and  the  defendant  has  been  a  wrongdoer,  a  mere 
trespasser — he  is  a  wrongdoer  and  trespasser,  and 
proposes  to  continue  so.  The  question  is,  whether, 
under  those  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  has  not 
a  right  to  come  here,  and  so  to  put  an  end  to 
that  continuous  trespass  which  the  defendant 
has  begun  and  intends  to  continue,  there  bong 
no  wrong  whateyer  that  can  be  suggested,  no 
damage,  no  inconyenience  to  the  defencumt  which 
he  has  not  an  ultimate  right  to  allege  here.  What 
is  alleged  on  his  behalf  here  is,  that  if  this  injunc- 
tion is  granted  it  will  deprive  him  of  a  yery  valu- 
able property,  because  it  is  essential  to  the  value 
of  his  property  that  he  should  keep  the  plaintiff's 

Property,  which  he  has  taken  aoainst  his  consent, 
f  he  had  originally  unoonsoiousfy  taken  that  wlucfa 
was  not  his,  when  he  became  oonsoionfl,  which  was 
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18  taking  another  man's  property  improperly,  both 
morally  as  well  as  legally.  I  am  or  opinion  that 
the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Boils  is  qnite 
ri^ht,  and  that  the  injunction  ought  to  be  sus- 
tamed. 

LordJusticeMELLiSH. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
I  think  it  is  quite  dear  in  this  case  that  the  de- 
fendant has  not  got  into  possession  of  any  portion 
of  real  property  of  the  plaintiff  so  as  to  make  it 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an  action  of 
eieotment.  It  is  perfectly  true  that  when  a  system 
of  waterworks  had  been  established,  and  the  per- 
sons constructing  the  waterworks  have  made 
their  reservoir  and  laid  their  pipes  legally  idl  along 
the  streets  which  they  are  supplying  with  the 
water,  then  the  law  considers  the  pipes  so  far  a 
part  of  the  realty  that  they  are  liable  to  be  rated 
as  in  possession  of  a  portion  of  the  realty,  and  it 
may  De  that  an  eiectmeni  may  be  brought  against 
them.  But  in  this  case  the  waterworks  had  not 
been  established  at  all  at  the  time  this  bill  was 
filed.  All  that  had  been  done  was  that  the  defen- 
dant had  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  had  dug 
a  trench  and  put  tne  pipes  at  the  bottom  of  that 
trench.  I  doubt  eztremelv  whether  those  pipes 
had  become  part  of  the  realty  at  all.  If  they  had 
they  would  have  become  the  plaintiff's  property. 
There  never  was  any  intention  to  annex  them  to 
the  soil,  so  as  to  become  part  of  the  realty.  I 
should  be  inclined  to  think  they  remained  as  pure 
chattels.  However  that  may  be,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary  to  decide  it,  because  what  in  practice  the 
defendant  has  done  is,  that  he  has  committed  a 
ibrespass.  If  that  had  been  the  only  thing  done,  it 
would  have  been  right  to  leave  the  plaintiff  to  his 
action  at  law  to  recover  damages,  but  he  was 
threatening  to  continue  the  trespass,  threatening 
to  complete  his  waterworks,  and  use  that  which 
was  really  part  of  the  plaintiff's  property  as  his 
own,  and  make  a  profit  oy  it.  Then  there  is  this 
forther  reason  why  there  is  a  remedy  in  this  court, 
namely,  that  from  the  peculiar  circa  mstance  of 
the  surface  of  the  road  being  dedicated  as  a  high- 
way, the  plaintiff  has  not  the  ordinary  remedy 
which  he  would  have  had  if  the  defendant  had  gone 
and  dug  a  trench  and  laid  his  pipes  across  the 
plaintifPs  field,  and  he  would  have  had  great  diffi- 
culty in  going  and  removing  the  pipes  himself. 
Suppose  tnat  a  siipilar  trespass  was  committed  on 
a  man's  soil  while  he  remained  in  possession,  and 
there  was  nothing  to  prevent  him  digging  it  up 
himself,  it  would  be  reasonable  enough  to  idlow 
him  to  remove  what  had  been  wrongly  put  in  the 
soil,  and  to  bring  an  action  to  recover  damages. 
But  in  the  present  case  it  is  extremely  doubtful 
whether  he  oould  remove  the  pipes  without  ren- 
dering himself  subject  to  be  inducted  by  the  high- 
way board  before  a  magistrate.  In  m^  opinion,  he 
is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  that  difficulty.  In 
some  respects  it  is  similar  to  the  case  we  decided 
a  little  time  ago  (see  Stanford  v.  HurUtane,  30  L.  T. 
Bot>.  N.  S.  140;  L.  Bep.  9  Gh.  116),  where  a  man 
haa  wrongly  oommittea  a  trespass,  and  threatened 
to  go  on  continuing  to  commit  the  trespass  without 
a  colour  of  an  excuse  for  it.  And  we  thought 
there  was  a  proper  remedy  by  injunction  in  tnis 
court. 

The  LoBn  Chancbllor. — The  appeal  will  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  appellants,  Paiersonf  Snow,  and 
Bwmeyt  agents  for  If,  and  0,  Daniel,  Bamsmte. 

Qoliaian  tot  the  reepoadeat,  Wright  and  f  «Uey . 


V.C.  MAUV8'  COTXBT. 

Reported  by  F.  Ooxtld  and  Javu  E.  Ho&vs,  Etqrt., 

Barritters-at-Law. 


March  13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19,  and  21, 1874. 

Hayman  v.  The  Gk)VERNiNG  Bodt  of  Bugbt 

School. 

Denvwnrer — Public  Schools  Act  1868, 1. 13 — ChverU' 

ing  body — Power  to  dismiss  head  master. 
The   Public   Schools  Act   1868,  which  applies  to 
{amongst  other  schools)  Bugby  School,  by  sect.  13, 
enacts  that  "  the  head  master  of  every  school  to 
which  this  Act  applies,  shaU  be  appointed  by  and 
hold  his  office  at  the  pleasure  of  the  new  governing 
body:* 
The  plaintiff  was  appointed  head  master  of  the  school 
in  Nov.   1869,   oy  the  then  existing  governing 
body. 
In  Bee.  1873,  the  new  governing  body  {which  had 
been  duly  constituted  in  Dec.  1871,  under  the 
powers  of  the  Act  of  1868)  passed  a  resolution 
that  **  upon  a  review  of  the  administration  of  the 
school "  from  the  tims  when  they  came  into  office 
to  the  then  present  tims,  they  were  of  opinion  thai 
the  plaintiff  was  not  **  a  fit  and  proper  person  to 
be  head  master,  and  dismissed  him  accordingly  :" 
Hdd  {on  demurrer  to  a  bill  by  the  plaintiff  praying 
for  a  declaration  thai,  under  the  circumstances 
in  the  bill  stated,  the  above  resohUion  was  in- 
valid),  that,  under    the    ahove  section,   the   new 
governing  body  had  power  to  dismiss  th4  plaintiff 
without  notice,  and  without  assigning  any  reason ; 
and  thai,  as  they  had  exercised  their  power  of 
dismissal  fairly  and  honestly,  not  corruptly,  nor 
for  the  purpose  of  effecting  soms  collateral  object, 
their  decision  was  not  liable  to  be  controlled  by 
the  court. 
Demurrer  for  want  of  eouity. 

This  was  a  bill  filed  oy  the  Bev.  Henry  Hay- 
man,  D.D.,  the  Head  Master  of  Busby  School, 
a^inst  the  Governing  Body  of  the  School  and  the 
Bishop  of  Exeter,  praying  for  a  declaration  that  a 
resolation  of  the  governing  body,  dated  the  19th 
Dec.  1873,  "  That  upon  a  review  of  the  administra- 
tion of  the  school  from  the  period  when  the  govern- 
ing body  came  into  office  to  the  present  time, 
they  are  of  opinion  that  Dr.  Hayman  is  not  a  fit 
ana  proper  person  to  hold  the  position  of  Head 
Master  of  Bugby  School,  and  that  it  is  essential 
for  the  interests  of  the  school  that  he  should  cease 
to  hold  that  office,"  and  a  notice  of  the  14th  Jan., 
founded  thereon,  were  respectively  invalid,  and 
ought  not  to  be  enforced ;  and  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  governing  body  from  dismissing  the 
plaintiff  from  his  office  of  head  master,  and  from 
electing  any  person  to  succeed  the  plaintiff  in  his 
office,  and  from  instituting  any  action  at  law  or 
other  proceedings  for  ejecting  the  plaintiff  from  the 
sohool  house,  lands,  and  buildings  occupied  by  him 
by  virtue  of  his  office. 

On  the  20th  Nov.  1869,  the  plaintiff  was  ap- 
pointed Head  Master  of  Bugby  by  the  then  trustees 
of  the  school,  constituted  under  an  Act  of  Parliament 
of  17  Geo.  3,  c.  71,  and  entered  on  the  duties  of 
his  office  about  the  middle  of  Jan.  1870. 

In  Nov.  1869,  the  defendant,  the  Bishop  of 
Exeter  (then  and  hereinafter  referred  to  as  Dr. 
Temple),  who  had  been  Head  Master  of  Bugby 
School  since  the  year  1858,  accepted  the  bialiQ^^^ 
of  Exeter,  and  t\i«r^\r^xi  ^'etA* Va.  \i^  'Ooa  \jt^^\«^  ^ 
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By  the  above  Act  of  17  Oeo.  3,  c.  71,  the  school 
house,  lands,  and  property  then  belonging  to  the 
school  were  vested  in  certain  persons  therein 
named  as  trostees  of  the  school,  upon  the  trusts 
and  for  the  purposes  in  the  Act  and  schedule 
thereto  mentioned.  The  schedule  contained  the 
rules  then  in  force  for  the  government  of  the  school, 
and  amongst  others  the  following  rule : 

That  all  the  masters  of  the  grammAr  eohool  who  shall 
■aooeed  the  said  Stanley  Burrongh,  the  present  master, 
the  usher  or  ushers,  and  the  writing  masters,  who  shali 
sacoeed  those  first  to  be  nominated,  as  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, shall  be  chosen  within  three  calendar  months 
next  after  any  vacancy  shall  happen,  by  the  trustees  or 
the  major  paft  of  them  present  at  a  meeting  to  be  held 
for  that  purpose,  and  be  removable  at  the  wiU  and  plea- 
snre  of  the  tmstees,  or  a  major  part  of  them,  present  at 
their  meeting  on  the  first  Taesday  in  the  month  of 
August. 

By  a  subsequent  Act  of  54  Greo.  3,  o.  131,  it  was 
enacted  that  the  annual  meeting  of  the  trustees 
should  for  the  future  be  held  on  the  third  Tuesday 
in  July  in  each  year. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  above  rule,  amended  as 
aforesaid,  was  still  in  force. 

By  the  Public  Schools  Act  1864,  passed  on  the 
29th  July  1864,  and  which  applied  (amongst  other 
colleges  and  schools)  to  Bugby  School  it  was 
enacted  as  follows : 

Sect.  2.  Every  person  appointed,  after  the  passing  of 
this  Act,  to  any  office  in  tne  governing  body  of  any  of  the 
said  colleges  or  schools,  shaU  take  and  hold  that  office 
subject  to  such  provisions  and  regulations  as  may  be 
hereafter  enacted  respecting  the  same. 

Sect.  3.  "  Ck>veminff  body  "  shtdl  mean  any  one  of  the 
sereral  bodies  referred  to  in  the  report  of  the  said  com- 
missioners as  being  a  governing  body  of  any  of  the  said 
'  coUem  or  schools,  with  tiie  addition  of  the  head  master 
or  other  masters  thereof;  and  any  person  appointed  a 
member  of  the  ^overxnng  body  of  any  such  college  or 
school  as  aforesaid,  or  a  master  thereof,  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  appointed  to  an  office  in  the  governing  body  of  the 
said  college  or  school. 

By  the  Public  Schools  Act  1868,  which  applied 
(amongst  other  colleges  and  schools)  to  Bugby 
School,  it  was  enacted,  that  the  "  existing  govern- 
ing body  "  of  a  school  shall  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Act  mean  at  Bugby  the  trustees ;  and  that  "  new 
governing  body  of  a  school "  shall,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act,  mean  a  governing  body,  the 
constitution  of  which  has  been  altered  in  pur- 
suance of  this  Act,  or,  if  no  such  alteration  shall 
have  been  made,  the  governing  body  which  shall 
be  in  existence  at  the  end  of  the  time  assigned  by 
this  Act  for  making  such  alteration,  or  a  body 
which  has  been  established  under  this  Act  as  the 
new  governing  body  of  a  school. 

By  sect.  5,  power  was  given  to  the  "  existing 
governing  body  "  to  make,  within  the  time  therein 
mentioned,  a  statute  or  statutes  for  determining 
and  establishing  the  constitution  of  the  governing 
body  in  such  manner  as  might  be  deemed  expe- 
dient ;  but  after  the  time  therein  mentioned,  all 
powers  of  making  statutes  vested  by  that  section 
m  the  governing  body  of  a  school,  should  pass  to 
the  special  commissioners  thereinafter  mentioned. 

By  sect.  6, "  the  new  governing  body  "  were  em- 
powered, within  the  time  therein  prescribed,  to  make 
statutes  with  respect  "to  the  number,  position, 
rank  in  the  school,  and  salaries  and  emoluments  of 
masters  who  mav  receive  any  salary  or  emolument 
out  of  property  belonging  to  or  held  in  trust  for 
the  school;*'  or  "with  respect  to  the  dispo^^A.  of 
the  income  of  fcho  property  of  tbe  Bc\iooV*  tox 
certain  parposea  therein  mentioned. 


By  sect.  12,  "  the  new  governing  body "  were 
empowered,  notwithstandino;  anything  contained 
in  aziy  eziating  Act  of  ParUamenty  and  notwith- 
standung  any  custom,  from  time  to  time  to  make, 
alter,  or  annul  such  regulations  as  they  may  deem 
it  expedient  to  make,  alter,  or  annnl,  with  respect 
(amount  other  matters)  to  (sub-sect.  2)  "the 
mode  m  which  the  boys,  whether  on  the  fonndation 
or  not,  are  to  be  boarded  and  lodged,  and  the  coo- 
ditions  on  which  leave  to  keep  a  boarding  hoose 
should  be  given,"  and  with  respect  to  (snb-sect.  11) 
"  the  powers  committed  to  the  head  master." 

Sect.  13  was  as  follows : 

The  head  master  of  every  school  to  whidi  this  Aet 
applies  shall  be  appointed  by  and  hold  his  oiBoe  at  the 
pleasnre  of  the  new  governing  bod^.  All  other  mastKi 
shall  be  appointed  by  and  hold  thnr  offices  at  the  plsa- 
sare  of  the  head  master. 

Sect.  28  was  as  follows : 

Snbjeot  to  any  alterations  made  by  this  Aei,  or  ^7  *a7 
scheme  or  statute  made  in  pnrsoanoe  of  this  Aet,  au 
powers  vested  by  Act  of  Parliament,  charter,  imiLmmat 
of  endowment,  onstom,  or  otherwise,  in  the  existiBg 
governing  body  of  a  school  to  which  this  Act  applies,  in 
relation  £o  each  school,  or  the  government  thereof,  shell 
oontinne  in  force  and  majy  be  exercised  b^  such  governing 
body  nntil  a  new  governing  body  is  appointed  ;  and  after 
the  appointment  of  a  new  governing  bodv  by  the  new 

Svemmg  body  in  the  same  manner  in  which  vmj  mi^ii 
ve  been  exercised  if  tiiis  Act  had  not  passed. 

n(>on  the  resignation  of  Dr.  Temple  being  deli- 
vered to  the  trustees,  they  caused  advertisements 
to  be  published  in  the  newspapers,  requesting  in- 
tending candidates  to  send  in  their  applications, 
accompanied  by  testimonials  as  to  their  qualifica- 
tions, by  a  day  named.  The  plaintiff  sent  in  to 
the  Drustees  a  written  application  for  the  office, 
together  with  written  or  printed  testimonials  of 
his  character  and  attainments,  signed  by  various 
persons  and  bearing  various  dat^s.  Each  of  the 
said  testimonials  was  dated,  and  bom  the  actual 
df^  on  which  it  had  been  given  to  the  plaintiff  by 
the  writer  thereof,  with  the  following  exoeptioDS, 
viz. :  a  testimonial  from  the  late  Professor  Coning- 
ton  was  not  dated,  and  a  testimonial  from  the  Bev. 
Dr.  Holden  was  dated  the  11th  Sept.,  without 
specifying  the  year. 

Far.  11  of  the  bill  was  as  follows : — There  were 
several  other  candidates  for  the  office  besides  the 
plaintiff,  and  they  also  sent  in  testimonials  to  the 
trustees,  and  the  trustees,  after  considering  all  the 
testimonials,  and  the  claims  of  all  the  candidates, 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
fittest  person  to  be  head  master  of  the  school,  and 
appointed  him  acoordingly.  Amongst  the  rivil 
candidates  were  some  who  had  been  educated  at  or 
were  otherwise  connected  with  Bugby,  and  whoss 
claims  were  favoured  by  Dr.  Temple  and  by  the 
assistent  masters  hereini^r  named,  then  working 
under  him  at  Bugby,  and  by  the  Bev.  G.  G.  Bradky, 
D.D.  (hereinafter  oalled  Dr.  Bradley),  who  had 
himself  formerly  been  an  assistant  master  at  the 
school,  but  was  then  Head  Master  of  Marlborough 
College ;  and  it  appears  from  the  circumstanoet 
hereinafter  steted,  to  have  been  the  opinion  id  Dr. 
Temple,  Dr.  Bradley,  and  the  assistant  masters, 
that  the  trustees  were  bound  to  select  trom.  among 
the  candidates  some  candidate  who  had  been 
educated  at,  or  was  otherwise  intimately  connected 
with  Bugby  School,  or  at  all  events,  some  CModi- 
date  other  than  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  was 
not  educated  at  and  had  no  connection  with  Bogbj 
^\ioc\,  ^tA  \>t.^%?qdc^<^  I>v«  Bradley,  and  the 


V 


MAGISTEATES*  OASES. 


463 


V.O.  M.] 


Hatman  V,  Thb  Governino  Body  of  Bugbt  School. 


[V.O.  M. 


and  annoyed  at  the  choice  which  the  tnistees  had 
made;  and  being  much  prejudiced  against  the 
plaintiff  on  religions  and  political  or  other  grounds, 
tbej  deliberately  formed  the  scheme  ana  design 
of  procuring,  by  ever^  means  in  their  power,  the 
annulment  of  the  said  appointment,  or  otherwise 
of  so  harassing  and  thwarting  the  plaintiff  in  rela- 
tion to  the  school,  and  to  themselves,  and  so  dis- 
paraging him  in  the  eyes  of  the  public  as  to  make 
nis  position  as  head  master  intolerable,  anr!  so,  if 
possible,  compel  him  to  resign.  A  part  of  such 
scheme  and  design  was  to  procure,  if  possible, 
some  resolution  or  resolutions  of  the  governing 
body  censurins  or  reflecting  on  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff,  and,  by  publishing  the  same  in  the  public 
newspapers,  to  prejudice  the  parents  of  pupils  and 
intending  pupils,  and  the  boys  themselves  and  the 
public  generally,  against  the  plaintifl*,  so  as  to 
make  it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  him  to 
maintain  the  numbers  and  the  discipline  of  the 
school.  Immediately  upon  the  plaintiff's  appoint- 
ment. Dr.  Temple  and  Dr.  Bradley,  and  the  said 
assistant  masters,  proceeded  to  execute  their  said 
design,  and  from  that  time  to  the  present  have 
not  ceased  in  their  endeavours  to  carry  the  same 
into  effect,  and  in  fact  the  acts  and  proceedings 
hereinafter  mentioned  on  the  part  of  Dr.  Temple, 
and  Dr.  Bradley,  and  of  the  governing  body,  after 
tber  became  members  thereof,  so  far  as  such  acts 
and  proceedings  were  hostile  to  the  plaintiff,  were 
done  or  procured  to  be  done  in  furtherance  of  the 
same  settled  plan  and  design,  viz.,  either  to  pro- 
cure the  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff  or  to  force  nim 
to  resign  the  head  mastership. 

There  were  twenty-one  assistant  masters  at 
Rugby  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  appointment, 
two  of  whom  were  Mr.  Scott  and  Mr.  Sidgwick. 
Eight  of  these  assistant  masters,  one  of  whom  was 
Mr.  Scott,  received  a  portion  of  their  emoluments 
from  the  trust  property  of  the  charity,  and  were 
known  as  foundation  masters.  The  others  were 
appointed  by,  and  held  their  office  at  the  will  and 
plaEisure  of  the  head  master. 

At  the  date  of  the  plaintiff's  election,  Mr.  Scott, 
besides  being  the  master  of  a  form,  was  one  of  the 
tutors  of  the  schoolhouse,  or  head  master's  house. 
Mr.  Scott  had  been  appointed  to  the  office  of 
Bchoolhouse  tutor  by  Dr.  Temple.  He  had  no 
boarding  house  of  his  own. 

From  the  3rd  to  the  6th  Dec.  1869,  the  plaintiff 
was  the  guest  of  Dr.  Temple  at  Bugby,  for  the 
purpose  of  deriving  information  as  to  his  future 
duties.  Shortly  after  this  visit  Dr.  Temple  sent 
to  the  trustees  a  letter,  dated  the  7th  Dec.  1869, 
stating,  in  effect,  that  Dr.  Hayman  was,  in  his 
opinion,  quite  incompetent  to  perform  some  of  the 
most  important  duties  of  the  place ;  and  submitting 
to  the  trustees  that  they  were  bound  to  reouire 
the  plaintiff  to  account  for  the  use  he  had  maae  of 
testimonials  given  to  him  for  ouite  other  posts. 

On  the  20th  Dec.  1869,  the  trustees,  having 
fhlly  considered  the  matter  referred  to  tbcm  by 
Dr.  Temple,  and  a  certain  memorial  addressed  to 
tbcm  by  twenty  of  the  assistant  masters,  com- 
plaining of  the  plaintifTs  use  of  testimonials  and 
certains  other  letters,  unanimously  agreed  "  that 
Mr.  Hayman  has  acted  with  perfect  sood  faith  in 
the  use  made  by  him  of  the  testimonifus  laid  before 
the  trustees." 

Thia  resolution  conclusively  settled  the  question 
as  to  the  plaintiff's  use  of  testimonials. 

Far.  29  ofibe  bill  stated  ae  foUowB :— The  atti- 
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tude  of  the  assistant  masters,  and  especially  of  the 
two  house  tutors  in  the  school  house,  continuing 
to  be  hostile  to  the  pluintiff,  he,  in  the  month  of 
Nov.  1870,  felt  it  his  duty  to  submit  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  trustees  a  letter  of  the  10th 
Nov.  1870.  In  this  letter  the  plaintiff  stated  that 
he  proposed  at  Christmas  to  give  notice  to  Mr. 
Scott  and  the  other  schoolhouse  tutor,  that  he 
should  no  longer  require  their  services  as  tutors 
of  the  schoolhouse ;  and  on  the  5th  Dec.  1870,  the 
tru  stees  passed  the  following  resolution  : 

The  tmsteeB  baying  read  Dr.  Hayman's  letter,  are  of 
opinion  that  it  is  highly  important  that  the  relation  of 
the  honse  tutors  to  the  heieid  master  should  be  one  of 
the  greatest  confidence  and  cordiality ;  and  they  regret 
to  find  that  this  feeling  does  not  sabsist  in  the  case  of 
the  present  house  tutors.  They  therefore  fully  approve 
of  the  course  which  Dr.  Hayman  intends  to  adopt  in  dis- 
miflsing  tJ^ose  gentlemen  as  house  tutors. 

Shortly  after  the  date  of  the  resolution,  the 
plaintiff  gave  notice  to  Mr.  Scott  and  the  other 
schoolhouse  tutor  to  vacate  their  posts  as  house 
tutors. 

At  the  same  time  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  to  Mr. 
Scott  to  vacate  his  post  as  form  master.  Various 
resolutions  were  passed  by  the  trustees  on  this 
subject.    At  a  meeting  held  in  March  1871,  they 

Eassed  a  resolution  dispensing  with  his  services ; 
ut  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  held  on  the  30th 
March  1871,  they  rescinded  this  resolution,  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  no  power  to  dismiss  a  master 
except  at  their  annual  general  meeting. 

On  the  12th  April  18/1,  certain  complaints  hav- 
ing been  made  of  want  of  discipline  in  the  school- 
house,  the  trustees  adopted  the  following  resolu- 
tion : 

The  trustees  ....  consider  the  grievances  alleged, 
referring  to  the  discipline  of  the  school  house,  have  been 
sufficiently  explained.  They  think  that  the  under  masters 
should  never  confer  with  the  boys,  not  even  with  the 
sixth  form,  on  points  of  school  discipline,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  head  master. 

The  trustees  feel  it  now  their  duty,  in  justice  to  the 
head  master,  to  impress  upon  the  under  masters  |^ne> 
rally  the  necessity,  for  the  good  of  the  school,  of  jiving 
to  uie  head  master  not  only  a  nominal  but  a  cordial  co- 
operation and  support. 

This  was  the  final  resolution  of  the  old  trustees. 
It  thus  appeared,  from  the  circumstances  set  out 
in  the  bill,  that  whenever  disputes  had  arisen 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  assistant  masters 
with  reference  to  the  affairs  of  the  school,  and  such 
disputes  had  been  referred  to  the  old  trustees  as 
**  the  existing  governing  body,"  their  decision  had 
been  favourable  to  the  plaintiff  and  adverse  to  the 
assistant  masters. 

No  alteration  was  made  in  the  "  existing  govern- 
ing body"  of  the  school  until  the  month  of 
May  1871,  when  a  statute  was  made  by  the 
special  commissioners,  under  sect.  5  of  the  Public 
Schools  Act  1868,  establishing  the  constitution  of 
the  "new  governing  body.'*  In  Aue.  1871,  this 
tatute  was  approved  by  Her  [Majesty  in  Council, 
and  in  Dec.  1871  the  new  governing  body  was 
fully  constituted. 

Tlie  new  governing  body  consisted  of  twelve 
members,  of  whom  the  Bishop  of  Worcester  was 
the  chairman.  Five  ol  them  nad  previously  been 
members  of  **  the  existing  governing  body."  Of  the 
rest.  Dr.  Temple  was  elected  by  the  Senate  of  the 
University  of  London,   and   Dr.  Bradley  b^^tK^ 
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of  the  aaBiBtAiit  masterB  in  their  differencea  with 
the  plaintiff,  and  had,  in  fact,  prejudiced  the  whole 
CBHC  againat  the  plaintifi,  and  were  determined 
beforehand  to  drive  him  from  the  echool,  yet  the; 
eJlowed  themselvea  to  be  elected  members  of  the 
new  governing  bod  J,  and  thns  to  become  jnilges 
of  matters  in  and  respecting  which  tbey  and  the 
assiatant  masters,  whose  caase  they  had  taken  up 
and  whom  tbey  in  fact  represented,  had  a  strong 
personal  interest  and  bias,  which  made  them  wholly 
unfit  to  Ibrm  an  impartial  judgment  on  such 
matters,  or  on  any  queelion  between  aesistanb 
masters  and  the  plaintiff.  Dr.  Temple  had  been 
head  masterof  the  school  forseyeral  years. .  . .  Dr. 
Bradley  had  been  an  assistant  master  of  the  school 
for  many  years.  .  .  .  Both  Dr.  Temple  and  Dr. 
Bmdiey  were,  from  their  personal  experience  and 
trom  their  connection  with  the  assistant  masters, 
intimately  acanainted  niththe  affairs  of  the  school, 
both  past  ana  present,  and  they  were  in  fact 
looked  to  by  their  colleagues  on  the  governing 
body,  and  trusted  implicitly  by  them  as  the  proper 
and  trustworthy  sources  of  information  on  all 
matters  connected  with  the  school.  Dr.  Temple 
abused  the  power  and  influence  over  his  colleagues, 
which  his  long  experience  and  ample  means  of 
knowledge  gave  him  to  farther  the  aforeaaid 
scheme  and  design  of  himself  and  the  assistant 
masters,  and  made  incorrect  reproseDtations  to  his 
colleagues  as  to  several  matters  of  fact,  and,  more 
particularly,  as  to  what  were  the  established  cus- 
toms and  usages  of  the  school,  and  represented  as 
part  of  such  established  customs  and  usages  several 
matters  which  were  not  part  thereof,  bat  were  in 
fact  innovations  introduced  by  Dr.  Temple  himself, 
and  the  acts  and  proceedings  of  the  new  governing 
body,  so  far  as  they  were  hostile  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  especially  the  resolutions  hereinafter  com- 
plained of,  were  in  fact  caused  and  brought  about 
in  whole  or  in  part  by  such  abuse  of  power  and 
influence  and  such  incorrect  representations  as 
aforesaid. 

Between  Dec.  1871  (when  the  new  soveming 
body  were  fully  constituted)  and  the  IMh  Dec. 
1873  (the  date  of  the  resolution  of  the  new  gorem- 
ing  body  removing  the  plaintiff  from  his  office), 
three  subjects  of  dispute  arose  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  assistant  masters. 

First,  Mr.  Green's  case. — Towards  the  endof  the 
year  1871,  one  of  the  boarding  masters  gave  notice 
thathewould  resign  his boariiicghouse,  to  takeeffect 
at  Easter  1872,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  offered 
the  same  to  Mr.  Green,  who  had  been  appointed 
an  assistant  master  in  Jan.  1871.  Upon  this,  ten 
of  tlie  assistant  maulers,  senior  on  the  staff  to  Mr. 
Green,  including  among  them  Mr.  Scott  and  Mr 
Sidgwick,  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  a  letter,  dated  the 
2!lth  Jan.  1872,  informing  him  that  "  since  the 
time  when  boarding  houses  were  first  intrusted 
exclusively  to  assistant  masters  by  Dr.  Arnold  in 
1830,  the  principle  of  seniority  hod  always  been 
recognised  in  selection,"  and  enclosing  a  letter, 
dated  July  1864,  sent  by  Dr.  Temple  to  one  of  the 
classical  assistant  masters  at  the  time  of  bis  ap- 
pointment, containing  the  following  passage  : — 
"  Houses  are  given  in  turn  to  all  masters,  classical, 
mathematical,  &c.,  unless  a  man  shows  an  inca- 
pacity for  that  sort  of  work.  The  junior  masters, 
three  besides  yourself,  are  paid  by  the  numbers  of 
the  scbool  beyond  320.  If  the  echool  aunt  muc^i, 
tbeee  masters  would  have  to^o."  < 

CoaaideFAbh  correBpondeQce  too^p\BC%bcA>itc«n 


the  plaintiff  and  the  goyemiusr  body  widi  rt 

to  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Grooi  to  the  yrtauA 
loardiug  boose,  and  on  the  28tk  Feb.  1872,  tba 
^veming  body  passed  the  following  resolntion : 

The  appointment  of  Hz.  QiseD  to  the  boatdinc  hoBN 
vacated  bj  Hr.  Bmiowi  havins  bMtt  made  htkf  O* 

Syenung  body  ha*  baen  able  to  t 
B  nibioat,  thor  are  not  piepand  ti 
aot  of  tbe  bead  naatei  on  the  pieavD 

The  bin  stated  that  Dr.  Temple  and  Dr.  Brad^ 
vere  ezceedinsly  anni^ed  at  the  refoBal  of  tte 
governing  bo^  to  inlerfere  with  the  plaintiff's 
appointment  of  Mr.  Green  to  Mr.  Borrowa'  board- 
iag  house,  and  induced  three  other  members  of 
the  governing  body  to  join  with  them  ii 
statement,  which  was  entered  on  the  m 
meeting  of  the  12th  April  1872.  This  e 
(in  effect)  stated  that  the  appointment  in  question 
iras  "  a  violation  of  the  invariable  costom  of  the 

On  the  12th  April  1872,  the  ohainnaji,  at  Oie 
request  of  the  governing  body,  wrote  to  the  plaio- 
tiS  a  letter,  containg  the  following  passage : 

The  Boveroios  bodj  have  tbecefora  denrad  ma  to  n- 
qoeat  yon,  pending  the  enaotment  c(  the  atatotai  aad 
legulaiioni  (whioh  the  Pnblia  Sobot^  Aet  ISffi  ■•- 
powered  them  to  make),  to  take  no  atep  iayolviu  a 
Bepartnre  from  the  onatome  and  oBacsa  of  tiie  acihaol  !b 
regard  to  the  poution  and  emolameuti  of  the  -—'-IrTrt 
luuten,  or  othei  mattan  aSeotiiiK  the  diadpline  at  tl» 
tohool  withont  the  previooa  ^proval  of  the  govenmi| 
liodj. 

To  which,  on  the  16th  April  1872,  the  plaintiff 
replied,  "  that  he  had  no  mtention  of  any  sndt 
uhanges  as  the  latter  part  of  their  latter  seemed  to 
point  to." 

Secondly,  Mr.  Scott's  case.— In  Jan.  1872,  Hr. 
Scott,  who  had  ceased  to  be  one  of  the  school  house 
tutors  since  Easter  1871,  applied  to  the  pUntiff 
for  loave  to  lake  pupils.  This  request  the  plaintiff 
refused,  because,  as  the  bill  alleged,  "circnmatancM 
Hod  come  to  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  which  in  hit 
opinion  required  explanation,  and  withont  an  ex- 
planation ot  which  he  could  not  repose  that  confi- 
dence in  Mr.  Scott  whioh  was  neceasary  between  a 
head  master  and  a  tutor  of  boys." 

In  July  1872,  Mr.  Scott  wrote  to  the  governing 
body  complaining  of  the  plaintiff's  refusal.  Some 
correspondence  ensued  between  the  plaintiff  and 
(he  governing  body  on  the  subject,  ana  ultimately, 
on  t£e  31st  July  1872,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the 
f^veming  body  informing  them  that  he  was  pre- 
pared to  give  effect  to  their  requirement  that  Mr. 
Scott  should  be  reinstated  in  his  right  to  take 
pupils.    Mr.  Scott  was  reinstated  accordingly. 

The  bill  staled  that  on  the  26th  Aug.  1872,  the 
plaintiff  (who  had  not  changed  his  opinion  of  Mr. 
Scott's  unfitness  to  be  a  tutor  of  boys)  drew  up 
and  communicated  to  him  orivately  a  statement  of 
ihe  circumstances  which  had  come  to  hia  know- 
ledge as  aforesaid,  and  that  Mr.  Scott,  in  answer 
to  this,  gave  the  plaintiff  no  explanation  of  the 
matters  about  which  he  had  inquired,  but  laid  the 
mmmnnication  before  the  aoveming  body,  for 
whom  it  was  n"t  intended,  and  afterwards  infonoed 
the  plaintiff  that  he  had  done  so. 

On  the  23rd  Oct.  1872,  the  governing  body 
[lossed  a  resolution,  that 

Tlut  havinff  (mratnllj  oonsideied  the  ooounimicaliM 
mads  b;  Dr.  Haym&n  to  Hi.  Soott  in  hii  latter  and  tmle- 
eoretof  the  26Ui  Aug-  1872,  the?  an  of  opinioD  thatttt 
<Anx««  *«u.'aM  Hr.  Saott  ia  whul^  withont  fiwui^llf , 
y  *n&  .  .  .  c»^\.'iA\in  KlauAiiA.'^MwiWt  dalaj. 
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plaintiff  and  the  goyeming  body  on  the  snbject  of 
the  oommanication  in  question,  and  on  the  30th 
Nov.  1872,  the  eoveming  body  passed  a  resolution 
containing  the  Allowing  passage : 

If  Dr.  Hayman  is  not  prepared  to  act  in  future  in  a 
spirit  of  cordial  goodwill  towards  Mr.  Soott,  the  gorem- 
ing  body  think  it  ii  dne  to  the  interests  of  the  sohool 
that  Dr.  Hayman  shoold  lose  no  time  in  retiring  from  the 
ofiioe  of  head  master. 

All  the  papers  which  the  plaintiff  had  sent  to 
Mr.  Scott,  and  the  resolutions  of  Oct.  and  Nov. 

1872,  were  shortly  afterwards  published  in  the 
Times,  The  bill  alleged  that  all  these  publications 
were  made  in  pursuance  of  the  aforesaid  scheme 
and  design,  and  at  the  instigation  or  with  the 
advice  of  Dr.  Temple. 

On  the  8th  Jan.  1873,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  Mr. 
Soott,  informing  him  that  he  had  withdrawn  the 
whole  of  the  statements  which  he  l\ad  sent  to  him 
in  August,  and  adding  that  it  was  his  earnest 
desire  to  act  in  a  spirit  of  goodwill,  and  he  sincerely 
hoped  to  find  the  same  reciprocated ;  and  on  the 
14th  Jan.  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  Mr.  Scott  a  further 
letter  to  the  same  effect. 

On  the  15th  Jan.  1873,  the  governing  body 
passed  a  rebolution, 

That,  referring  to  their  minnte  of  the  30th  Nov.  last, 
they  were  Dot  satisfied  with  Dr.  Hayman' s  letters  of  the 
8th  and  14th  Jan.  inst. 

Further  correspondence  took  place  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  governing  body,  and  on  the  4th 
Feb.  1873,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  Mr.  Scott  "  desir- 
ing to  express  to  him  fully  and  unreservedlv  his 
regret  for  having  entertained  suspicions  with  re- 
gard to  his  conduct,  and  doubts  with  regard  to  the 
lovaltv  of  his  co-operation  in  the  work  of  the 
school." 

Par.  88  of  the  bill  was  as  follows : — The  govern- 
ing body,  under  the  influence  of  Dr.  Temple  and 
Dr.  Bradley,  who  were  personally  hostile  to  the 

Elaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  been  selected 
J  the  trustees  m  preference  to  the  other  candi- 
dates to  the  office  of  head  master,  and  who  had 
determined  for  that  reason  to  use  every  means  in 
their  power  to  undo  that  appointment,  and  to  force 
the  resignation  or  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff,  had  in 
fact  been  persuaded,  and  had  resolved  beforehand, 
to  get  rid  of  the  plaintiff,  whatever  he  might  write 
to  Mr.  Scott,  ana  whatever  explanation  or  state- 
ment he  mieht  make  to  the  governing  body. 

On  the  5tn  Feb.  1873,  the  governing  body  passed 
the  following  resolution : 

The  snbjeot  of  Dr.  Hayman's  letter  of  the  4th  Feb. 

1873,  was  then  considered,  together  with  the  several 
matters  arising  ont  of  Mr.  Scott's  appeal,  and  it  was 
resolved :  That  the  governing  body  are  of  opinion  that 
the  letter  of  Dr.  Hayman  to  Mr.  Soott  is  satisfactory  in 
terms,  bnt  they  deeply  regret  that  snch  a  compliance 
with  their  minnte  of  the  SOthNov.  1872,  has  been  delayed 
until  it  has  lost  its  valne.  The  goveming  body  are  further 
of  opinion  that  the  position  of  Dr.  Hayman,  and  that 
of  the  school,  have  been  so  serioasly  compromised  by 
what  has  been  brought  nnder  their  notice  since  Mia- 
summer  1872.  that  they  feel  it  to  be  their  duty,  a3 
gnardians  of  tne  interests  of  the  school,  to  oousider  the 
question  whether  Dr.  Hayman  should  not  now  be  recom- 
mended to  retire  from  the  head  mastership. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  governing  body,  held  on  the 

25th  Feb.  1873,  Dr.  Temple  moved,  and  Dr.  Bradley 

supported,  a  resolution  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 

dismiBsed.    This  motion  was  lost,  but  ultimately 

the  following  resolutions  were  adopted : 

1.  That  no  further  proceedings  be  taken  in  the  matter  of 
Mr.  Scott's  appeaL 
%  Ths#  ibe  ahmirnukn  be  reqneBted  to  write  to  Dr. 
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Hayman,  and  communicate  to  him  in  confidence  the 
opinion  of  the  governing  body  that  it  is  very  desirable, 
in  his  own  interest  and  tnat  of  the  school,  that  he  should 
exert  himself  to  procure,  as  early  as  possible,  some  means 
of  honourable  retirement  by  iiia  own  act  from  the  office 
of  head  master,  intimating  at  the  same  time  that,  failing 
this,  and  in  the  event  of  the  interests  of  the  Bohool  ap- 
pearing to  require  a  change  of  administration,  the 
govemiog  body  may  be  obliged  to  pnt  in  execution  the 
powers  confided  to  them  for  that  purpose. 

Thirdly,  Mr.  Sidgwick's  case.— In  Sept.  1873, 
the  plaintiff,  finding  that  the  numbers  of  the  school 
had  fallen  off,  wrote  to  Mr.  Sidgwick,  one  of  the 
classical  masters,  giving  him  notice  that  his  ser- 
vices would  not  be  required  after  Christmas  1873. 
In  this  letter  he  said,  **  that  it  seemed  least  invi- 
dious to  select  the  only  single  man."  Mr.  Sidg- 
wick was  not  at  this  time  the  junior  classical 
master. 

A  correspondence  took  place  between  fourteen 
of  the  assistant  masters  and  the  plaintiff  on  the 
subject  of  this  notice. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  governing  body,  held  on  the 
29th  Oct.  1873,  the  assistant  masters,  as  the  bill 
alleged,  at  the  suggestion  of  Dr.  Temple,  laid  this 
correspondence  b^ore  the  governing  body,  who, 
on  the  following  day,  sent  the  plaintiff  a  letter, 
through  their  chairman,  stating  "  that  they  were 
of  opinion  that  the  departure  shown  by  such  notice 
from  the  customs  of  tne  school,  and  from  the  con- 
ditions under  which  the  assistant  masters  had 
theretofore  entered  upon  their  offices,  was  of  very 
grave  importance  to  the  interests  of  the  school," 
and  giving  the  plaintiff  notice  that  they  would  hold 
a  meeting  for  further  considering  the  subject  on 
the  19th  Nov.  1873. 

The  bill  denied  that  any  custom  or  usage  in  foot 
existed  in  the  school,  that  on  any  reduction  in  the 
staff  of  masters,  those  most  recentlv  appointed 
should  be  the  first  to  retire ;  and  that  the  only  pre- 
tence for  idleging  the  existence  of  any  such  custom 
or  usage  was  Dr.  Temple's  letter  of  July  1864,  and 
similar  letters  written  by  him  in  subsequent  years 
on  engaging  assistant  masters. 

Par.  114  of  the  bill  was  as  follows : — The. 
governing  body  were  well  aware  that  the  plain- 
tiff wholly  repudiated,  and  refused  to  be  bound 
by,  any  engagements  voluntarily  entered  into 
by  Dr.  Temple,  which  were  founded  on  no  ex- 
isting statute  or  regulation,  and  which  inter- 
fered with  the  authority  vested  in  the  head 
master,  and  they  knew,  therefore,  that  his  under- 
taking of  the  16th  April  1872,  was  not  intended  to 
be,  and  was  not  in  fact  an  undertaking  to  observe 
any  such  alleged  custom.  Nevertheless,  they, 
acting  under  the  hostile  and  improper  influence 
aforesaid,  accepted  the  unsupported  and  incorrect 
statement  maae  to  them  by  Dr.  Temple  that  the 
said  alleged  scheme  of  retirement  was  one  of  the 
easterns  and  usages  of  the  school,  and  the  further 
statement  of  Dr.  Temple  (which  was  wholly  con- 
trary to  the  fact),  that  the  existence  of  such  scheme 
of  retirement  had  been  made  known  to  the  plaintiff 
by  Dr.  Temple  on  the  occasion  of  the  phkintiff's 
said  visit,  and,  in  fact,  in  directing  the  letter  of  the 
30th  Oct.  1873,  to  be  written  to  the  plaintiff,  and  in 
passing  the  resolutions  which  followed  the  same, 
as  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  governing  body  im- 
properly, and  in  derogation  of  the  trust  reposed  • 
m  them,  abdicated  their  proper  functions  and 
duties  as  govemora  aitid.  V»T\jL"eXj^%  cA  "OiiA  ^*^:isa^^'*^^ 
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to  be  at  once  witnesses  of  fiicts  in  dispnte  between 
the  assistant  masters  and  the  plaintiff,  and  which 
were  vital  to  the  determination  of  the  questions  at 
issue,  and  judges  of  the  plaintiff's  conduct  and 
other  issues  depending  upon  such  disputed  fiicts, 
although  both  Dr.  l^mple  and  Dr.  Bradley  had 
from  the  beginning  been  advocates  and  partisans 
of  the  plaintiff's  opponents  in  the  school,  and  had 
pledged  themselves  to  condemn,  and  had  in  fact 
condemned  the  plaintiff  and  recorded  an  adverse 
judgment  against  him  before  they  became  members 
of  tne  governing  body. 

Some  further  correspondence  took  place  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  governing  body  on  the  subject 
of  Mr.  Sidgwick's  dismispal,  and  on  the  19th  ^ov. 
1873,  they  passed  the  following  resolution : 

That  in  the  opinion  of  the  ^Temiscr  body,  Dr.  Hay- 
man,  in  giving  notice  of  dismissal  to  Mr.  Sidgwiok,  has 
not  acted  in  aooordanoe  with  the  undertaking  given  by 
him  on  the  16th  April  1872,  to  observe  the  usages  and 
onstoms  of  the  school  .  .  .  and  require  him  to  puLoe  hla 
resignation  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk,  to  take  effect 
from  Easter  next. 

The  plaintiff  having  declined  to  resign,  the 
ffoveming  body,  on  the  19th  Deo.  1873,  passed 
tneir  final  resolution : 

That  npon  a  review  of  the  administration  of  the  school 
from  the  period  when  the  governing  bod^  came  into 
office  to  tbe  present  time,  they  are  of  opinion  that  Br. 
Hayman  is  not  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  hold  the  i>osi- 
tion  of  Head  Master  of  Bngby  School,  and  that  it  is 
essential  for  the  interests  of  the  school  that  he  should 
cease  to  hold  that  office.  That,  in  ezeroise  of  the  powers 
vested  in  the  governing  body  by  the  Public  Schools  Act 
18C8,  Dr.  Havman  be  removed  from  his  office  of  head 
master,  and  that  such  removal  take  effect  on  the  7th  April 
next. 

On  the  same  day  the  clerks  of  the  governing  bocTy 
sent  the  plaintiff  a  letter  of  that  date,  enclosing 
the  above  resolutions,  stating  that  the  governing 
body  had  read  and  fully  considered  a  certain  letter 
and  its  enclosures  (sent  by  the  plaintiff  to  them 
between  Nov.  19  and  Dec.  19),  which,  however, 
had  failed  to  induce  them  to  alter  the  decision 
which  they  had  come  to  on  the  19th  Nov. 

The  Public  Schools  Act  1872,  s.  5,  is  as  follows  : 

The  New  Governing  Body  of  Bugby  School  may,  at 
any  time  before  the  25th  Aug.  1873,  submit  to  the  Speioial 
Commissioners,  and,  if  approved  by  them,  may  lay  a 
scheme  before  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  for  carrying  into 
effect  any  arrangement  which  may  be  entered  into 
between  such  governing  body  and  the  trustees  of  the 
Rugby  Charity,  founded  by  Lawrence  Sheriff,  grocer,  of 
London,  in  relation  to  the  vesting  of  a  portion  of  the  pro- 
perty of  such  trustees  in  such  new  governing  body  for  the 
use  of  Bngby  School  ^  and  in  relation  to  certain  other 
matters  therein  mentioned. 

Accordingly,  a  scheme  was  in  July  1873  entered 
into  between  the  new  governing  body  and  the  old 
trustees,  and  duly  approved  by  the  Special  Com- 
missioners and  laid  before  Her  Majesty  in  Council, 
whereby  the  school  house,  with  the  land  and  build- 
ings belonging  thereto,  became  vested  in  the 
governing  body,  as  trustees,  for  the  use  of  the 
school. 

On  the  14th  Jan.  1874,  the  new  governing  body 
issued  a  notice,  requiring  the  plaintiff,  on  tne  7th 
April,  to  deliver  up  possession  of  the  school  house 
and  the  land  and  building^  belonging  thereto. 
Par.  135  of  the  bill  was  as  follows : — Under  the 
*  circumstances  herein  appearing,  the  resolutions 
and  proceedings  of  the  governing  body  herein 
complained  of  were  passed  and  adopted,  not  m  tli^ 
due   exerciBe  and  execution  of  the  powers  mi^ 
trusts  reposed  in  them,  nor  out  oi  a  due  ox  wi^ 
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regard  for  the  true  intereets  and  benefit  of  the 
school  and  the  public ;  but  out  of  a  predetermined 
hostility  and  motives  of  resentment  and  party 
spirit  on  the  part  of  Dr.  Temple  and  Dr.  BrMJUeTi 
and  the  assistant  masters  whom  they  repreaentedt 
and  and  out  of  che  exercise  by  Dr.  Temple,  by  the 
means  aforesaid,  of  an  undue  influence  over  the 
other  members  of  the  governing  body,  and  the 
undue  and  culpable  submission  on  the  part  of  the 
other  members  of  the  governing  body  to  such  un- 
due influence,  and  out  of  an  unone  bias  and  prgu- 
dice  on  the  part  of  the  governing  body  in  xavoor 
of  the  assistant  masters  and  against  the  plaintiff, 
resulting  in  a  great  measure  m>m  misrepresenta- 
tions of  the  plaintiff's  acts  and  motives  by  the 
defendant  Dr.  Temple,  and  an  entire  want  of  bir* 
ness  and  impartiality  on  their  part  in  adjudicating 
on  the  charges  made  by  Dr.  Temple  and  the  as- 
sistant masters  against  the  plaintiff ;  and,  in  hd, 
out  of  motives  which  ,ivocording  to  the  rules  of  equity, 
were  improper  and  corrupt.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  plaintiff  submits  that  the  said 
resolutions  and  proceedings  are,  as  against  the 
plaintiff,  invalid,  and  ought  not  to  be  enforced. 

The  plaintiff  submitted  that  the  resolutions  of 
the  19th  Dec.  1873  were  invalid,  on  the  further 
ground,  that  as  he  had  been  elected  bead  master 
under  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  17  Greo.  3,  c  71, 
as  modifiea  by  stat.  54  Geo.  3,  c.  131,  he  could  only 
be  dismissed  at  an  annual  meeting  of  the  trustees, 
held  pursuant  thereto  in  July. 

It  thusappeared,from  the  circumstances  statedin 
the  bill,  that  in  the  three  subjects  of  dispute  which 
had  arisen  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  assistant 
masters  with  reference  to  the  affairs  of  the  school 
between  Dec.1871  and  Dec.  1873,  and  which  disputes 
had  been  referred  to  the  new  governing  oody, 
their  decision  had  been  adverse  to  the  plaintiff 
and  favourable  to  the  assistant  masters. 

The  governing  body  demurred  to  the  bill  for 
want  of  eqaity* 

Cotton,  Q-C.,  Davey,  Bowen  (of  the  Common  Law 
Bar),  and  Hhert,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— 
The  object  of  this  bill  is  to  set  aside  the  resolution 
of  the  governing  body  of  the  19th  Dea  1873,  on 
two  grounds.  First,  that  as  the  plaintiff  was 
elect^  head  master  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  17  Ceo.  3,  rule  2,  as  modified  by  54  Gea  3, 
c.  131,  he  can  only  be  dismissed  by  the  governing 
body  at  their  annual  meeting  in  July.  But  tM 
Public  Schools  Act  1864,  sect.  2,  expressly  enacts 
that  every  Head  Master  of  Bugby  to  be  appointed 
after  the  passing  of  that  Act,  "  shall  hold  nis  office 
subject  to  such  provisions  and  regulations  as  may 
be  hereafter  enacted  respecting  the  same."  And  the 
Public  Schools  Act  1868,  s.  13,  enacts  that  the  head 
master  shall  hold  his  office  **  at  the  pleasure  ol 
the  governing  body.*'  This  section  is  perfectly 
general  in  its  terms,  and  contains  no  restriction  as 
to  the  time  or  place  of  holding  the  meeting.  The 
Public  Schools  Act  1864,  sect  2,  therefore,  com- 
pletely disposes  of  the  first  ground  of  objection. 
The  secona  and  substantial  ground  is,  that  under 
the  circumstances  stated  in  the  bill,  the  resolution 
is  invalid.  The  new  governing  body  were  consti- 
tuted under  the  Public  Schools  A]ct  1868,  with 
very  large  powers.  They  were  managers  or  ad- 
ministrators of  the  school.  They  were  not  trustees 
at  all,  as  regards  the  administn^on  of  the  sdnx)! ; 
they  were  only  trustees  in  the  qualified  sense^  thai 
Vu  k\i^.  \%1^^  ^^  %^<^l  house  and  the  land 
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the  promioDs  of  the  Public  Schoolt  Act  1872. 
TheroBire  WiUU  t.  Child  (13  Bea».  116),  and  othHr 
(HseB  which  will  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  in  which 
the  court  interfered  to  control  trusteee,  have  no 
application  to  the  gOYeminff  hoAj.  This  dispoaea 
of  the  allegatioDfi  in  the  bill  ne  to  the  resolution 
not  being  passed  in  due  exeroise  "  of  the  trusts 
reposed  in  them."  In  Beg.  v.  The  Qoventori  of 
iXtrltn^fon  School  (6  Q.  B.  682),  the  governing 
body  bad  by  charter  the  power  of  removing  the 
head  master  "  according  to  their  so  and  discretion." 
and  the  Court  of  Eioheqner  Chamber  held,  Chat 
tfaey  might  remove  him  in  their  discretion  withont 
■ommons  or  bearinit,  and  that  the  court  would  not 
inquire  into  the  iioundnese  of  the  discretion  exer- 
dsed,  nnlesB  tbey  had  acted  corruptly.  Par.  11  of 
the  bill  oharges  that  Dr.  Temple  and  Dr.  Bradley 
had  formed  a  soheme,  prior  to  their  election  on  the 
governing  body,  to  force  the  plaintiff  to  resign  ; 
this  allegation  is  not  supported  by  any  specifio 
statement  of  facts.  Par.  41  of  the  bill  charges  that 
Dr.  Temple  had  a  strong  personal  bias,  whiSi  made 
him  incompetent  to  form  an  impartial  judgment, 
and  made  incorrect  representations  to  his  ool- 
leaguBS  as  to  what  were  the  cnatoms  of  the  school ; 
but  the  only  specific  fact  in  support  of  this  allega- 
tion, is  the  denial  of  the  eiist«nce  of  the  custom 
that  on  a  redaction  of  the  staS  of  masters,  the 
junior  masters  should  be  the  first  to  retire.  So 
pars,  114  and  135  contain  mere  general  allegations, 
unsupported  by  specific  statements  of  fact,  and 
such  allegations  are  insufficient  Co  support  the 
bill: 

JTunday  v.  Knigkl,3  Hats,  501  j 

Giliert  T.  Levnt,  1  De  0.  J.  A  B.  49  ; 

Orenvillt-M\LrTay  y .  Earl  of  Clarend<m,2l  LT.  B«p. 
N.S.448;  L.  Bep.  &  Eq.  11. 
There  is  no  allegation  of  pecuniary  interest  or 
fraudnlent  condactonthepart  of  Dr.  Temple  or  Dr. 
Bradley  in  passing  the  resolution  of  the  l9th  Deo. 
1873,  or  of  corrupt  motive  in  the  sense  of  tbe  re- 
solution not  being  passed  in  the  administration  of 
the  school.  T^  resolution  was  passed  by  the 
govemingbodyinthe  administration  of  the  simool; 
and,  therefore,  the  court  has  no  iari|diction  to 
interfere  with  it.  In  Dumnier  v.  The  Vorporalion 
cf  Chippenham  (14  Yea.  245),  which  will  be  relied 
npon  on  the  other  side,  the  resolution  dismissing 
the  head  master  was  ultra  vtree,  and,  therefore, 
void,  because  paaacd  with  a  view  to  obtain  a  vote 
at  a  parliamentary  election.    Tbey  also  referred  to 

Freminjion  Behaol,  10  Jar.  433  ;  11  Jnr.  431. 
Qlatae,  Q.O.,  Paaraon,  Q.C.,  Morgan  Hotaard  (of 
the  Common  Law  Bar),  and  H.  A.  Qiffard,  for  the 
plaintiff.— The  Pnblio  Schools  Act  1898,  sect.  28, 
enacts  that,  subject  to  anv  alterationa  made  therebv, 
"  all  powers  then  vested  by  Act  of  Parliament  in 
the  existing  governing  body,"  shall,  after  tbe  ap- 
pointment of  a  new  governing  body  be  exercised 
by  the  new  governing  body  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  that  Act  had  not  been  passed.  This  section, 
therefore,  re-enacted  the  provisions  of  the  Acta  of 
Geo.  3,  as  to  the  time  at  which  a  meeting  mast  be 
held  for  the  purpose  of  diamissing  a  head  master. 
The  resolution  of  Dec.  1873  waa  therefore  void,  not 
having  been  passed  at  a  meeting  held  in  July. 
Secondly,  under  tbe  FabUo  Sohools  Act  1872,  and 
the  scheme  of  July  1873,  the  school  house  and 
buildings  belon^ins  thereto  were  duly  vested  in 
tine  new  govemmg  body,  aa  traatees,  for  tbe  use 
of  the  school.  Thev  were,  therefore,  strictly  troa- 
tM*,  and  as  sacb  subject  to  the  control  of  (he  ooorL 


The  notice  of  the  14th  Jan.  1873,  is  an  express 
admiasion  on  the  part  of  the  new  governing  body 
than  the  school  honse  property  was  then  vested  in 
them.  Dr.  Temple  and  Dr.  "Bradley  had  such  a 
strong  personal  bias  and  predetermined  opinion 
against  the  plaintiff,  as  to  disqualify  them  from 
being  members  of  the  new  governing  body.  Tms- 
tees  will  not  be  permitted  to  act  corruptly  in  the 
execution  of  a  trust,  although  tbe^  have  the  power 
to  dismiss  the  head  master  at  their  will  and  plea- 
sure :  (Dumnter  v.  The  Oorooration  of  Chippenham, 
14  Ves.  245,  252.)  Here  the  portiaUty  and  preju- 
dice of  two  of  the  members  of  the  governing  body 
amounted  to  corruption,  and  so  vitiated  the  resolo* 
tion.  The  decision  of  a  bench  cf  magistrates  is 
vitiated  by  any  one  intereeted  party  tokmg  part  in 

Rtg.  V.  Tht  JuiUtM  of  Hertfordthirtyi  Q.  B.  753  ; 

Reg.  V.  TfM  Juttieti  of  Bvffolk,  IB  Q.  B.  416. 
In  Doe  V.  Haddon  (3  Doagl.  310),  the  fact  that  one 
of  the  governing  body  had  said  "that  he  would 
spend  bOOl.  rather  than  not  turn  out  the  defen* 
dant,"  was  held  sufficient  evidenoe  of  corrupt 
motive  to  invalidate  the  resolution.  Where  there 
is  real  bias  on  tbe  part  of  a  member  of  the  govern- 
ing body  in  favour  of  or  against  the  master,  the 
court  will  interfere :  {Beg.  v.  Band,  L.  Bep.  1  Q.  B. 
230.)  The  only  ground  for  the  resolution  of  the 
19th  Nov.  was  the  departure  from  tbe  alleged  cns- 
tom  of  the  school  in  giving  Mr.  Sidgwick  notice  of 
dismissal.  The  letter  of  the  19th  Dec.  shows  that 
the  reason  for  tbe  resolution  of  that  date  was  the 
same  as  the  reason  for  tbe  previous  resolution. 
Such  a  reason  was  clearly  invalid,  as  no  such  cus- 
tom in  fact  existed.  Where  tmsteea  think  fit  to 
give  a  reason  for  their  dedaion,  the  court  will 
examine  the  validity  of  it : 

Re  Btlaved  Willu'  ChoWey,  3  H.  ft  0. 440 1 

Rag.  V.  Tht  BoMifft  of  Iptioieh,  3  Ld.  Baym.  1233, 

and  if  they  have  exerciaed  their  jurisdiction  par- 
tially (as  the  governing  body  have  done  here),  or 
aasigued  a  reason  which  had  no  application,  the 
court  will  interfere:  [Bea  y.  TheBithop  of  London, 
13  Bast,  419,  422.)  Where  trnstees  of  a  charity 
have  power  to  remove  a  head  master  "  upon  such 
grounds  as  they  shall,  at  their  diHcretion,  deem 
josb,"  they  are  not  the  only  judges  of  the  sofG. 
ciency  of  the  grounds  of  removal,  oat  are  subject 
to  the  control  of  the  court  in  tbe  exercise  of  the 
trusts  reposed  in  them :  ( WiUii  v.  ChUde,  13  Beav. 
123.)  In  that  case  a  successful  action  in  ^ectment 
had  been  brought  before  judgment  was  delivered: 
(5  Ex.  894.)  Trustees  havinjp  a  discretionary  power, 
must  exercise  their  discretion  with  honesty  of  in- 
tention, and  with  a  fair  oonaideratioa  of  the  aub- 
ject :  (3  M.  &  G.  +48.)  Aa  to  Muiuiay  v.  Knight 
and  QHbert  v,  Lem*.  cited  on  the  other  side, 
Chicot  V.  Lequetne  (2  Yea.  aen.  317),  shows  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  minutely  every  fact  in  aupport 
of  the  aflemtions  of  the  hill ;  it  is  only  necessary 
to  state  simcient  facts  to  prevent  the  allegations 
being  vague  and  uncertain ;  and  this  baa  been  done 
here.  In  the  Darlington  School  cote  (6  Q.  B.  716), 
it  was  admitted  on  the  pleadings  that  the  gover- 
nors bad  exercised  a  sound  discretion.  The  master 
ought  to  have  traversed  the  allegation  of  his  re- 
moval in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  which 
might  have  been  disproved  in  fact:  [Arcbbold's 
Grown  Office  Practice,  p.  301.1  The  49cv«,vots.\:o.-0o.'& 
DarUngton  SbHooI  «»6  iro»  «««^v^"'<S>.  "^^^ 
Lord  BaSliMXft^  i"  t\'"*-  '    "ft™"*^  "S*"  ^-  ^' 


I  D«i!ft  ^.  B««K»^  '^S.^U." 
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[v.aiL 


Eep.  N.  S.  169 ;  L.  Bep.  6  Ch.  489).    They  also 
referred  to 

Rooke*8  cckBty  5  Coke,  204 ; 

Daugars  y.  RivoM,  28  Beav.  248 ; 

Attorney-Oeneral  y.  MtLgdalen  CoUege,  Ostford,  10 
Beav.  402* 

WhUUm  y.  j^  Dean  oj  Rochester,  7  Hare,  532 ; 

Bacon's  Abridgment  (Dodd's  edit.),  toI.  4i,  p.  561 ; 

Const  y.  Harris,  Tor.  ^b  Bna.  496. 
Cotton,  Q.C.  in  reply. — Beg,  ▼.  Hie  Justices  of 
Hertfordshire  and  aeg,  ▼.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk, 
were  decided  on  the  ground  that  the  court  was  not 
duly  constituted,  uk  Doe  ▼.  Haddon,  the  court 
had  power  to  remove,  "  on  cause  to  be  adjudged 
by  them,"  and  not,  as  here,  "  at  their  pleasure." 
In  Beg.  y.  Band  the  body  whose  decision  was  at- 
tacked, was  a  judicial  body,  which  these  defendants 
are  not.  The  resolution  of  the  19th  Dec.  1873,  is 
perfectly  distinct  from  the  resolution  of  the  19th 
Nov.  1873.  The  resolution  of  Dec.  1873  was  passed 
by  the  governing  body  in  the  administration  of  the 
school,  without  assigning  any  reason,  except  that 
the  plaintiff  "  was  not  a  fit  and  proper  person,'*  in 
their  capacity  of  general  managers  of  the  school, 
and  not  as  trustees.  In  Beg.  ▼.  The  Bailiffs  of 
Ipswich,  the  return  to  the  mandamus  was,  that  the 
officer  was  confirmed  for  life,  and  was  not  an  officer 
ad  libitum.  Beloved  Wilks'  Charity  merely  decided 
that  where  trustees  have  exercised  their  discretion 
honestly,  the  court  will  not  examine  into  the  ac- 
curacy of  the  conclusion  at  which  they  have 
arrived.  Bex  v.  The  Bishop  of  London  (13  East, 
422),  and  the  same  case  at  a  later  stage  (15  East, 
146),  is  a  direct  authority  to  show  that  a  manda- 
mus  would  not  be  granted  to  compel  the  governing 
body  to  specify  their  reasons  for  passing  the  reso- 
lution of  Dec.  1873.  In  WiXlis  v.  ChUde,  the  power 
of  removal  was  given  to  trustees  as  part  of  a  trust, 
"  in  exercise  of  the  powers  and  trusts  reposed  in 
them."  The  Fremington  School  case  (11  Jur.  421, 
424)  clearly  shows  that  the  presence  of  Dr.  Temple 
and  Dr.  Bradley  on  the  governing  body  could  not 
vitiate  the  resolution  of  Dec.  1873.  In  that  case 
the  court  declined  to  interfere  with  the  decision  of 
trustees,  who  had  power  to  remove  a  head  master 
"  for  just  cause,"  although  three  of  their  number 
had,  previous  to  the  meeting,  expressed  a  decided 
opinion  of  his  guilt.  Chicot  v.  Lequesne  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  two  later  cases  of  Munda^  v. 
Knight  and  OUbert  v.  Lewis.  In  Bean  v.  Bennett 
there  is  a  mere  dictum  as  to  the  Darlington  School 
case;  the  decision  turned  mainly  on  the  point, 
that  proper  notices  for  callinfi^  the  meetings  dis- 
miRsing  the  minister  had  not  been  eiven. 

The  Vice-Chancellok  said:— Prom  the  20th 
Nov.  1869,  up  to  the  present  time.  Dr.  Hayman 
has  been  head  master  of  the  school,  but  he  is  now, 
under  the  resolution  of  the  19th  Dec.  1873,  to  be 
removed,  if  that  resolution  is  to  stand,  on  the  7th 
April  next.  It  must  be  observed,  that  the  appoint- 
ment was  made  by  the  then  Trustees  of  the  Kugby 
Charity.  The  duties  of  the  trustees  with  re^rd 
to  the  head  master  are  prescribed,  and  his  p>osition 
defined,  by  17  Geo.  3,  c.  71.  Bule  2  states  as 
follows :  [His  Honour  read  it  as  set  out  above.]  By  a 
snbseauent  Act,  passed  on  the  17th  June  1814,  the 
time  of  meeting,  August,  having  been  found  inconve- 
nient, was  altered  to  July.  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
that  if  the  ric^hts  of  Dr.  Hayman  depend  upon  the 
17  Geo.  3  only,  he  was  liable  to  be  removed  at  the 
will  and  pleasure  of  the  trustees*,  but  that  such 
ml]  and  pleasure  could  only  be  expreaeed  oAi  tk^ 
annual  meeting  to  be  held  m  the  montVi  q(  SuV^. 


But  the  Public  Schools  Act  1868  was  then  in 
force.     [His   Honour   read   sects.   13   and  28.] 
It  will  be  observed  that  this  Act  makes  no  pro- 
vision as  to  the  time  or  place  at  which  such 
pleasure  of  the  governing  body  is  to  be  expressed. 
But  it  had  been  provide^  b^  27^28  Vict.  c.  92  (in 
order  to  make  those  who  xnight  afterwards  be  ap- 
pointed head  masters  subject  to  such  proviaioiis 
and  regulations  aa  might  be  hereafter  enacted 
respecting  the  same),  that   "Every  person  ap- 
pointed after  the  passing  of  this  Act  to  any  office 
m  the  governing  body  of  any  of  the  ooU^es  or 
schools,  shall  take  and  hold  that  office  subject  to 
such  provisions  and  regulations  as  may  hereafter  be 
enacted  respecting  the  same."    Then  it  provideB 
that  the  governing  body  shall  mean  and  include 
the  head  master.    That,  therefore,  made  Dr.  Hay- 
man's  appointment  subject  to  any  provision  which 
Parliament  might   afterwards    make.     The  new 
governing  bod^,  contemplated  by  the  Act  of  1868, 
was  duly  constituted  in  the  month  of  Dea  1871. 
The  first  point  relied  upon  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff was,  tnat  he  is  not  liable  to  be  dismissed  by  the 
new  /governing  body,  but  that  the  power  must  be 
exercised  by  the  old  trustees ;  and  as  they  could 
only  exercise  it  at  the  annual  meeting  in  July,  the 
resolution  of  the  19th  Dec.  1873  was  necessarily 
invalid.    I  am,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
tiff became  subject  to  the  new  governing   body 
upon  their  coming  into  existence,  and  that  this 
objection  to  the  resolution  of  dismissal  cannot  be 
sustained.     It  is,  in  my  opinion,  clear  that  the 
plaintiff,  and  all  ot^er  masters  of  the  great  pnbhe 
schools  to  which  the  Act  of  1868  applies,  are  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  new  govemini^  body  of 
each  school,  and  that  they  hold  their  offices  merelf 
at  the  pleasure  of  the  governing  body,  and  mn, 
consequently,  liable  to  be  dismissed  without  notice, 
and  without  any  reason  being  assigned.    The  pro- 
bable object  of  the  Legislature  in  making  such  a 
provision  was  to  avoid  such  contests  as  have  fre- 
quently taken  place  in  this  court  and  the  Court  of 
Queen  s  Bench,  as  to  the  power  of  the  trustees  to 
remove  their  masters  from   public  schools.    As- 
suming thit  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the  Act, 
it  was  then  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
that  this  court  will  control  the  proceedings  of  sD 
such  bodies  as  this,  when  it  is  satisfied  that  their 
powers  have  been  exercised  corruptly,  nnjustlj,  or 
for  the  purpose  of  effecting  some  coUateral  c^]ect» 
and  that  the  circumstances  of  this  case  show  that 
the    power   of  the  governing  body  has  been  ao 
improperly  and  unjustly  exercised,  and  its  exer- 
cise was  so  improperly  brought  about,  that  it  is 
the  bounden  duty  of  this  court  to  interfere  and 
treat  the  resolution  for  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff  as 
invidid,    and    restrain  the  governing  oody  from 
carrying  it  into  effect.     I  thmk  that  the  desr 
result  of  the  numerous  authorities  cited  on  both 
sides  in  the  argument  of  the  case  is,  that  idl  arbi- 
trary powers,  such  as  the  power  dl  dismissal  at 
pleasure,  which  is  given  to  this  governing  body, 
may  be  exercised  without  assigning  any  roasnti, 
provided  they  are  fairly  and  honestly  exercdsed. 
which  they  must  always  be  presumed  to  have  been 
until  the  contrary  is  shown,  and  the  burthen  of 
showing  the  contrary  is  upon  those  who  olgect  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  power  has  been  exer- 
cised.   No  reasons  need  be  ^ven ;  bat  if  they  an 


\ 


given,  this  court  will  look  into  their  snfllciettcy. 
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The  first  in  point  of  date  was  Bea,  v.  The  Bailiffs  of 
Ipswich,  which  it  will  be  remembered  was  a  case 
in   which  the  corporation   dismissed    Mr.  Serjt. 
Whitaker  from  being  their  recorder.    It  was  con- 
tended ap>on  his  benalf  (but  it  is  not  necessary  to 
f>  farther  into  that),  that  his  office  was  a  freehold, 
only  read  it  for  the  purpose  of  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed by  that  great  lawyer,  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Holt.    In  that  case  the  SoUcitor-Oeneral  had  op- 
posed granting  a  peremptory  mandamus,  because 
the  recorder  was  an  officer  ad  libitimi  of  the  corpo- 
ration.   But  that   objection  was  contrary  to  the 
returns,  whereby  he  appeared  to  have  been  con- 
firmed for  life ;  aud  Holt,  G.J.  said,  that  "  If  he  had 
been  an  officer  ad  libitum,  the  corporation  ought 
to  have  returned  that  and  relied  upon  it,  and  it 
would  have  been  a  good   return ;  but  they  could 
not  take  advantage  of  that,  when  they  had  re- 
turned a  cause,  if  the  cause  were  not  sufficient ; 
for  it  appeared  that  they  had  not  gone  upon  their 
power  and  determined  their  will,  but  put  him  out 
for  a  misdemeanor."    It  is  plain,  therefore,  that 
Lord  Holt  considered  that  if  they  had  merely  re- 
turned that  he  had  held  office  at  their  pleasure, 
and  that    they  had  exercised   their   pleasure  by 
dismissing  him,  the  matter  could  have  been  no 
further  inquired  into ;  but  as  they  had  dismissed 
him  for  a  misdemeanor,  it  was  competent  for  the 
court  to  inquire  into  the  sufficiency  of  the  reasons 
that  induc(kl  them  to  dismiss  him.     In  Doe  v. 
Haddon,  one  of  the  governing  body  was  proved  to 
have  said  that  he  would  rather  spend  500L  than 
not  turn  the  master  of  the  school  out,  and  he  had 
also  threatened  the  constable  with  the  loss  of  his 
office  if  he  did  not  concur  in  his  dismissal.    That 
again  was  such  a  corrupt  motive  in  one  of  the 
^veming  body  as  to  vitiate  the  whole  proceed- 
mgs.     In  Dum/mer  v.  The  Corporation  of  Chippeu' 
ham,  the  master  was  dismissed  by  the  governing 
body,  who  were  part  of  the  corporation  there,  on 
the  alleged  ground  of  bodily  disease  and  infirmity 
of  age,  but  the  bill  alleged  that  the  resolution  was 
really  in  consequence  of  a  scheme  to  remove  him 
because  of  his  having  voted  at  the  last  election  in 
a  manner  opp>osed  to  the  opinions  of  the  corpora- 
tion.   To  that  bill  a  demurrer  was  put  in ;  but  Lord 
Eldon  considered  that  there  was  such  an  allegation 
of  corrupt  motive  there,  in  exercising  the  power, 
that  he  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  requixed  the 
governing  body  to  put  in  an  answer.    The  next 
case  in  order  of  date  of  importance  is  the  Freming- 
ion  School  case,  which  was  so  much  considered  by 
the  learned  Vice-chancellor  Knight  Bruce.    That, 
it  wiU  be  remembered,  was  a  case  in  which  the 
governing  body  had  a  power  of  dismissal  *'for 
neglect  or   misbehaviour,    or  other  just  cause." 
Various  charges,  I  think  eighteen  in   number, 
were  brought  against  the  master  of  the  school, 
founded  prmcipaUy  upon  gross  immorality  of  con- 
duct.    When  the  matter  came  before  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  in  the  month  of  June 
1846,  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that,  inasmuch  as 
three  out  of  the  governing  body  had  in  writing 
expressed  their  belief  in  his  guilt  before  they  went 
into  the  inquiry,  that  was  such  a  disqualifica- 
tion for  expressing  any  opinion,  that  he  made  a 
declaration  that  the  resolution  of  dismissal  was 
void;    but    he    left   the    governing    body,    the 
trostees,   at   Hberty    to   reconsider    the  matter. 
Notices  were  sent  to  all  the  other  trustees ;  but 
the  result  was,  that  the  same  three  trustees  who 
had  expressed  their  opimon  of  the  guilt  of  ihe 


master,  again  acted  in  considering  the  subject, 
and  were  assisted  by  one  other  trustee  only  :  and 
one  of  the  trustees,  the  clergyman  of  the  parish, 
Mr.  Tardy  I  think  was  the  name,  was  so  adverse 
to  the  master,  Mr.  Ward,  that  it  might  well  have 
been  considered  that  he  was  actually  disqualified 
to  sit  in  judgment  up>on  him.    But  they  having 
done  so,  and  having  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
he  was  guilty  of  the  gross  charges  made  against 
him,  the  same  learned  judge,  reconsidering  the 
matter  after  that  resolution  in  the  next  year,  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  he  could  not  interfere,  and 
the  dismissal  took  effect.    I  only  refer  to  one  or 
two  expressions  in  his  judgment.  He  said  (p.  424), 
"Then  comes  the  consideration  whether  it  was 
competent  to  these  gentlemen  (inasmuch  as  neither 
of  their  colleagues  could  or  would  sit  with  them) 
to  hold  a  sitting  for  this  purpose,  considering  all 
that  had  taken  place — considering  that  Mr.  Tardy," 
that  is  the  clergyman  of  the  parish,  *'  one  of  them, 
had  expressed  an  opinion  of  the  guilt  of  Mr.  Ward 
before  ne  had  heard  either  him  upon  the  subiect 
or  any  witness  for  him,  and  especially  consider- 
ing that  Mr.  Orde,  Mr.  Surtees,  and  Mr.  Wyvill, 
after  hearing  Mr  Ward,  came  to  a  conclusion  of 
his   guilt;    and  who,  moreover,  previously,  and 
without  hearing  Mr.  Ward  and  the  examination  of 
his  witnesses,  had  come  to  a  conclusion  of  the 
same    kind."    Then    ha  says :  "  Undoubtedly  it 
placed  them  in  a  position  of  considerable  difficulty. 
If  Mr.  Ward  was  unfit  to  remain  in  the  school,  if 
he  was  a  mischievous  and  pernicious  instructor  of 
youth,  and  theii   colleagues  would  not  sit  with 
them,  what  were  they  to  do  P    I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  jurisdiction,  or  tribunal,  if  I  may  use  such 
a  phrase,  was  properly  constituted."    Then  at  p. 
424  he  says:  "Now  I  do  not  consider  that  tne 
office  of  the  court  is  to  decide  whether  the  electors 
ought  or  ought  not  to  have  believed  or  disbeUeved 
certain  evidence.    It  is  not  for  this  court  to  be 
satisfied — it  is  for  the  electors  to  be  satisfied ;  and 
if  upon  legitimate  materials  which  might  possibly 
have  satisfied  a  reasonable  man  desirous  ot  doing 
justice,  they  come  to  a  certain  conclusion ;  in  point 
of  fact,  my  opinion  remains,  that  it  is  not  the 
office  of  the  coun  to  interfere  with  it."    Then, 
for    the    third   time,    he    expressed    his    regret 
that  he  was  obliged  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
to  leave  the  mattter    to  be  carried  into  effect 
according  to  the  resolution  of  the  governing  body. 
I  shall  mention  next  a  very  important  case.  The 
Darlington  School  case.    That  is  a  case  in  which 
the  governing  body  had  a  power  to  remove  the 
master  "  according  to  their  sound  discretion."    It 
was  held  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  by 
the    Court    of  Exchequer    Chamber,    affirming 
their  judgment,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  charter 
the  governors  might  in  their  discretion  remove  the 
master  without  summons  or  hearing,  and  although 
no  charge  against  him  had  been  exhibited  to  them. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was 
delivered  by  Lord  Denman.    Lord  Denman  there 
says.    "  They,"  that  is  the  governing  body,  "  are 
bound   to    remove   any    master    whom,    accord- 
ing  to   their  sound  discretion,  they  think  unfit 
and    improper   for   the    office;     and    as    their 
discretion    may  p>ossibly    be    well  exercised  for 
defects  of  various  kinds  not  amounting  to  mis- 
conduct,  so  there  may  be  misconduct  incapable  of 
proof  by  witnesses,  but  fully  known  to  thA  ^n^^ 
nors  themfiie\^Qa,  o-a.  '?^>KLOoL^^aK^  ^iwo^A.  \s«iVk  -fesysiN^ 
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master  without  the  abandonment  of  their  duty." 
Then  he  further  says,  "  But  they  might  be  reason- 
ably satisfied  of  the  truth  of  the  charges  without 
possessing  any  means  of  proving  them  by  evidenoe; 
and  even  if  they  had  no  charge  before  them  they 
might  still,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion, 
remove  him  for  reasonable  cause.  The  prose- 
cutor," the  prosecutor  of  course  herevras  the  school- 
master, "niu  denied  the  charges  and  the  trial; 
but  he  does  not  deny  the  exercise  of  discretion, 
which  misht  have  been  disproved  in  fact,  as  by 
showing  that  malicious  feelings  against  the  master 
were  indulged  by  the  governors,  or  that  they  had 
some  interest  to  serve  in  promoting  another  to  his 
place.  The  allegation  of  removal  in  the  exercise 
of  discretion,  is  an  independent  allegation,  which 
the  prosecutor  does  not  deny,  though  it  is  accom- 
panied with  reasons  which,  on  the  trial,  he  dis- 
proved. But  the  power  of  the  governors  so  to 
remove  justifies  their  so  doing,  and  it  is  not  to  be 
restricted  by  any  opinion  which  we  may  form  of 
the  reasons  for  which  they  may  have  been  induced 
to  exert  it."  That  came,  on  appeal,  before  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  and  the  judgment  of 
that  tribunal  was  delivered  by  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Tindal,  and  I  will  refer  to  one  or  two  passages  of 
his  judgment  also.  He  says — "Looking  to  the 
terms  of  the  letters  patent  of  Queen  Elizsui>eth,  we 
think  the  office  in  question  is,  in  its  original 
creation,  determinable  at  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  governors,  whenever  such  discretion  is  ex- 
pressed ;  and  that  it  is  in  all  its  legal  qualities  and 
•onsequenoes,  not  a  freehold,  but  an  office  cul  libi- 
tum only.  The  governors  would  be  guilty  of 
misconduct,  might  perhaps  render  themselves 
liable  to  a  criminal  prosecution,  if  they  exercised 
their  discretion  of  removal  in  an  oppressive  manner 
or  from  any  corrupt  or  indirect  motive;  but  we  see 
nothing  that  is  to  restrain  them  from  exercising 
such  discretionary  power  whenever  they  honestly 
think  it  proper  so  to  do."  Then  he  says — "  And 
there  seems  nothing  unreasonable  in  the  founder's 
giving  such  authority  to  the  governors.  For  there 
may  be  man^r  causes  which  render  a  man  altogether 
unfit  to  continue  to  be  a  schoolmaster,  which  can- 
not be  made  the  subject  of  a  charge  before  a  jury, 
or  otherwise  capable  of  actual  proof.  A  general 
want  of  reputation  in  the  neighbourhood,  the 
very  suspicion  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  the 
offences  stated  M^inst  him  in  the  return,  the 
common  belief  or  the  truth  of  such  charts 
amongst  the  neighbours,  might  ruin  the  well-bemg 
of  the  school  if  the  master  continued  in  it,  although 
the  charge  itself  might  be  untrue,  and  at  all  events 
the  proof  of  the  facts  themselves  insufficient 
before  a  jury.  Many  other  grounds  of  amoval 
fully  sufficient  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion 
might  be  suggested."  Then  in  the  case  of  Willis 
V.  Gkilde,  before  Lord  Langdale,  there  was  a  power 
to  remove  upon  such  grounds  as  the  trustees  shall 
in  their  discretion  in  a  due  exercise  and  execution 
of  the  powers  and  trusts,  reposed  in  them,  deem 
just.  Having  that  power,  charges  were  made 
against  the  master.  It  was  necessary  to  have  two 
meetings,  and  meetings  were  convened,  but  the 
result  was,  that  no  sufficient  investigation  took 
place.  This  is  a  specially  important  case,  because 
m  the  very  same  transaction  the  trustees,  having 
treated  the  master  as  their  tenant  at  will,  had  given 
bim  notice  to  quit  the  school  house,  and  had 
brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  Yum,  M«\i\c\i 
action  was  saccessful  and  had  been  decided  V^eioi^ 


this  judgment  was  g^ven.  When  the  matter  came 
before  this  court  Lord  Langdale  said,  "  the  plain- 
tiff alleges  that  the  power  of  the  tmsteae 
has  been  corruptly  exercised,  or  at  least  that  theiv 
has  been  an  undue  exercise  of  their  discretion.  A 
great  many  affidavits  have  been  filed ;  thej  oontam 
much  inconsistent  evidence,  and  it  seems  tome 
that  some  at  least  of  the  trustees  manifest  an 
eager  desire  to  remove  the  plaintiff*.  If  upon  a 
&ur  investigation  of  the  focts,  and  after  just  means 
of  explanation  and  defence  had  been  afforded,  it 
had  appeared  that  the  employment  of  the  plaintiff 
had  become  prejudicial  to  the  school,  the  trustees 
would  have  been  fully  justified  in  removing  him. 
Upon  the  merits  I  find  it  very  difficult  to  form  any 
conclusive  opinion  upon  the  truth  or  falsehood  « 
many  of  the  allegations  which  are  stated;  but  after 
readmg  the  affidavits  I  observe  that  some  differ- 
ennces  having  arisen  between  the  master  and  the 
usher,  the  trustees,  not  troubling  themselves  to 
promote  any  means  of  conciliation  or  adjustment, 
seem  to  have  been  disposed  to  impute  the  principal 
fftult  to  the  plaintiff;  and  instead  of  instituting  so 
inquiry  in  his  presence  which  might  have  affcMed 
him  the  means  of  explanation  and  defence,  they 
without  his  knowledge  commenced  proceedings 
against  him  by  referring  the  matter  to  the  school 
committee  to  consider  the  case.  The  committee 
proceeded  to  investigate  the  case  in  his  absence,  and 
without  his  knowledge,  and  reported  i^gainst  him. 
The  report  was  not  communicated  to  him ;  but  the 
trustees  met,  and,  as  they  say,  considered  the 
report,  and,  in  his  absence  and  without  hearing  him, 
they  confirmed  the  report  and  resolved  to  remove 
him,  and  stated  the  grounds  and  reasons  for  his  re- 
moval." That  resolution  Lord  Langdale  restrained 
the  trustees  from  acting  upon,  and,  as  far  as  appears 
by  the  report,  the  plaintiff  remained  in  his  office. 
To  this  clabs  of  cases  also  belongs  the  case  of  Dean  v. 
Bennett,  I  need  not  go  further  into  that  case  ihan 
to  state  that  it  was  the  case  of  a  Protestant  dissent- 
ing congregation,  who  had  the  summary  power  of  dis- 
missing their  minister  at  two  meetings.  A  meeting 
was  ci^ed,  and  charges  made  against  the  minister, 
which  were  not  investigated;  a  second  meeting  wie 
called  to  confirm  the  resolution  passed  at  the  first 
meeting,  the  proceedings  at  the  first  meeting  hang 
unknown  to  those  who  voted  at  the  second.  Lord 
Hatherley,  under  those  circumstances,  considered 
that,  though  there  was  a  summary  power  which 
might  have  been  exercised  without  assigning  any 
reason,  inasmuch  as  it  was  apparent  tneir  pro- 
ceedings had  been  unjust,  he  must  restrain  the 
trustees  from  acting  upon  it.  It  was  in  that  case 
that  he  expressed,  not  disapprobation,  but  some 
doubt,  as  to  the  Darlington  School  case  to  which  I 
have  already  referred.  The  case  of  Beloved  IFittef* 
Charity  was  a  case  in  which  trustees  had  a  power 
of  selecting  a  boy  from  four  particular  parishes 
to  be  educated  at  the  expense  of  the  charity 
as  a  clergyman  of  the  Churoh  of  England.  In 
default  of  their  finding  a  fit  candidate  within 
those  four  parishes,  they  wera  at  liberty 
to  go  to  any  other  parish;  they  had  gone 
out  of  the  four  parishes,  and  had  selected  a  candi- 
date ;  and  a  farmer,  an  inhabitant  of  one  of  the 
parishes,  being  dissatisfied,  filed  a  bill  to  restziin 
them  from  carrying  out  the  charity  in  favour  of 
the  boy,  who  did  not  belong  to  one  of  the  fbor 
favoured  parishes.  Lord  Truro,  in  a  very  remaric- 
«>^^  \\]A^xxi^\i\i— vcA  \  <»Til^  refer  to  this  pari  of  it' 
«a£S^  *.  ^^  ^\i^  ^vkVj  ^l  ^xi\«rsras«siiL^E&>d&A  ^^aacV  ot  this 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


471 


V.C.  M.] 


Hatman  v.  The  Gk)YERNiNG  Body  of  Bugbt  School. 


[V.O.  M. 


court  will  thus  be  confined  to  the  question  of  the 
honesty,  integrity,  and  fairness  with  which  the 
deliberation  has  been  conducted,  and  will  not  be 
extended  to  the  accuracy  of  the  conchision  arrived 
at  except  in  particular  cases.  If,  however,  as 
stated  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Bex  v.  The  Arch- 
bishop of  Oanterhtiry,  trustees  think  fit  to  state  a 
reason,  and  the  reason  is  one  which  does  not 
justify  their  conclusion,  then  the  court  may 
say  that  they  have  acted  by  mistake  and 
in  error,  and  that  it  will  correct  their  deci- 
sion, but  if,  without  entering  into  details  they 
simply  state,  as  in  many  cases  it  would  be 
most  prudent  and  judicious  for  them  to  do,  that 
they  have  met  and  considered  and  come  to  a  con- 
elusion,  the  court  has  then  no  means  of  saying 
that  they  have  failed  in  their  duty,  or  to  consider 
the  accuracy  of  their  conclusion."  Bex  v.  Tfie 
Bishop  of  London  was  a  case  in  which  no  minister 
could  preach  without  the  sanction  of  the  diocesan. 
In  that  case,  the  Bishop  of  London  having 
refused  his  sanction  to  a  particular  candidate, 
an  application  was  made  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  him  to  license. 
I  read  it  only  for  an  expression  of  Lord  Ellen- 
borough's.  The  Act  said, "  that  no  person  should  be 
allowed  to  preach,  unless  he  be  first  approved  and 
thereunto  licensed  by  the  archbishop  or  bishop. 
Suppose  he  should  return  non  idoneus  generally  ; 
can  we  compel  him  to  state  all  the  particulars  from 
whence  he  draws  his  conclusion  r  Is  there  any 
instance  of  a  mxindamus  to  the  ordinary  to  admit 
a  candidate  to  holy  orders  or  to  specify  the  reason 
why  he  refused  ?  If  indeed,  it  had  appeared  that 
the  bishop  had  exercised  his  jurisdiction  partially 
or  erroneously;  if  he  had  assigned  a  reason  for  his 
refusal  to  license  which  had  no  application,  and  was 
manifestly  bad,  the  court  would  interfere ;  but  the 
difficulty  that  I  feel  is,  that  the  bishop,  as  it  now 
appears,  stands  only  upon  his  objection  to  the 
fitness  of  this  party,  of  which  the  statute  meant  that 
the  bishop  should  be  the  judge."  That  came  after- 
wards again  before  the  court ;  and  it  is  reported  in 
the  15th  East ;  it  was  an  appHcation  against  the 
bishop  and  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and 
it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  Lord  Ellenborongh 
again,  in  delivering  a  more  elaborate  judgment  of 
the  court,  says  (p.  146),  **  But,  in  the  instance  of  the 
lecturer,  the  term  approbation  in  the  statute 
13  &  li  Car.  2,  is  quite  another  thing.  What 
scales  have  we  to  weigh  the  conscience  of  the 
bishop?  And  how  are  we  to  know  whether  he 
properly  or  improperly  disapproves  ?  May  he  not 
properly  disapprove  of  the  candidate  for  a  lecturer's 
licence  on  account  of  many  matters  which  cannot 
be  conveniently  stated  to  a  court  of  justice  ?  May 
he  not  disapprove  for  matters  within  his  own 
personal  observation  and  knowledge;  for  the 
habits  of  life  and  conversation  of  the  person, 
which  might  be  known  to  him  from  residing  in 
the  same  university  or  society  with  him;  from 
his  conduct  in  life,  down  perhaps  to  the  very 
time  when  the  bishop  is  cedled  upon  to  signify 
his  approbation?  Is  he  to  exclude  his  own 
knowledge,  the  most  material  of  any  ?  Does  the 
law  say  upon  what  proof  he  is  to  act,  or  that  he 
is  to  have  witnesses  upon  oath  to  the  facts  by  which 
his  judgment  is  to  oe  guided.  What  authority 
bas  he  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses 
before  him  ?  The  word  of  the  statute  is  '  approve,' 
and  he  must  exercise  that  approbation  according 
to  bis  ooiUfcieDoe,  upon  such  means  of  information 


as  he  can  obtain,  and  everything  that  can 
properly  minister  to  his  conscientious  appro- 
bation, or  disapprobation,  and  fairly  and  reason- 
ably induce  his  conclusion  on  such  a  subject, 
though  it  might  not  be  evidence  that  would 
be  formally  admitted  in  a  court  of  law,  may,  I  am 
of  opinion,  be  fitly  taken  into  his  consideration." 
I  need  hardly  say  that  pecuniary  interest  in  the 
governing  body  would  be  conclusive.  That  was 
decided  in  Beg,  v.  The  Justices  of  Hertfordshire^ 
where  one  of  the  justices,  who  decided  the  ques- 
tion, had  a  very  insignificant  pecuniary  interest, 
I  think,  amounting  only  to  8L  or  9Z. ;  but  that  was 
considered  by  Lord  Campbell  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  as  fatal  to  his  exercising  any 
judgment,  and  the  finding,  to  which  he  was  a 
party,  was  quashed.  The  same  thing  will  be  found 
m  Beg,  v.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk :  but  although 
pecuniary  interest  will  disqualify,  circumstances 
which  may  be  calculated  to  produce  bias  will  not 
do  so.  Therefore  in  the  case  of  Beg,  v.  Band, 
where  two  of  the  justices  were  trustees  of  a 
property,  which  would  be  affected  by  the  deci- 
sion (it  was  a  rating  question),  as  they  were  only 
trustees,  having  no  pecuniary  interest,  it  was 
decided  that,  though  that  might  produce  bias,  it 
was  not  a  disqualification ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Black- 
bum,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  court,  said, 
"  Wherever  there  is  a  real  likelihood  that  the 
judge  would,  from  kindred  or  any  other  cause, 
have  a  bias  in  favour  of  one  of  the  parties,  it  would 
bo  very  wrong  in  him  to  act ;  and  we  are  not  to  be 
understood  to  say  that  where  there  is  a  real  bias 
of  this  sort  the  court  would  not  interfere ;  but  in 
the  present  case  there  is  no  ground  for  doubting 
that  the  justices  acted  perfectly  bond  fide;  and  the 
only  question  is,  whether,  in  strict  law,  under  such 
circumstances,  the  certificate  of  such  justices  is 
void,  as  it  would  be  if  they  had  a  pecuniary  inte- 
rest; and  we  think  that  Beg.  v.  Dean  of  Bo* 
Chester  is  an  authority  chat  circumstances  from 
which  a  suspicion  of  favour  may  arise,  do  not 
produce  the  same  effect  as  a  pecuniary  interest, 
and  as  the  decision  in  that  case  was  on  demurrer 
to  a  plea,  and  might  have  been  t^en  into  error, 
the  authority  is  one  on  which  we  ought  to  act." 
Therefore  there  was  a  bias  there,  but  no  interest. 
Upon  these  authorities  then,  and  upon  every 
principle,  it  is  clear  that  if  the  governing  body 
was  properly  constituted,  and  if  they  fairly  and 
honestly  exercised  the  power  of  dismissing  the 
plaintin,  their  decision  is  not  liable  to  be  con- 
trolled bv  this  court.  But  the  contention  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  looking  at  the  events 
which  occurred  on  his  appointment  to  the  head 
mastership  in  1869,  and  the  subsequent  transac- 
tions, the  governing  body  was  not  so  constituted  as 
to  be  capable  of  coming  to  a  just  and  impartial 
decision,  and  that  its  decision  was  in  fact  unjust 
and  partial  The  objection  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
decision  of  the  governing  body  is  founded  on  the 
fact  of  the  Bishop  of  Exeter  and  Dr.  Bradley 
having  been  two  members  of  the  body.  No  ob- 
jection is  or  could  be  taken  to  the  other  distin- 
fished  members  of  the  body,  and  the  decision 
IS  impugned  solely  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  produced  by  the  undue  and  improper 
infiuence  of  the  Bishop  and  Dr.  Bradley.  [His 
Honour,  after  reading  and  commentin^E,  ^^^^ 
Dr.  Temple's  lettfeT  oi  l\£L\i^.\^^^'Vix.^'aa?i\s«si'^ 
letter  oi  \Ot\x'So^A%l^,«^'^\}MkT«a.Oco.^^^^ 
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regretted  considering  all  that  passed  upon  the 
appointment  of  Dr.  Hayman,  that  the  Bishop  of 
Exeter  and  Dr.  Bradley  should  have  allowed  them- 
selves to  be  put  on  the  eoveming  body,  while  Dr. 
Hayman  continued  to  be  head-master.  At  the 
same  time  I  am  far  from  saying  that  I  am  bound 
to  consider  that  two  such  men,  when  put 
in  the  responsible  position  of  governors  of 
this  school,  with  quasi-judicial  duties  to  perform, 
were  incapable  of  throwing  off  the  opinions 
which  they  had  entertained  two  years  before. 
[His  Honour,  after  describing  and  commenting 
on  the  three  subjects  of  dispute,  which  had  arisen 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  assistant  masters, 
after  the  appointment  of  the  new  governing 
body,  and  the  resolutions  of  the  new  governing 
body  in  reference  thereto,  continued :]  The 
real  question  is,  whether  this  resolution  is 
valid ;  and  it  must  be  so  if  it  is  the  result  of  the 
fair  and  honest  opinion  of  the  governing  body. 
Subject  to  the  question  of  the  construction  of  tms 
Act,  which  I  have  already  disposed  of,  it  is  admitted 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  no  objection  can  be 
taken  to  any  of  the  governing  body,  except  the 
Bishop  of  Exeter  and  Dr.  Bradley.  Cfan  I  attribute 
any  improper  motive  to  them  ?  Their  character  and 
position  renders  that  all  but  impossible.  If  they 
took  the  course  they  did  upon  an  honest  conviction 
that  it  was  right,  and  that  it  was  not  for  the  good 
of  the  school  that  Dr.  Hayman  should  remain 
there,  can  I  say  that,  as  members  of  the  governing 
body,  they  were  not  entitled  to  act  up>on  that  con- 
viction P  A  man's  scholarship  may  be  perfect,  his 
character  admirable,  and  yet  for  want  of  the  power 
to  control  subordinates  and  govern  boys,  he  may 
be  wholly  unfit  for  a  schoolmaster.  I  am  not 
attributing — I  do  not  attribute — this  unfitness  to 
Dr.  Havman.  On  the  contrary,  I  believe  that  he 
would  have  succeeded  in  the  management  of  the 
school,  if  he  had  had  a  fair  chance,  but  that  he 
had  not.  Still  the  governing  body  are  entitled  to 
act  upon  their  own  opinions,  uncontrolled  by  this 
court,  if  their  opinions  are  fairly  and  honestly 
entertained.  And  I  am  unable  judicially  to  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  they  were  not.  It  is  to  my 
mind  plain,  that  a  state  of  things  existed  at  Bugby 
in  December  last,  which  made  it  imperative  for  the 
governing  body  to  do  something,  or  the  school 
must  have  gone  to  destruction.    Whether  it  was 

E roper  to  remove  the  assistant-masters,  or  the 
ead-master,  was  for  them,  and  not  for  this  court, 
to  determine.  To  them  the  Legislature  has  left 
the  decision  of  such  questions,  and  so  it  must  be 
left  by  this  court,  unless  I  can  see  that  the  decision 
has  been  arrived  at  for  some  improper,  corrupt,  or 
collateral  object.  I  am  unable  to  see  that  any  such 
object  has  actuated  the  Me  and  distinguished 
body  of  men  who  were  parties  to  the  resolution  of 
IPth  Dec.  last.  If  it  had  not  been  for  the  unfor- 
tunate part  taken  by  Dr.  Temple  and  Dr.  Bradley 
in  1869, 1  am  satisfied  that  the  decision  would  not 
have  been  questioned  by  Dr.  Hayman  in  this  or 
any  other  court.  Therefore,  apart  from  the  question 
of  the  serious  charges  contained  in  this  bill,  I 
should,  on  principle,  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
I  am  not  authorised  judicially  to  interfere  with  the 
decision  of  the  governing  body.  [His  Honour, 
after  reading  paragraphs  11,  41,  88,  114  and  135, 
continued  :]  The  allegation  of  personal  interest  on 
the  part  of  the  Bishop  of  Exeter  and  Dr.  Bradley, 
's  Ro  unsustainable,  that  I  must  disregard  it. 
ias  they  may  have  had.    As  to  the  auegation 


that  such  a  body  of  men  as  theBe^  twelve  in 
number,  were  overwhelmed  and  swayed  bj  ^ 
Bishop  of  Exet^  and  Dr.  Bradley,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  suppose  that  such  a  body  of  men  were 
incapable  oi  expressing  a  judgment  of  their 
own.  Therefore  I  most  treat  this  aO^;atioii  as 
mere  allegation  of  the  pleader.  The  aUegatioiiB  in 
paragraph  135  can  har^  be  r^^rded  as  aUegaXaODM 
of  fraudulent  conduct.  They  amount  only  to  strong 
charges  of  opinion  of  unfitness :  and  tne  cases  « 
Muruhy  v.  Knight^  Gilbert  v.  Letois  and  other  cmos 
of  the  same  class,  show  that  general  chai^ges,  sodi 
as  of  fraud,  when  not  sustained  by  particolar 
circumstances  stated  in  the  bill,  will  not  do;  any 
more  than  a  general  charge  that  property  is  hdd 
on  trust  will  do,  as  was  decided  in  the  case  of 
QrenviUe-Murray  v.  Lord  Clarendon.  There  the 
allegation  in  the  bill  was,  that  property  in  the 
hands  of  the  Foreign  Secretary  was  held  in  trost 
for  the  plaintiff.  Although  there  was  a  demurrer, 
the  demurrer  was  held  not  to  amount  to  an  admis- 
sion of  the  trust,  merely  becanse  the  bfll  alleged 
it  but  without  stating  facts  to  show  the  existence 
of  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  irud 
between  the  parties.  Upon  the  whole*  tnerefore, 
I  am  sorry  to  be  obliged  to  come  to  the  oondusion 
that  the  bill  does  not  show  a  case  for  the  inter- 
ference of  the  court.  The  demurrer  wfll  therefore 
be  allowed,  but  without  costs. 

At  the  close  of  the  judgment  it  was  arranged  thai 
the  demurrer  of  the  Bishop  of  Exeter,  which  had 
been  filed,  but  not  set  down,  should  be  treated  as 
set  down,  and  allowed  without  costs. 

Solicitors :  Bower  and  Cotton;  IUffe,  Ruesdl,  and 
Iliffe. 


Friday,  A'prU  17,  1874. 

Febbing  v.  Trail. 

Chariiahle  bequest — 9   (ho,  2,   c.  26 — Private  Ad 
— Power  to  hold  lands  a^uired  by  wHL 

The  W.  Hospital  was,  by  a  private  Act  of  ParUameiU, 
empowered  by  wiU  or  otherwise  to  ctequire  aud 
hold  lands  of  any  sort  and  any  hind  of  personal 
estate.  P.  devised  his  real  ana  personal  estate  to 
trustees  for  sale,  and  to  pay  thereout  among  other 
legacies  lOOZ.  to  the  W,  Hospital,  The  pure  per* 
sonal  estate  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  legacies  m 
fuU, 

Held,  that  the  power  ^iven  bv  the  special  Act  to  the 
hospital  to  a^uire  xnvolved  a  power  to  the  testator 
to  devise  or  bequeath  lands  or  other  personal  estate 
to  the  hospital,  and  that  the  legacy  must  be  paid  in 
fuU. 

John  Perring,  who  was  at  the  time  of  his  death 
possessed  of  fineehold  and  leasehold  prop^^  and 
other  personal  estate,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
28th  Aug.  1863,  gave  all  his  real  and  perBonal 
estates,  except  estates  vested  in  him  as  mortgagee 
or  trustee,  to  William  Perring  and  Jas.  A.  Edwards, 
upon  trust  for  sale,  and  to  stand  pof^sessed  of  the 
proceeds  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  upon  trust  to  pav 
various  charitable  and  other  legacies,  amone  whka 
was  the  following  :  "  To  the  treasorer  fbrUie  time 
being  of  the  Westminster  Hospital  the  som  <^ 
lOOL^'  The  testator  died  on  the  16th  May  1867. 
and  in  October  1868,  a  suit  was  institated  for  dis 
administration  of  his  estate. 

The  testator's  pure  personal  estate  having  proted 
insufficient  to  pay  the  legacies  in  MH,  the  qnettion 
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arose  whether  the  Westminster  Hospital  was 
entitled  to  have  the  legacy  of  lOOZ.  made  up  oat  of 
the  impure  personal  estate.  The  Westminster 
Hospital  was  incorporated  by  the  Act  of  6  Will.  4, 
c.  20,  which  enacted : 

That  the  Prerident.  the  Yioe-Preeidents,  the  Trea- 
surers, and  Cto^emora  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  hos- 
pital or  public  infirmary  shall  be,  and  they  are  hereby, 
asdared  to  be  one  body  politic  and  corporate  for  the 
pnrpoees  of  the  said  institution  or  hospitalj  by  the  name 
and  style  of  '*  The  President,  Vice-Presidents,  Treasurers, 
and  doyemors  of  the  Westminster  Hospital,"  and  by 
that  name  and  style  shall  hare  perpetnal  snccession  and 
a  common  seal  ....  and  by  the  same  name  shall 
be  able  and  oanable,  without  incurrin|f  the  penalties  or 
forfeitures  of  tne  Statutes  of  Mortmain,  to  hold  and  re- 
tain for  the  purposes  of  the  said  hospital,  the  said  hos- 
pital or  bnildiing  in  and  near  the  Broad  Ssjictuary  afore- 
said, and  the  piece  of  ground  there  whereon  the  same 
stands,  and  the  said  ^isce  or  pieces  of  land  or  ground  in 
James-street  aforesaid,  and  py  will,  gift,  purchase,  or 
otherwise,  to  obtain,  acquire,  hold,  and  retain,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  said  hospital,  any  manors,  messuages, 
lanas,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  of  any  kind,  name, 
quality,  or  sort,  either  in  fee  or  for  terms  of  life  or  years, 
or  otherwise  howsoeyer,  so  as  such  manors,  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  ezclusiye  of  the 
said  hospital  at  or  near  tiie  Broad  Sanctuary  aforesaid, 
and  the  pieee  or  parcel  of  ground  whereon  the  same  stands 
....  do  not  in  the  whole  exceed  the  clear  yearly 
ralue  of  twenty  thousand  pounds  ....  ana  also 
by  will,  gift,  purchase,  or  otherwise,  to  obtain,  acquire, 
hold,  and  retun,  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  hospital, 
any  kind  of'  personal  estate  and  any  moneys  and  pro- 
perty of  what  nature  or  kind  soeyer,  including  money 
secured  on  mortgage  of  or  charged  upon  any  manors, 
messuages,  lands,  tmiements,  or  hereditaments. 

Olcuse,  Q.C.  and  W.  W.  Karslake,  for  the  plaintiff, 

contended  that  the  Westminster  Hospital  was  not 

entitled  to  have  the  bequest  made  up  out  of  the 

impure  personal  estate  and  cited. 

Netlusrsole  y.  School  for  the  Indigent  Blinds  L.  Bep. 

11  Eq.  1;  23  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  728; 
Chester  y.  Cheeter,  L  Bep.  12  £q.  444; 
Robinson  r,  Oovemors  of  the  London  Hoapitalf  10  Ha.19 

in  which  last  case  there  was  express  p>ower  in  the 
Act  enabling  persons  to  devise  lands  to  the  hospital. 

Phear,  for  the  Westminster  Hospital. — The  Act 
which  gives  the  hospital  power  to  acquire  real 
estate  must  imply  a  power  to  persons  to  give  it. 
In  Neihersole  v.  School  for  the  Indigent  Blind, 
there  was  a  power  in  the  Act  for  the  school  to  hold 
land,  but  no  express  power  to  take  by  devise. 

Hull,  W,  J,  Owen,  and  Gates  for  other  parties. 

The  Yicb-Chancblloe  was  of  opinion  that  the 
power  beingj  given  to  the  hospital  W  their  special 
Act  to  acG[uire  by  will  lands  of  any  kind,  it  would 
be  rendenng  the  Act  nugatory  to  hold  that  there 
was  no  corresponding  power  to  persons  to  give  by 
will  to  the  hospital  that  property  which  they  were 
so  empowered  to  take  and  nold.  How  otherwise 
could  they  acquire  lands  by  will  P  It  was  to  be 
regretted  that  the  Act  had  not,  as  in  the  case  of 
Robinson  v.  the  Governors  of  the  London  Hospital, 
gnven  express  power  to  persons  to  devise  lands  to 
Uie  Hospital,  but  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  right 
of  the  Hospital  to  take  lands  by  devise  involv^  a 
power  for  persons  to*  give  them  by  will.  There 
would  therefore  be  a  declaration  that  the  West- 
minster Hospital  was  entitled  to  be  paid  the  legacy 
in  full. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  /.  H,  Jeanneret 
Solicitors  for  the  Hospital,  TroUope  and  Winek* 

worth, 

SolioitOTS  for  other  parties,  H,  CoMe ;  Sismey ; 

FladgaU  and  Go. 

Mae.  Oia.— Vol.  Vm. 


COTXBT  OF  QinSEN'S  BENCK. 

Reported  hj  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKxllak,  Esqrs., 

Barriaten-at-Lsw. 


Wednesday,  Nov,  12, 1873,  and  Feb,  16, 1874. 

Kkg.  v.  Green. 
Previously  to  1847  the  rectory  and  parish  of  D. 
comprised  the  townships  of  D,  (the  same  name 
as   the   parish),  M.,    \V.,    and  B,,    the    paiish 
church  being  situated    irh    the  township   of  D, 
The    township  of  M.    c&nfained    a  chapel  and 
graveyard  in  which  the  usual  services  were  per- 
formed  by  a  curaie  appointed  by  the  rector,  and 
had  Us  own  vestry    and  two    separate  church' 
wardens,  who,  by  custom,  were  both  chosen  Inf  the 
vnhaJbitants.     The  inhabitants  of  M.  never  inter- 
vened at  the  vestry  holden  at  the  parish  church, 
which  was  attended  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  otlier 
three  township,    and    at    which    two    church' 
wardens  were  appointed  in  the  ordinary  way, 
who  were  called    churchwardens  for  the  parish 
of  D.     The  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  B, 
never  performed  any  duties  within  M,,  nor  the 
churchwardens  of  M.   within  B.,  and  separate 
church  rates  were  made. 
In  1847  an  Act  of  Parliament  (10  Vict,  c,  3)  locw 
passed  dividing  the  parish  of  B,  into  three  dis- 
tinct and  separate  parishes,  B,  and  W,  canstitut' 
ing  one,  M,  a  second,  and  B.  the  third.    Section 
6  of  the  Act  enacted  "  That  when  the  division  of 
the  said  rectory  of  B,  into  several  parishes  and 
rectories  shall  hcwe  taken  effect,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,  under  this  Act,  two  fit  and  proper  persons 
shaU  be    chosen  churchwardens  for   eckch  such 
parish,  when  such  division  shall  have  taken  effect, 
at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  manner  as 
churchwardens  are  now  chosen  ar^  appointed  for 
the  said  parish  of  B.,  the  rector  of  each  of  the  said 
new  rectories  exercising  the  same  rights  and  powers 
in  the  appointment  of  such  churchwardens,  or  one 
of  them,  as  the  rector  of  the  said  rectory  of  B.  now 
exercises." 
Held  {per  Blackburn  and  Archibald,  J  J.,  dissen- 
tiente  Quain,  J)  that  the  effect  of  this  enactment 
wcks  to  deprive  the  inhalntants  of  M.  of  the  right 
formerly  enjoyed  by  them  of  electing  both  church- 
wardens. 
Per  Quain,  J,  (dissentiente),  that  this  enactment  did 
not  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication  abolish 
the  old  custom  of  electing  diurchwardens  which 
prevailed  in  M,  oefore  the  passing  of  the  Act, 
In  this  case  a  writ  of  mandamus   issued,  com- 
manding the  defendant  to  convene  a  meeting  in 
vestry  of  the  inhabitants,  ratepayers  of  the  rectory 
and  parish  of  March,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge, 
for  the  purpose  of   electing  two  fit  and  proper 
persons  to  he  churchwardens  for  the  rectory  and 
parish.    To  this  writ  a  return  was  made,  and,  by 
agreement  of  parties  and  order  of  a  judge,  it  was 
determined  to  state  the  facts  without  pleadings  in 
the  following 

Spbctal  Case. 

1.  The  rectory  and  parish  of  Doddington,  other- 
wise Domington,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge, 
until  the  death,  in  Nov.  1868,  of  the  Rev.  Alger- 
non Peyton,  the  then  incumbent,  comprised  the 
township  of  Doddington,  which  in  the  Act  of  1847 
is  caUed  Doddington,  otherwise  Domington,  the 
township,  hamlet,  or  chapelry  of  March,  and  the 
hamlets  of  Wimblington  and  Benwick. 

2.  The  entire  area  of  the  rectory  and  parish  was 
about  36,987   acres,   or    upwards  of   57    sc^uare 
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miles ;  and  tlie  popnlation  inhabiting  that  area, 
according  to  the  census  of  1651,  and  tliat  of  1871, 
was  9703  and  91W  respectively  distriboted  aa 
follows ; — 

DoddlnstMi    Townihlp 

lUKtT 

WlmbUngtoa 

In  1847  aprivate  Act  of  Parliament  was  obtained 
at  the  instance  of  the  then  patrons  of  the  rectorj 
(10  Vict,  o.  3)  intituled  "An  Act  to  divide  the 
Parish  and  Bectory  of  Doddington,  otherwise 
Domington,  into  three  separate  and  distinct 
Parisbee  and  Rectories,  and  to  endow  the  same  ont 
of  the  revenues  of  that  Rectory,  and  to  make 
proTisioD  for  the  furthordivision  of  such  Rectories 
iisd  Parishes,  and  for  other  purposes  connected 
therewith."  A  copj  of  tbe  said  Act  accompanied 
and  formed  part  of  the  case. 

4.  By  sect.  1  it  is  provided  that  immediately 
afl^r  the  incumbency  of  the  Rev.  Als^emoa 
Peyton  shall  cense,  the  said  parish  and  rectory  of 
Doddington,  otherwise  Dornington,  shall  be 
divided  into  and  form  three  separate  and  distinct 
parishes  and  reotories  as  hereinafter  neit  men- 
tioned—that is  to  say,  the  township  of  Dodding- 
ton  and  the  hamlet  of  WimbUn^ton^Hhall  form 
and  be  one  separate  and  distinct  parish  and 
rectoiT  for  all  ecclesiaatical  purposes,  and  shall 
be  called  by  the  name  of  the  parisn  and  rectory  of 
Doddington.  The  township,  chapelry,  or  hamlet 
of  Harch  shall  be  and  form  a  separate  and 
distinct  parish  and  rectory  for  all  ecclesiasticat 
pniposes,  and  shall  be  called  by  tbe  name  of  the 
parish  and  rectory  of  March;  and  the  hamlet  of 
Benwick  shall  be  and  form  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct parish  and  rectory  for  all  ecclesiastical  pur- 
poses, and  shall  be  called  by  tho  name  of  the 
parish  and  rectory  of  Benwick. 

5.  The  4th  section  in  snbstance  provides  that 
when  such  division  of  the  said  Rectory  of  Dod- 
diof^ton,  otherwise  Dornington,  shall  have  taken 
effect,  each  of  the  said  three  parishes  shall  for  ever 
thereafter  for  all  ecclesiastical  purposes  be  a  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  parish  of  itself,  and  shall  be  a 
distinct  rectory,  and  that  the  rector  for  the  time 
being  of  each  snch  rectory  shall  perform  all  the 
parochial  functions  of  a  minister  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  the  same  powers,  privileges, 
rights,  and  immunities  as  the  present  Rector  of 
Doddington,  otherwise  Dorningtim,  is  now  by  law 
empowered  to  do,  and  may  be  entitled  to  exercise 
respectively  within  the  said  Rectory  of  Dodding- 
ton, otherwise  Dornington,  and  shall  also  appoint 
parish  clerks,  sextons,  and  other  officers,  and  shall 
have  all  such  other  powers  in  each  such  parish  and 
rectory  as  tho  Rector  of  Doddington,  otherwise 
Dornington,  is  now  entitled  to  exercise  in  the 
rectory  of  or  parish  of  Doddington,  otherwise  Dor- 
nington, aforesmd. 

6.  By  section  5  it  is  provided  that  two  fit  and  i 
proper  persons  shall  be  chosen  churchwardens  for 
eacn  such  parish  when  snch  division  shall  have 
taken  effect,  at  tbe  same  time  and  in  tbe  same 
manner  as  churchwardens  are  now  chosen  and 
appointed  for  the  said  parish  of  Doddington,  j 
otberwise  Dornington,  the  rector  of  each  of  the 
wtid  new  rectories  exercising  tbe  same  rights  and 

powers  in  the  appointment  of  such  cbuTchwaidena  I 
or  one  of  them  as  the  rector  of  tbe  Bwd  rvMsr^  ot 
Doddiagton,  otberwise  Dornington,  iww  exeroiM*. 


7.  By  section  6  it  ia  prorided  that  thia  Aat 
shall  not  be  txinstmed  to  affect  any  chnnik- 
warden,  or  his  rights  or  duties,  who  m»T  be  in 
effice  at  the  time  such  formatioa  of  Uie  nid 
separate  parishes  may  taice  place ;  and  the  present 
churchwardens  of  Doddington,  otberwise  Dor- 
nington, shall  continue  in  office  and  perform  all 
the  necessary  acts  and  duties  as  churchwar^ns 
relating  to  the  three  separate  and  diatiaet 
parishes  and  churches  as  aforesaid,  after  sndi 
division  shall  luve  taken  effect  until  the  next  osnal 
period  of  appointing  chnrchwardena. 

8.  By  sect.  8,  it  is  provided  that  the  clerk  and 
sexton  of  each  of  the  aaid  separate  rectories  and 
parishes  respectively,  shall  be  entitled  to  reotiva 
the  like  fees  within  each  such  parish  and  recton 
as  the  c)erk  and  sexton  respectively  of  the  ehura 
at  Doddington,  otherwise  Dornington,  are  now 
entitled  to  receive.  And  by  sect.  13,  that  when 
tbe  division  of  tbe  said  parish  of  Doddington, 
otherwise  Dornington,  into  separate  and  diatinet 
parishes  shall  have  taken  effect,  tbe  said  diimh 
and  churchyard  or  burial  gronnd  at  Doddington, 
otherwise  Dornington,  shall  be  the  pariah  chnrdi 
and  burial  ground  for  all  the  inbabitanta  ef  the 
stud  new  parish  of  Doddington,  otherwise  D<n^ 
nington ;  and  the  said  chapel  at  Uarcb  and  burial 
eroond  shall,  on  the  formation  of  tbe  separate  and 
distinct  perish  and  rectory  of  Uarch  t^dng  efbct, 
be  the  parish  church  and  burial  ground  for  all  ths 
inhfd>itBnts  of  the  said  parish  of  Ibrcb ;  and  tbe 
then  existing  chapel  or  new  chnrcb  of  Benwick, 
and  any  ground  which  is  now  or  may  hereoder  be 
appropriated  as  a  burial  ground  thereto  shall,  on 
tne  formation  of  the  separate  and  distinct  parish 
&nd  rectory  of  Benwick  takioR  effect,  be  the  parish 
church  and  burial  ground  for  the  inhabitants  of  the 
aaid  parish  ofBenwick,and  eachof  the  said  chnrcbei 
of  Doddington,  otherwise  Dornington,  March,  and 
Benwick,  when  they  shall  become  separate  and 
distinct  rectories  and  parishes  as  aforesaid,  and 
every  additional  church  which  may  be  hereafta 
erected  in  such  parishes  respectively  under  this 
Act,  shall  be  maintained  at  the  sole  costs  and 
cb^ges  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  respeetivs 
partsnes  in  which  such  churches  respectively  may 
oe  situate ;  and  all  sums  of  money  requisite  for 
that  pnrposa  shall  be  provided  by  rat«s  to  be 
made,  raised,  and  levied  within  such  respectiTS 
parishes,  and  shall  be  appUed  in  tbe  repair  and 
maintenance  of  such  churches  respectively ;  sod 
such  inhabitants  shall  meet  in  vestry  in  all  n- 
jpects  as  inhabitants  of  the  parish  are  entitled  to 
do,  and  each  such  veetry  shall  have  the  powers  of 
*  parish  vestry. 

9.  By  sect.  15  it  is  provided  that  it  shall  ba 
lawful  for  any  of  the  inhabitants  within  the  sud 
two  separate  parishes  of  March  and  Benwick  u 
aforesaid,  after  the  formation  thereof  under  tbii 
Act  or  either  of  them  shall  have  token  effect,  to  be 
buried  in  the  churchyard  at  Doddington,  oUienriis 
Dornington,  aforesaid,  without  any  otiier  fees  being 
payable  in  respect  of  such  burials  than  wonid  bars 
been  payable  m  respect  of  burials  of  inhafaUanIs  of 
Doddington  if  the  Act  bod  not  been  poasad ;  but 
»nch  privileges  shall  cease  aa  to  the  innabitonls  ti 
Mcb  such  parish  at  the  expiration  of  twenty  jttn 
next  after  sucb  division  aforeaaid  ahoD  have  taken 
effect  under  the  Act. 


MAGISTRATES'  CASES. 


475 


Q.B.] 


Beo.  v.  Gbeev. 


[Q.B. 


either  of  them,  into  freeh,  separate,  and  distinct 
parishes  and  rectories. 

11.  By  sect.  22  it  is  enacted  that  on  the  forma- 
tion of  each  new  separate  and  distinct  parish  and 
rectory  for  each  sach  additional  church,  two  fit  and 
proper  persons  should  he  chosen  churchwardens 
for  each  such  parish  at  the  same  time,  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  churchwardens  mii^ht  then  be 
chosen  and  appointed  for  the  parish  out  of  which 
such  new  parish  might  have  been  taken ;  the 
rector  of  such  new  parish  exercising  the  same 
rights  and  powers  in  the  appointment  of  such 
churchwardens,  or  one  of  them,  as  the  rector  of 
the  parish  out  of  which  such  new  parish  should 
have  been  taken  might  be  then  entitled  to  exercise. 

12.  Sect.  28  recites  that  the  parish  clerk  of  the 
church  of  Doddington,  otherwise  Domington,  is 
entitled  to  receive  certain  fees  as  such  parish 
clerk,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  occasional  marriages 
of  the  inhabitants  of  Doddington,  otherwise  Dor- 
nington,  in  the  present  parish  church  thereof, 
which  marriages  oi  some  of  such  inhabitants  will 
be  discontinued  from  and  after  the  division  of  the 
said  rectory,  under  the  powers  of  the  Act ;  and 
the  said  parish  clerk  of  Doddington,  otherwise 
Domington,  will  thereby  sustain  a  certain  loss  of 
fees,  and  enacts  that  in  lien  of  such  fees,  and  as  a 
compensation  for  the  loss  of  the  same,  the  present 
parish  clerk  of  Doddington,  otherwise  Domington, 
in  case  he  shall  continue  such  parish  clerk  when 
the  division  of  such  parish  into  distinct  and  sepa- 
rate parishes  under  this  Act  shdl  have  taken 
effect,  shall,  so  long  as  he  shall  continue  such 
parish  clerk,  be  entitled  to  and  be  paid  a  moiety  of 
any  fees  which  may  be  due  to  and  received  by  the 
parish  clerks  of  the  churches  of  March  and  Ben- 
wick  aforesaid,  or  of  the  additional  church  or 
churches  which  may  be  erected  as  aforesaid  for  the 
solemnization  of  any  marriages  in  the  said  last- 
mentioned  churches. 

13.  By  sect.  42  it  is  provided  that  nothing  in 
the  Act  contained  shall  skfifect  or  alter  the  applica- 
tion of  any  charitable  devises,  bequests,  or  scifls 
now  applicable  to  the  maintenance,  repair,  or 
restoration  of  the  said  church  at  Doddington, 
otherwise  Domington,  and  the  said  chapel  of 
March,  or  either  of  them,  but  the  same  devises, 
bequests,  and  gifts  respectively  shall  remain 
applicable  to  the  respective  purposes  to  which 
they  are  now  lawfully  applicable,  notwithstanding 
the  division  of  the  said  Bectory  of  Doddington, 
otherwise  Domington,  and  the  conversion  of  the 
said  chapel  of  March  into  a  parish  church  intended 
to  be  effected  by  the  Act. 

14.  By  sect.  44  it  is  provided  that  nothing  in 
this  Act  contained  shall  make  any  alteration  in  the 
division  of  the  said  parish  of  Doddington,  other- 
wise Domington,  into  townships  or  divisions,  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  or  in  any  civil  pur- 
pose whatsoever  relating  to  the  present  parish  of 
Doddington,  otherwise  Domington. 

15.  By  sect.  45  it  is  provided  that  the  provisions 
of  the  several  Acts  recited  in  the  preamble  to  an 
Act  passed  in  the  eighth  and  ninth  years  of  the 
reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  entitled,  "  An  Act 
for  the  further  Amendment  of  the  Church  Build- 
ing Acts,"  being  the  Church  Building  Acts,  and  of 
that  Act  may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
this  Act  into  execution  so  far  as  the  same  are 
applicable  to,  and  not  inconsistent  with,  or  repug- 
nant to,  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

16.  At  the  date  of  the  said  Act  there  were  (as 


stated  in  the  said  Act)  in  the  said  parish  of  Dod- 
dington, otherwise  Domington,  the  consecrated 
parish  church  (which  was  situate  within  the 
township  of  Doddington)  and  the  consecrated 
chapel  at  March  (which  was  situate  within  the 
township  of  March)  possessing  a  spire  with  a  peal 
of  bells  and  a  chapel  then  out  of  repair  at  Benwick. 
Each  of  the  two  former  had  a  graveyard,  and  at 
each  of  the  two  former  all  the  offices  of  the  church 
were  performed.  Persons  resident  within  the 
township  of  March  were  married  or  buried  in  the 
chapel  or  in  the  graveyard  at  March,  and  persons 
resident  within  the  rest  of  the  parish  and  rectory 
of  Doddington  were  married  or  buried  in  the 
church  or  in  the  churchyard  at  Doddington, 
though  it  occasionally  happened  that  inhabitants 
of  March  were  married  or  buried  in  Doddington, 
and  inhabitants  of  Wimblington  buried  at  March, 
divine  service,  and  christenings,  and  churohings 
only  were  performed  at  the  chapel  at  Benwick. 

17.  The  rector  resided  at  Doddington,  four 
miles  from  March,  and  served  the  chapel  at 
March  by  a  curate,  who  was  nominated  by  the 
rector  of  Doddington,  and  licensed  by  the  Bishop 
of  Ely  to  that  duty. 

18.  In  the  vestry  books  and  other  documents 
the  hamlet  or  township  of  March  is  occasionally 
called  the  parish  of  March,  and  the  inhabitants 
described  as  parishioners  of  the  hamlet  of  March. 
In  the  same  documents  the  chapel  of  March  is 
occasionally  called  the  church  of  March. 

19.  In  the  18th  year  of  King  Henry  VIII.  a 
license  or  indulgence,  dated  the  3rd  Nov.  152(5, 
was  granted  byCardinal  Wolsey  relating  to  the 
chapel  of  St.  Wendred,  in  the  village  hamlet  of 
March,  in  the  parish  of  Doddington  and  diocese 
of  Ely  [a  translated  copy  of  which  jvas  set  out  in 
the  appendix  to  the  case.] 

20.  In  reference  to  sect.  28  of  the  Act  of  1847 
the  parish  clerk  of  March  was  appointed  by  the 
Rector  of  Doddington,  otherwise  Domington,  for 
the  time  being.  (The  sexton  of  March  was  ap- 
pointed separately  at  a  vestry  of  the  parishioners 
of  the  hamlet  of  March  without  any  interference 
on  the  part  of  the  rector  in  the  choice  or  appoint- 
ment of  such  sexton.)  The  clerk  and  sexton  of 
March  respectively  alone  received  fees  for  mar- 
riages and  burials  and  other  services  performed 
within  the  township  and  in  the  chapel  of  March. 
Neither  the  parish  clerk  nor  sexton  of  March 
ever  paid  a  moiety  or  any  other  proportion  which 
they  might  receive  for  the  solemnisation  of  any 
marriages,  burials,  churchings,  or  otherwise  to  the 
parish  cierk  or  sexton  of  the  township  of  Dodding- 
ton. The  parish  clerk  of  Doddington  did  not  sus- 
tain aiijr  loss  in  regard  to  fees  by  reason  of  the 
separation  of  the  township  of  March  from  the  rest 
of  the  rectory  of  Doddington,  otherwise  Doming- 
ton, under  the  Act  referred  to,  inasmuch  as  he 
never  was  entitled  to  any  fees  or  share  of  fees  in 
respect  of  marriages  solemnised  within  the  said 
township  of  March.  Banns  of  marriage  were  pub- 
lished in  the  church  of  March  with  respect  to  the 
marriages  of  persons  residing  within  the  township 
or  hamlet,  and  not  in  Doddington. 

21.  In  reference  to  sect.  6  of  the  Act  the  church- 
wardens of  Doddington  performed  no  duties  in  or 
affecting  March. 

22.  The  chapel  at  Benwick  was  served  either  by 
the  rector  or  his  curate  at  DQdd^xlS^'^^  ^^'^  ^"^"^ 
latter  -jear^  ^  ^«^t%\.^  wi-wXa  ^^s^  ^^^^s^s^r.^  Vs^ 

\  Benwick. 
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28.  The  rectory  and  parish  of  Doddington, 
otherwise  Domington,  was  not  a  parish  properly 
speaking,  in  civil  matters.  Each  of  the  town&hips 
or  hamlets  of  Doddington,  March,  Wimblington, 
and  Benwick  stood  alone,  each  making  its  own 
poor  rate  and  highway  rate,  and  having  its  own 
overseers  of  the  poor  and  survevors  of  highways. 
The  ratepavers  of  March  held  their  own  vestry  at 
March,  and  the  ratepayers  of  the  other  townships 
or  hamlets  their  own  vestry  at  Doddington  as 
occasion  required.  The  rector  of  Dodoington 
officiated  whenever  he  thought  proper  at  the 
Chapel  of  March.  March  had  separate  charch- 
wardens  and  a  church  rate  confined  to  March. 
The  church  rates  were  ordinarily  headed  as  for 
the  hamlet  of  March  and  as  made  by  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  hamlet  of  March  for  the  necessary 
repairs  of  the  church  or  chapel  in  the  said  hamlet. 
The  inhabitants  of  Doddington  never  interfered 
in  these  vestries  but  in  like  manner  they  held 
their  own  vestries  at  the  church  at  Doddmgton 
without  any  intervention  on  the  part  of  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  township  of  March. 

24>.  Separate  churchwardens  were  appointed  at 
the  latter  vestries  by  the  name  of  tne  church- 
wardens for  the  parish  of  Doddington.  The 
churchwardens  so  appointed  exercised  no  functions 
within  the  hamlet  of  March.  There  is  only  one 
instance  on  record  of  a  church  rate  being  made  by 
the  vestry  held  at  Doddington  Church,  viz.,  in 
1736,  when  it  was  made  for  Doddington  and 
Wimblington  only.  There  were  lands  called 
"Town  lands,*'  vested  in  the  churchwardens  of 
Doddington,  the  revenues  of  which  were  applied 
to  the  repairs  of  Doddington  Church.  The  chapel 
of  Benwick  was  formerly  supported  by  voluntary 
contributions,  and  latterly  it  had  not  been  sup- 
ported at  all,  and  fell  down. 

25.  The  common  law  mode  of  electing  church- 
wardens has  always  prevailed,  in  the  election  of 
churchwardens  for  the  parish  of  Doddington,  viz  , 
a  joint  appointment  where  there  was  no  difierence, 
and  in  case  of  difference,  the  appointment  of  one 
churchwarden  by  the  rector  and  the  election  of  the 
other  by  the  parishioners. 

26.  At  the  vestries  holden  at  March  the  custom 
was  for  the  inhabitants  of  March  to  choose  two 
churchwardens  for  that  hamlet.  This  custom  was 
the  subject  of  litigation  in  1782,  and  a  trial  was 
had  at  the  assizes  for  the  county  of  Cambridge  in 
that  year  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  establishing 
the  custom.  The  churchwardens  of  March  were 
always  sworn  in  at  the  same  time  and  place  as  the 
churchwardens  of  Doddington,  and  acted  ex  ofido 
as  overseers  of  the  poor  for  March. 

27.  In  1856  an  Act  was  passed  to  amend  the 
said  Act  of  1847,  and  it  is  agreed  that  either  party 
may  refer  to  a  Queen*s  Printer's  copy  thereof 
should  it  become  material  to  do  so. 

28.  On  the  death  of  the  Rev.  Algernon  Peyton 
in  1868,  the  defendant  was  presented  to  the  rectory 
of  March. 

29.  A  vestry  for  the  parish  of  March  was  duly 
held  on  the  19th  April  1870,  the  defendant  being 
in  the  chair.  It  is  unnecessary  to  detail  the  cir- 
cumstances which  led  to  the  present  proceedings, 
as  it  is  agreed  by  the  parties  that, 

30.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 
whether  the  parishioners  or  the    said  parish  of 

March  have  a  ri^ht  to  elect  both  churchwardens. 

If  the  opinion  of  the  court  shall  be  mtihe  a^rm^k- 

tive,  jaagment  shall  be  entered  by  l\ie  Croyni 


with  costs,  and  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamm 
may  issue.  If  the  opinion  of  the  court  shall  be 
in  the  negative,  judgment  shall  be  entered  for  the 
defendant,  with  costs,  the  court  to  have  power  to 
draw  inf ereqces  of  the  fact. 

Nov,  12,  1873.— -Bi*Ztoer,  Q.C.  (with  him  F.  M. 
White)  for  the  prosecutor. 

Prideaux,  Q.C.  (with  him  Mclniyre,  Q.G.)  for  the 
defendant. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to : 
Beg,  V.  Marsh,  5  A.  &  EL  468 ; 
Reg,  V.  North  Riding  of  Torkshire,  6  A  A  EL 863; 
Anon,  2  BoUe's  Rep.  265 ; 
Luie  V.  Harris,  1  Lee's  Beps.  146 ; 
Craven  v.  Sanderson,  7  A.  &  EL  880 ; 
Stead  V.  Beaton,  4  T.  B.  669. 

Cwr.  adv,  vtdL 

Feb,  16, 1874. — ^The  court  differing  in  opinion, 
the  following  judgments  were  now  delivered : 

QuAiN,  J. — This  is  a  special  case  in  a  proceeding 
by  mandamus,  stated  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
the  opinion  of  the  court  on  tne  question  whether 
the  inhabitants  of  the  rectory  or  parish  of  March, 
in  the  county  of  Cambridge,  liave  tne  right  to  dect 
both  the  churchwardens  for  that  parish.  It  appears 
from  the  case  that  the  parish  of  March  is  a  new 
rectory  or  parish  created  under  an  Act  of  Pariia- 
ment  which  was  passed  in  the  year  1847  for  the 
purpose  of  dividing  the  parish  of  Doddington  into 
three  separate  and  distinct  parishes,  and  endowing 
the  same  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  old  parish. 
By  the  5th  section  of  that  Act  it  is  enacted  that 
"two  fit  and  proper  persons  shall  be  diosen 
churchwardens  for  each  such  parish  when  sudi 
division  shall  have  taken  effect,  at  the  same  time 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  churchwardens  are  now 
chosen  and  appointed  for  the  said  parish  of  Dod- 
dington, the  rector  of  each  of  the  said  new  rec- 
tories exercising  the  same  rights  and  powers  in 
the  appointment  of  such  churchwardens  or  one 
of  them'  as  the  rector  of  the  sud  rectorj 
of  Doddington  now  exercises."  It  appears,  there- 
fore, in  the  first  place,  that  it  was  not  the 
intention  of  the  Act  to  alter  in  the  new  parishes 
the  mode  of  choosing  churchwardens  from  the 
manner  in  which  they  were  chosen  in  the  old 
parish ;  they  were  to  be  elected  as  they  were 
elected  before.  Nor  was  it  the  intention  to  con- 
fer on  the  rectors  of  the  new  parishes  any  powers 
in  the  appointment  of  churchwardens  in  those 
parishes  which  the  rector  of  the  old  parish  did 
not  possess.  If  the  choice  or  election  of  church- 
wardens in  the  old  parish  was  regulated  by  any 
custom  or  usage,  that  custom  or  usage  is  pre- 
served, aud  is  to  be  applied  to  the  new  parishes 
respectively  in  the  same  manner  that  it  was 
applied  to  the  old  parish.  It  therefore  becomes 
necessar^r  to  inquire  in  what  manner  church- 
wardens were  chosen  and  appointed  for  the  old 
parish  of  Doddington.  It  is  stated  in  the  case 
that  the  parish  of  Doddington  before  the  Act  of 
1847  comprised  the  township  of  Doddington,  the 
township  or  hamlet  of  March,  and  the  hamlets  of 
Wimblington  and  Benwick.  The  township  of 
March  was  the  largest  division,  and  comprised 
more  than  half  the  parish.  The  parish  chorch 
was  situate  in  the  township  of  Doadington ;  hot 
there  was  a  chapel  in  March,  where  all  the  usual 
services  of  the  church  were  peiformed  by  a  curate 
appointed  by  the  rector  of  DcKidington.  ^e  rector 
also  appointed  the  parish  clerk  of  March  ;  but  in  aU 

\o\>[\^T  T^'*^«^\>^\>\i^V^^uship  of  March  enjoyed  all  the 
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hamlet  or  township  of  March  held  its  own  vestry  and 
had  separate  charchwardens  who  acted  ex  officio  as 
overseers  of  the  poor  for  March,  and  a  church-rate 
confined  to  March.      The  custom    was   for  the 
inhabitants  to  choose  two  churchwardens  for  that 
hamlet.    Paragraph  26  of  the  case  states  that  this 
custom  was  the  subject  of  litigation  in  the  year 
1782,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  establishing  the 
custom.     The  inhabitants  of    the    township    of 
Doddington  (or  it  may  be  of   Doddington,    Wim- 
blington,  and  Benwick  combined),  held  their  own 
vestries  at  Doddington  church  without  any  inter- 
vention on  the  part  of  the  inhabitants  of  March. 
At  those  vestries  separate  churchwardens  were 
appointed  by  the  rector  and  inhabitants  jointly 
when  there  was  no  difference,  and   in  case  of 
difference  the  rector  appointed  one  and  the  in- 
habitants the  other.    Ihese  churchwardens  were 
called  "churchwardens  for  the  parish  of  Dodding- 
ton," but  thev  exercised  no  lunctions  whatever 
within    the    hamlet    of  March.       It    seems    to 
me   not    clear   from    the    case    (paragraph    23), 
whether  separate    churchwardens    were    elected 
for    the  hamlets   of  Wimblington  and  Benwick, 
but     this    point    does    not    affect     the    argu- 
ment.    It  is  well  established  that  the   mode  of 
electing  churchwardens  is  regulated  by  custom, 
and  in  the  absence  of  special  custom,  they  are 
elected  by  the  rector  and  inhabitants  jointly,  or  in 
case  of  difference,  the  rector  appoints  one  and  the 
inhabitants  the  other.    The  custom  varies  very 
much  in  different  places.    According  to  the  pre- 
vailing custom  botn  churchwardens  mav  be  elected 
by  the  inhabitants  at  large,  or  by  a  select  vestry, 
or  separate  churchwardens   may  be  elected    by 
different  parts  of  a  parish,  or  there  may  be  a 
custom  for  the  outgoing  churchwardens  to  nomi- 
nate their  successors.     In  the  parish  of  Berkeley, 
mentioned  in  Eex  v.  Marsh  (5  A.  &  El.  468),  there 
were  four  districts    called  tithinss,   which  each 
nominated  a  separate  churchwarden,  who,  after 
his  appointment,  uniformly  acted  for  and  within 
his  own  district  only.    The  parish  church  was  in 
the  tithing  of  Berkeley,  and  there  was  a  chapel  of 
ease  in  the  tithing  of  Ham.    Each  of  the  tithings 
had  separate  poor  rates  aod  separate  overseers. 
The  question  arose  in  that  case  whether  a  church- 
warden elected  by  one  of  the  tithings  was  a  church- 
warden of  the  parish  of  Berkely,  and  it  was  held 
he  was.     In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
LfOrd  Denman  says : "  Grenerally  speaking  the  church- 
warden is  peculiarly  and  emphatically  a  parish 
officer.     The  nomination  may  be  (not  unusually  is) 
by  a  portion  of,  or  even  by  a  person  in,  the  parish ; 
but  the  office  is  not  thereby  affected.    He  is  still 
of  and  for  the  parish.    We  think  that  this  may 
be  considered  as  a  somewhat  unusual  case  of  sepa- 
rate appointment    and    separate  acting   without 
affecting  the  proper  and  legal  character  of  church- 
wardens."    In  the  more  recent  case  of  Bremner 
V.  Hull  (L.  Rep.  1  C.  P.  748),  there  is  another  in- 
stance  of  the  different  townships  of  a  parish  elect- 
ing separate  churchwardens;    and  in  one  of  the 
townships  the  mode  of  electing  was  different  from 
the  rest;    but  all  the  churchwardens   when    so 
elected  were  churchwardens  for  the  parish.    It 
seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  we  are  bound  to  hold, 
following  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Marsh  (uM  sup,),  that 
the  churchwardens  elected  by  the  rector  and  the 
inhabitants  of  the  township  of  Doddington,  and 
the  churchwardens  elected  by  the  inhabitants  of 
the  township  of  March,  togeiher  constitute  the 


four  churchwardens  for  the  parish  of  Doddington, 
or  at  least  represent  that  whole  parish  as  church- 
wardens. The  difficulty  then  arises,  how  are  those 
different  modes  of  election  to  be  applied  to  the  new 
parishes  in  accordance  with  sect,  or  I  think  that, 
considering  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  Act  to 
alter  the  mode  of  electing  churchwardens  in 
the  new  parishes  from  that  which  prevailed  in 
the  old,  and  that  the  new  parish  of  March  is  con- 
tinuous with  the  old  hamlet  or  township  of  March, 
and  that  there  are  no  words  in  the  Act  which  either 
expressly  or  by  necessary  implication  abolish  the 
old  custom  of  electing  churchwardens  which  pre- 
vailed in  March  before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  the 
only  way  of  carrying  out  the  intention  of  the  Act 
is  by  construing  the  5th  section  as  enacting  that 
the  churchwai^ens  of  the  new  parishes  shall  be 
elected  in  the  same  manner  as  tney  were  elected 
in  the  corresponding  divisions  or  districts  of  the  old 

rkrish  before  the  separation.  The  latter  part  of  sect, 
seems  to  point  to  the  same  conclusion  oy  enacting 
that  the  rector  of  each  of  the  said  new  parishes 
shall  exercise  the  same  rights  and  powers  in  the 
appointment  of  such  churchwardens  as  the  Bector 
of  Doddington  now  exercises.    Now  the  Bector  of 
Doddington  did  not  exercise  any  rights  or  powers 
in    appointing    or    electing    the    churchwardens 
elected  in  the  old  hamlet  of  March,  and  I  think 
that  the  Act  does  not,  and  did  not  intend  to,  confer 
on  the  new  Bector  of  March  any  greater  powers 
than  the  old  rector  had  or  exercised  in   the  old 
hamlet.     Sect.  22,  relating  to  the  appointment  of 
churchwardens  in  any  new  or  additional  parish  to 
be  framed  under  the  Act,  seems  to  me  also  to  show 
that  the  intention  of  the  Act  is   that  the  new 
churchwardens  were  to  be  elected  in  the  same 
manner  as  they  had  been  theretofore  elected  for 
the  district  *'  out  of  which  such  new  parish  may 
have  been  taken."    Lastly,  a  strong  argument  in 
favour  of  this  construction  of  the  Act  was  based  on 
the  language  of  sect.  6.    What  is  the  meaning  of 
the  expression,  '*  the  present  churchwardens  of 
Doddington,"  as  used  in  that  section  P    The  object 
of  the  section  is  that  the  churchwardens  in  office  at 
the  time  when  the  division  took  effect  should  remain 
in  office  to  the  end  of  their  year,  notwithstanding 
the  division.    Now  if  the  expression  "  the  present 
churchwardens  of  Doddington"  applies   only  to 
the  two  churchwardens  appointed  by  the  rector 
and  township  of  Doddington,  then  the  church- 
wardens for  March  might  be  superseded  in  the 
middle  of  their  year  of  office,  for  the  section  ex- 
pressly enacts  that  the  present  churchwardens  of 
Doddington  shall  continue  in  office  and  perform 
all  the  necessary  acts  and  duties  as  churchwardens 
relating  to  the  three  separate  and  distinct  parishes 
(therefore    including   March)   after  the  division 
shall  have  taken  effect  to  the  end  of  their  year. 
This  appears  to  me  directly  at  variance  with  the 
intention  of  the  section,  which  manifestly  is  that 
all  things  as  regards  the  churchwardens  and  the 
church  rate  should  remain  in  statu  quo,  notwith- 
standing the  division  of  the  old  parish,  until  the 
end  of  the  year.    But  if    <'he   expression    "the 
present  churchwardens  of  Doddington  "  includes, 
as  I  think  it  does,  all  the  churchwardens,  those  ap- 
pointed by  the  township  of  March  as  well  as  those  ap- 
pointed by  the  rector  and  the  township  of  Dodding- 
ton, that  construction  of  the  section  gives  full  effect 
to  what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  object  and  vnt^^t^v^'o^ 
of  the  Act  ol  P  w\waftxv\»,  W.  \^  ^  ^^Voss^^  >tv^fc 
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do  not  take  away  a  former  custom  (Co.  Litt. 
115a ;  Com.  Dig.  Parliament  B.  24.)  In  the  Mayor 
of  Leicester  v.  Burgess  (5  B.  &  Ad.  24?6)  it  was 
held  that  the  Licensing  Act  for  permitting  and 
regulating  the  general  sale  of  beer,  although  it 
in  words  enabled  all  persons  in  England  to 
sell  beer  subject  to  the  conditions  imposed  by 
that  Act,  did  not  supersede  the  custom  of  a 
borough  that  no  person  should  carry  on  the  trade 
of  an  alehouse  keeper  therein,  who  was  not  a 
burgess.  In  the  present  case  there  was  an  ancient 
custom  for  the  mhabitants  of  the  township  or 
hamlet  of  March  to  elect  both  churchwardens. 
The  statute  of  1847  was  passed  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  converting  the  former  hamlet  into  a 
separate  parish.  I  think  that  such  an  ancieut 
custom  cannot  be  abolished  by  any  (if  I  may  use 
the  expression)  side  wind  or  by  an  ambiguous 
or  incidental  expression;  and  I  think,  therefore, 
that  in  the  absence  of  any  express  words  .in  the 
statute  (and  I  find  none),  abolishing  the  ancient 
custom  of  electing  churchwardens,  the  old  custom 
must  be  considered  to  exist  in  the  new  parish  as  it 
did  in  the  old  hamlet.  For  these  reasons  I  think 
that  the  parishioners  of  the  parish  of  March 
have  the  sole  right  to  elect  both  churchwardens. 

The  judgment  of  Blackburn  and  Archibald,  JJ., 
was  delivered  by  Blacrbuen,  J. — The  question  in 
this  case  depends  entirely  on  the  construction  to 
be  put  on  the  5th  section  of  the  statute,  10  Yict. 
c.  3.  I  think  that  we  are  bound  to  ^ve  effect  to 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  which  we  are  to 
collect  from  the  words  used,  as  they  should  be 
understood  with  reference  to  the  facts  respecting 
which  that  language  is  used.  It  appears  that  the 
rectory  and  parisn  of  Doddington  was  a  very 
extensive  one,  comprising  four  townships,  Dod- 
diugton,  March,  Wimblington,  and  Benwick. 
The  parish  church  was  situated  in  Doddington 
township.  March  is  called  in  the  Act  the  town- 
ship, cbapelry,  or  hamlet  of  March,  and  in  it 
was  a  consecrated  chapel  with  a  separate  grave- 
yard, in  which  service  was  performed  either  by 
the  rector  in  person  or  by  a  curate,  whom  he  ap- 
pointed. The  facts  are  stated  in  the  23rd,  24tn, 
'25th,  and  26th  paragraphs  of  the  case.  Those 
which  I  think  material  are,  that  a  vestry  was 
holden  at  the  parish  church,  at  which  the  inhabi- 
tants of  March  never  intervened,  but  at  which,  as 
I  understand  the  statement  in  the  case,  the  inhabi- 
tants of  all  the  rest  of  the  parish  did  attend.  At 
this  vestry  two  churchwardens  were  appointed  in 
the  common  method,  who  were  sworn  in 
and  bore  the  name  of  the  churchwardens  for 
the  parish  of  Doddington.  The  inhabitants 
of  March  held  their  own  vestry  at  March, 
and  there  two  officers  were  chosen  for  the  hamlet 
of  March.  It  is  not  distinctly  stated  by  what 
name  they  were  called.  They  were  chosen  by  the 
inhabitants  of  March,  the  rector  having  no  voice 
in  their  appointment.  This,  though  not  the  ordi- 
nary mode  of  appointing  ecclesiastical  officers,  is 
perfectly  good  by  custom.  The  churchwardens  of 
the  parish  of  Doddington  never  performed  any 
duties  within  March.  The  two  officers  chosen  by 
the  inhabitants  of  March  did  not  perform  any 
duties  in  any  part  of  the  parish  not  included  in 
March.  Separate  church  rates  were  made  which 
it  is  stated  were  ordinarily  headed  "for  the 
hamlet  of  March,"  and  I  infer,  though  it  is  not 
distinctly  stated,  that  the  offiiceTs  were  caXVe^ 
church  wardeua  for  the  hamlet  of  March.   CeT\«in\^ 


they  were  not  called  churchwardens  for  the  piurish 
of  Doddington.  Such  being  the  state  of  things 
the  Legislature  enacted  that  in  future  there  shouM, 
for  ecclesiastical  purposes  be  three  distinct  parishes, 
each  being  a  mstinct  rectory— one  coextensive 
with  the  township  of  Doddington  and  township  o£ 
Wimblington,  to  be  called  the  parish  and  rectory 
of  Doddmgton;  another  coextensive  with  the 
township,  chapelry,  or  hamlet  of  March  to  be 
called  tne  parish  and  rectory  of  March;  and 
a  third  coextensive  ¥rith  the  hamlet  of  Benwick, 
to  be  called  the  parish  and  rectory  of  Benwid^. 
The  Legislature  then,  in  sect.  5,  proceed  to  pro- 
vide for  the  election  of  churchwardens  in  each  of 
these  three  new  parishes.  It  seems  to  me  that  there 
are  several  schemes,  either  of  which  might  rea- 
sonably have  been  adopted.  The  Legislature 
might  have  provided  that  in  each  of  the  three 
new  parishes  the  churchwardens  should  be  chosen 
according  to  the  mode  which  prevails  of  eommoQ 
right  where  there  is  no  custom.  Or  they  might 
have  said  that  the  churchwardens  in  the  new 
parish  of  March  were  to  be  chosen  according  to 
the  custom  which  prevailed  in  the  election  of  the 
churchwardens  for  that  hamlet,  and  the  chnrdi- 
wardens  for  the  other  two  new  parishes,  accord- 
ing to  the  custom,  if  any,  which  prevailed 
in  the  election  of  the  churchwardens  for  the  old 
parish  of  Doddington.  But  instead  of  adopting 
either  of  those  schemes,  and  expressing  it  clearly, 
the  Legislature  have  used  the  language  which 
has  been  already  read  by  my  brother  Quain.  It 
is  worth  noticing  that  the  existence  of  the  church- 
wardens for  the  namlet  of  March  is  not  mentioned 
in  the  Act.  Perhaps,  when  passing  the  Bill  the 
custom  in  the  election  of  the  churchwardens  for 
the  hamlet  was  overlooked,  and  it  was  not  dis- 
tinctly known  what  the  custom  as  to  the  election 
of  the  churchwardens  for  the  parish  was.  Bat 
whatever  may  have  been  their  motive  in  using 
such  lan^age  we  must  construe  it.  And  I  regret 
to  say  that  this  language  is  so  far  from  clear 
that  there  is  a  d&erence  in  our  opiniooB 
as  to  its  meaning.  I  think  it  means  that  the 
churchwardens  for  all  the  three  new  parishes 
were  to  be  elected  in  one  way,  that  being  the  way 
in  which  the  churchwardens  for  the  old  parish 
were  elected.  I  cannot  agree  with  my  brother 
Quain  in  thinking  that  the  churchwardens  for  the 
hamlet  of  March  were  in  any  sense  of  the  wordB 
churchwardens  for  the  parish  of  Doddington.  In 
the  case  of  Bex  v.  Marsh  (5  A.  &  EL  468),  it 
appeared  that  the  parish  of  Berkley  was  divided 
into  four  tithings.  Berkley  town,  Alkington,  and 
two  others,  each  of  which  maintained  its  own  poor. 
The  parish  of  Stanley  St.  Leonards  adjoined  the 
parish  of  Berkley,  and  there  was  a  dispute 
whether  the  appellant's  lands  were  situated  in  the 
township  of  Alkington,  and  so  in  the  parish  of 
Berkeley,  or  in  the  parish  of  Stanley  St.  Lieonards. 
The  Inclosure  Commissioners,  acting  under  the 
41  Geo.  3,  c.  109,  had  determined  that  the  lands 
were  in  the  parish  of  Stanley  St.  Leonards,  but 
in  order  to  make  their  determination  valid  it  was, 
by  the  3rd  section,  necessary  that  a  notice  should 
be  left  at  the  abode  "  of  one  of  the  churchwardens 
or  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  respective  parishes." 
There  was  no  overseer  of  the  poor  for  the  parish 
of  Berkley.  The  peculiar  custom  of  the  parish 
of  Berkley  was  that  the  inhabitants  of  each 
\K\\\va^  ^^^^c^XfeV^  ^locted  an  officer.  All  foor 
o^<&eT%   ^^T^    ^TiorcTi  \xL  ^:&  Oo^T^'fivKieiis   of 
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tbe  pariah,  bat  bj  onatom  eacb  performed  all 
ordinaiy  acta  withm  liia  own  tithing,  inthoiit  Aay 
interrention  by  the  other  ch  arch  wardens.  And 
tbe  qneation  for  the  court  was  whether  tbe  chnrch- 
wBxden  elected  fa^  the  inhabitiuits  of  Berkeley 
town,  and  so  sworn  in  and  admitted  as  charch- 
warden  for  the  parish  of  Berkelej',  was  a  proper 

Krson  on  whom  to  serve  the  notice  relating  to  the 
□ndarf  of  a  portion  ot  the  parish  of  Berkeley 
not  in  the  tithing  of  Berkeley  town.  The 
court  decided  that  he  was.  That  would  be  so 
anthoriW  for  saying  that,  within  tbe  meaning  of 
41  Geo.  3,  c.  109,  the  churchwardens  elected  by  the 
inbabitanta  of  Uoddington  (exclusive  of  March), 
and  sworn  in  aa  churchwardens  for  the  pariah  of 
Doddington  were  cbnrchwardens  for  tbe  whole 
parish,  but  I  cannot  see  that  it  is  anyway  estab- 
lished that  the  churchwardens  elected  by  tbe 
inhabitants  of  a  hamlet,  and  sworn  in  and  acting 
for  that  hamlet,  are  to  be  in  any  sense  considered 
as  churchwardens  for  the  parish.  But  1  thick  it 
ia  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  church- 
wardens for  the  parish  of  Doddington  were  really 
diarohwardena  for  the  whole  parish  or  not,  for 
they  were  so  called ;  and  having  attained 
that  name  by  preecription,  they  vronld  properly 
use  it  even  m  strict  pleadings:  (see  Head  v. 
Henfon,  4  T.  B.  699).  Aod  I  think  that  primd 
faeie  at  least,  the  Legislature  in  using  this 
name  mean  tbe  officers  designated  by  that  name. 
And  lam  tbe  more  inclined  to  this  construction, 
beoanso  it  would  have  been  easy  to  say  that  the 
churchwardens  for  March  rectory  should  be  elected 
according  to  tbe  custom  preTaihng  in  the  election 
oTthe  churchwardens  for  March  cbapelry  if  that 
was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  whilst  in 
order  to  put  the  meaning  on  sect,  b  that  is  con- 
tended for,  it  ia  necessary  to  interpolate  words  and 
read  instead  of  "  in  the  same  manner  as  charch- 
wardens  are  now  appointed  for  the  said  parish  of 
Doddington,"  "are  now  appointed  to  act  for  the  por- 
tions of  the  said  rer^ry  ol  Doddington,  of  which  the 
said  new  rectories  respectively  ore  composed,"  or 
some  similar  words,  for  which  I  think  we  have  no 
warrant.  1  do  not  think  that  the  6tb  section 
raises  any  difficulty.  Tbe  earlier  part  of  the  sec- 
tion is  quite  sufficient  to  moke  good  all  acts,  if 
any,  done  by  the  churchwardens  lor  tbe  hamlet  tu 
the  intorvu  between  the  creation  of  the  new 
parish  of  !Uarch  and  the  election  of  the  new 
churchwardens  fortbat  parish.  And  the  omission 
of  any  mention  of  these  cbnrchwardens  for  the 
hamlet  in  the  latter  part  of  the  section  tends  to 
atreugtben  my  conjecture  that  the  existence  of  these 
officers  was  for  the  moment  overlooked.  Nor  can 
I  aee  that  the  22nd  section  afiects  the  qaestion  in 
any  way.  X  have,  therefore,  come  to  tbe  conclusioa 
that  the  qaestion  ought  to  be  answered  in  the 
negative,  and  judgment  entered  for  the  defendant  |  ^'~ 
aoconlingly.     In  this  judgment  my  brother  Archi-  jpj 

bald  ^rees.  The  jnilgment  will,  therefore,  be 
entereafor  the  defendant. 

J»dgme»ifor  (he  defendant. 
Attorneys  for  prosecutor,  Mert^iha,  Robertt,  and 
MilU. 


BuTlttan-kt-Liiw. 

Apra  16  and  18,  1874 
HtMMOSD  V.  The  Vrstet  of  tkb  Pakiss  of 

St.  Pakckas. 
Metropolitan  ManagBmenl  Act  1855  (18  ^  19  Vict, 
e.  1-20),  II.  68,  69,  72,  S-1,  lib— Duty  of  vestry  a> 
to  cleaning  of  sewert — Diimage  earned  by  un- 
known itwer — GonslrMetitiii  of  slalutee  impoiing 
duty  upon  public  body, 
Aveetry  conelituted  under  the  Meti-opolilan  Manaae- 
meal  Ant  1855  are  bound  only  t•^  use  reaeonaiile 
eare  to  keep  the  letoeri  by  that  Act  veiled  in  Ihent 
properly  eieared,  deaneed,  and  emptied,  and  are 
not  hoand  so  to  keep  sutk  leuters  in  aU  evenli. 
By  »eet.  6tt  of  the  Metropolitan  Management  Act 
1855  the  defendants  viere  hound  frotn  time  to  f  iW 
to  repair  and  maintain  a  certain  sevier,  which 
by  being  blocked  up  caaied  damage  to  theplaintyf'* 
health  and  premues.     By  sect.  72  the  defendants 
"  thali  cause  "  Ihe  said  sewer  "  to  be  eontlructed, 
covered,  and  kept  so   as  not  to   be  injurious   to 
health,  and  lo   be  properly  cleared,  cleansed,  and 
emptied."     Bi/  sect.  82  tiie  defendants  may  inspect 
any  drain  aithin  their  parish,  and  by  sect.  125 
mav  appoint  scavengers  for  the  "  cleansing  out 
and  emptying  "  of  tuch  drains. 
The  jury  found  that  the  sewer  which  caused  Ihr 
damage   and   the  obstructii/n  thereto  were   alike 
unknovm  to  ihe  defendants,   and  that  the  ieu>er 
might  have  become  known  to  them   by  the   exer- 
cise of  reasonable  eare,  but  that  the  obitructian 
might  not. 
Held  that  the  defendants  were  not  lialle  except  in 
the  ahtence  of  reasoruihle  care,  and  that  the  find- 
ings   of    the  jary    Tiegatived     the     absence     of 
reaionoJile  eare,  and  a  nde  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants  made  absolute. 
Per  Brett,  J. —  Where  a  itaiule  imposes  a  duly  on  a 
public  body  in  any  bat  clear  and  anambiguotis 
terms,  such  a  duty  is  not  absohtte,  but  only  a  doty 
to  use  reaionahle  care. 
DscLiiUTioN  that  a  oertaiu  sewer  and  barrel  drain 
were  vested  in  tbe  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  possessed  of  premises  near  thereto,  and  the 
defendants  did  not  keep  the  said  sewer  and  barrel 
drain  properly  cleansed,  whereby  these  became 
choked   up  and   overflowed  with   foni   water  and 
other  filth,  which  flowed  into  and  over  the  premises 
of  the  plaintifi*,  wherebv  the  said  {)remises  were 
much  injured,  together  with  certain  plant,  &c., 
then  being  in  and  near  the  siud  premises,  and  tbe 
plaintiff  lost  tbe  use  and   enjoyment  of  the  same, 
and  whereby  the  plaintiff  snffered  mncb  damage 
through  loss  ot  trade,  and  whereby  the   plaintiiEE 
inch   injured  in   his   health,  and    incurred 
e  for  medicines,  &c. 
'leas  first,  not  guilty  by  Statute  25  i  26  Vict. 
c.  102,  8.  106(a);  and  secondly,  not  possessed. 
Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Bovill, 
C.J.,  and  a  special  jury  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings, 
after  Trinity  Term  1873,  wbeu  tbu  JLilloiriug  fiicts 
apponred  in  evidence:  The  plaintiff  was  a  licensed 
victualler,  carrying  on  business  at  the  Elephant 


(a)  B;  25  A  2S  Tiot.  e.  lDa,i.IOe,o[ia  numth'i  noUoa  u 
to  b«  given  before  oomniaiiaikg  an  aatlansvum^  vi*f^n- 
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and  CasUe,  No.  1,  King*B-road,  St.  Pancras.  The 
defendants  were  the  vestry  of  the  Parish  of  St. 
Pancras,  having  the  sewers  of  the  parish  vested  in 
ihem  as  snoh  vestry  by  the  18  &  19  Yiot.  c.  120 
(The  Metropolitan  Management  Act  1855).,  s.  68(a) 
The  Elepnant  and  Castle  is  situate  on  the  west 
side  of  £ang*8-road,  St.  Pancras,  just  opposite  the 
Vestry  HaO.  Adjoining  it  are  two  cottages  of 
which  the  plaintiff  was  lessee  and  which  were 
OGoapied  by  his  tenants.  The  Elephant  and  Castle 
was  entirley  drained  by  means  of  a  brick  drain 
running  through  the  yard  at  the  back  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  communicating  with  and  draining  the 
two  cottages  also.  This  brick  drain,  after  passing 
through  cne  plaintiff  *s  premises,  joins  an  18in.  bar- 
rel drain  running  under  a  building  on  the  ad|joininff 
premises  which  are  a  timber  yard.  The  outlet  ol 
this  barrel  drain  is  in  the  Kine's-road  main  sewer, 
and  the  barrel  drain  conveyed  tne  plaintiff's  sewage 
into  the  main  sewer  of  the  defendants,  so  long  as 
both  the  brick  and  the  barrel  were  in  proper 
working  order.  The  cellar  of  the  plaintiff  having 
been  discovered  to  be  flooded  with  water  and  filth 
which  he  was  unable  to  remove,  the  foreman  of 
the  flushers  of  the  vestry  was  communicated  with, 
and  after  considerable  time  spent  in  searching  for 
the  manifest  impediment  to  the  proper  working  of 
the  drains,  it  was  found  that  the  brick  drain  was 
blocked  up  at  its  junction  with  the  barrel  drain  by 
hard  solid  matter,  upon  the  removal  of  which  the 
brick  drain  began  again  to  carry  off  the  sewage  of 
the  plaintiff^s  house.    The  nuisance  was  conse- 

(a)  By  18  &  19  '^^ot.  o.  120,  b.  68,  "  All  sewers  vested 
in  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of  Sewers  which  are 
situate  *'  in  the  pariah  of  St.  FanoraB,  "  with  the  walle, 
grates,  works  ana  things  thereonto  appertaining,  and  the 
materiiEds  thereof  with  all  rights  of  way  and  passage  used 
and  enjoyed  by  such  Commissioners  over  or  to  anch 
sewers,  works  and  things,  and  all  other  rights  conoeming 
or  incident  to  such  aewers.  worka  or  thinga,  ahall  become 
veated  in  the  veat^  **  of  tnat  pariah.  For  the  rights  of 
way,  Ac,  of  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of  Sewers 
see  11  A  12  Yiot.  c.  112,  aa.  17;  48,  49,  and  50.  It  will  be 
aeen  from  theariramenta  and  judgments  that  the  material 
seotiona  of  t^e  MetropoUtan  Management  Act  1855  (in 
addition  to  a.  68)  were  ss.  69,  72,  82  A 125. 

B}[  sect.  69.  "  The  vestry  .  .  .  ahall  from  time  to  time 
repair  and  maintain  the  aewera  nnder  the  Act  veated  in 
them :  .  .  .  and  ahall  oaoae  to  be  made, repaired,  and  main- 
tainea  anch  aewera  and  works,  or  snoh  diveraiona  or 
alterationa  of  aewera  and  worke,  aa  may  be  neoeaaary  for 
effectoally  draining  their  pariah  ..." 

By  aeot.  72.  '*  Every  veatry  ahall  oanse  the  sewers 
vested  in  them  to  be  conatmoted,  covered  and  kept  so 
aa  not  to  be  a  naiaanoe  or  injnrioua  to  health,  and  to  be 
properly  cleared,  oleanaed,  and  emptied^  and  for  the 
purpoae  of  clearing,  oleanaing,  and  emptying  tiie  aame, 
they  may  oonstmot  the  place  either  above  or  under 
ground,  anch  reservoirs,  alnicea,  enginea,  and  other 
worka  aa  may  be  neoeaaary. 

By  aect.  £^.  *'  It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  auoh  vestry 
or  for  their  anrveyor  or  inspector,  or  anch  other  person 
as  they  may  appoint,  to  inspect  any  drain  within  the 
parish  of  snoh  veatry,  and  for  that  purpoae,  at  all 
reaaonable  timea  in  the  day  time,  after  twenty-four  hours' 
notice  in  writing  has  been  given  to  the  occupier  of  the 
preoiiaes  to  which  such  drain  ia  attached,  or  left  upon  the 
premises,  or  in  case  of  emergency  without  notice,  to 
enter,  by  themselvea  or  their  aurveyor  or  inapector  and 
workmen,  upon  any  premises,  and  cause  the  ground  to 
be  opened  in  any  place  they  think  fit,  doing  aa  little 
damage  aa  may  be.** 

By  aect.  125.  '*  It  ahall  be  lawful  for  erery  veatry, 
and  they  are  hereby  required  to  employ  and  appoint  a 
aufficient  number  of  persona,  or  to  contract  with  any 
company  or  persons,  ...  for  the  cleansing  out  and 
emptying  of  sewers  and  drains,  in  or  under  houses 
or  plaoeM  within  their  pariah  .  .  .'* 


quently  abated,  but  not  before  the  plaintiff's  heaHfa 
and  premises  had  suffered  considerable  damage. 
Interrogatories  administered  to  the  chief  sorvejor 
of  the  defendants  had  disclosed  that  the  fluaher  of 
the  vestry  "  found  the  cause  of  tiie  flooding  of  the 
plaintiff's  premises  to  be  the  stoppage  of  a  hrkk 
drain  of  the  plaintiff's,  and  not  d  a  oontiffuoos 
sewer  at  its  junction  with  the  said  brick  Snan; 
that  the  barrel  drain  was  found  to  be  a  common 
sewer,  although  it  was  not  known  to  be  such  before 
that  time ;  that  both  the  briok  drain  and  the  barrel 
drain  wore  buried  out  of  sight,  and  until  the  stop- 
page, the  defendants  had  no  means  of  aacertaining 
their  existence ;  and  that  the  defendants  had  not  at 
any  previous  time  cleansed,  flushed,  or  in  any  way 
interfered  with  either  of  the  drains. 

In  answer  to  five  several  questions  pot  to  them 
by  the  learned  judge,  who  had  ruled  that  both  the 
briok  and  the  barrel  drain  were  sewers  withm  the 
meaning  of  the  Act,  the  jury  found :  (1)  that  the 
bnck  drain,  and  not  the  barrel  drain,  was  stopped 
up,  and  so  occasioned  the  damage ;  (2)  that  the 
vestry  did  not  know  of  the  existence  of  the  brick 
drain ;  (3)  that  the  existence  of  the  brick  drain 
might  have  been  known  by  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able care  and  inquiry ;  (4)  that  the  obstruction  was 
not  known  before  the  mischief  occurred ;  and  (5) 
that  it  could  not  have  been  known  by  reasonable 
care  that  the  obstraction  existed. 

A  verdict  then  passed  for  the  plaintiff  with  50L 
damages.  A  rule  was  afVerwaras  obtained,  pur- 
suant to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,  to  set  aside 
this  verdict  and  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
or  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground  that  on  the  evidence 
given  at  the  trial,  and  on  the  finding  of  the  jarv, 
no  liability  attached  to  the  defendants.  The  nue 
was  also  to  arrest  judgment  on  the  ground  that  no 
cause  of  action  was  stated  in  the  declaration,  and 
that  no  negligence  was  therein  alleged. 

PoweUt  Q.G.  for  the  plaintiff,  now  showed  cause. 
— ^The  sewer  which  caused  the  damage  complained 
of  is  one  of  the  sewers  vested  in  the  defendants 
by  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  s.  68.  By  sect.  69  they  are 
to  repair  all  sewers  vested  in  them,  by  sect.  72 
they  are  to  cause  such  sewers  to  be  kept  property 
cleansed  and  emptied,  and  by  sect.  125  they 
may  appoint  scavengers  for  the  "  cleansing  and 
emptying  out  of  sewers  and  drains."  The  emct  of 
these  sections  is  to  impose  an  absolute  liability 
upon  the  defendants.  [Denman,  J.  (after  reading 
all  the  questions  put  to  the  jury,  and  the  answers 
thereto) — All  that  the  jury  nnd  is  that  thej 
might  have  known  of  the  brick  drain.  Brxtt,  J. 
— That  is  equivalent  to  a  finding  that  they  did 
know,  if  the  statute  imposes  an  absolute  datj. 
Is  it  contended  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  drains 
being  out  of  order  makes  the  vestry  liable  ?]  It 
is  so  contended.  The  vestry  are  oha]^f|;ed  with  s 
trust,  and  they  have  taken  no  trouble  to  execute  it 
properly.  It  became  a  part  of  their  duty  to 
ascertain  the  state  of  the  orainage.  [Brstt,  J.— 
When  you  say  duty,  do  you  not  mean  a  duty  to 
take  reasonable  care  P  Denman,  J. — Under  whidi 
sections  does  an  absolute  duty  arise  P]  Under 
sects.  69  and  72.  [Brett,  J. — ^The  vestry  sure  not 
paid.]  But  they  are  not  personally  liable;  they 
would  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  rates.  They 
have  neglected  a  statutory  duty.  In  Meeh  v. 
Whiteckapel  Board  of  Worht  (1  F  A  F.  144). 
a  case  under  this  very  statate,  an  actioQ 
was  brought  for  not  keeping  a  sewer  oleanBed, 
and  Wilde,    B.,   said,   that   a   defiance   of  ooo- 
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tributory  negligence  would  be  of  no  avail,  and 
looking  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  coald  hardly 
be  sustained.  **  The  Board  had  powers,"  he  said, 
"to  enforce  the  removal  of  any  refuse  however 
caused ;  and  the  very  breach  of  duty  charged  was 
not  acting  on  those  powers."  [Beett,  J. — Have 
you  no  cases  before  tne  court  itself  P]  Wilson  v. 
Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Halifax  (L.  Rep.  3  Ex. 
114 ;  17  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  660)  will  be  cited  on  the 
other  side,  but  that  case  is  distintruishable,  arising 
as  it  did  under  sect.  68  of  11  £^  12  Vict.,  c.  63, 
which  gave  a  discretionary  power  to  the  de- 
fendants in  that  case,  whereas  here  the  words  of 
sect.  72,  are  "  shall  cause."  [Denman,  J.  — 
Whether  a  sewer  be  injurious  to  health  is  a  matter 
of  opinion.  In  WiUon^s  case,  Kelly,  C.B.,  said, 
"  Should  a  case  arise  in  which  the  question  shall 
be  whether  sect.  68  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848 
imposes  upon  the  local  authority  the  liability  to 
be  sued  for  damages,  we  should  pause  before  we 
could  hold  that,  in  addition  to  the  well-established 
remedy  by  indictment  every  individual  would  have 
a  right  of  action."  Brett,  J.,  referred  to  White- 
house  V.  Birmingham  Canal  Co.  (27  L.  J.  25,  Ex. ; 
30  L.  T.  Rep.  105,  150.)]  Wkitehouse's  case  is 
distinguishable ;  the  defendants  there  were  doing 
the  work  imposed  upon  them;  the  defendants 
here  did  nothing.  [Denman,  J. — Is  it  not  im- 
plied that  with  such  secret  things  as  drains,  there 
must  be  notice  of  the  existence  before  a  liability 
can  arise?  Brett,  J.— The  declaration  is  launched 
upon  the  basis  of  an  absolute  duty.  The  case  of 
Meek  v.  Whitechapel  Board  of  Works  {uhi  sup.), 
seems  to  support  your  view,  but  Brown  v.  bar- 
gerU  (1  F.  &  F.  112),  may  perhaps  point  the  other 
way.] 

bir  H.  James,  Q.C.  (Beasley  with  him),  for  the 
defendants,  supported  the  rule. — The  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff,  who  is  bound  by  the 
findings  of  the  jury,  who  have  distinguished 
between  the  brick  and  the  barrel  drain.  Of  the 
brick  drain  the  defendants  never  had  any  notice, 
as  it  did  not  appear  upon  the  plan  handed  to  them 
when  they  took  the  sewers  over  from  the  Metro- 
politan Comissioners  of  Sewers.  [Brett,  J. — Did 
not  the  third  finding  of  the  jury  mean  this — that 
by  looking  at  the  plan,  the  vestry  would  have  seen 
that  the  plaintiff's  house  was  either  without  a  drain, 
or  was  drained  by  a  drain  which  ran  into  the 
barrel  drain  P]  The  defendants  would  have  seen 
trespassers  if  they  had  searched  the  plaintiff's  pre- 
mises for  drains.  Where  they  know  of  a  drain 
they  may  inspect  it  under  s.  82,  but  that  is  very 
different  from  searching  for  one  which  they  do  not 
know  of.  If  thcv  had  ^one  to  the  premises  and 
made  enquiry,  the  plaintiff  might  have  refused 
either  lo  answer,  or  to  allow  inspection.  It  is 
admitted  that  no  human  foresight  could  have  dis- 
covered the  obstruction,  and  as  for  the  word 
*'  maintain  "  in  s.  69,  that  can  never  mean  that  the 
vestry  are  to  ensure  the  removal  of  all  obstructions. 
[Brett,  J. — Supposing  that  the  plaintiff  had  known 
of  the  obstruction,  was  he  bound  to  give  notice 
of  it  to  the  defendants?]  It  is  conceived  so, 
at  least  if  he  knew  that  the  defendants  could 
not  know  of  it.  [Denman,  J. — It  is  a  strong 
point  for  the  defendants  that  the  legislature  could 
not  have  intended  the  smelling  every  day  at  a 
man's  drains.  Brett,  J. — If  you  read  *'  shall  Keep  " 
in  8.  72,  as  *'  shall  use  care  to  keep  "  do  yon  not 
alter  the  meanine  of  words?]  In  Com.  Dig. 
(Action  8ur  ecue  B.)  it  is  said  that  an  action  on  the 

Mag.  Cas.— Vol.  VIII. 


case  does  not  He  where  a  man  has  not  sufficient 
notice  of  his  duty.  There  is  no  mens  rea  here ;  an 
indictment  would  not  have  lain.  Sect.  82  pre- 
supposes a  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  a  dndn. 
[Brett,  J. — That  section  is  against  you :  could  not 
the  defendants  have  gone  on  the  premises  of  the 
plaintiff  under  that  section  ?]  it  is  conceived 
not.  They  could  only  have  gone  there  for  the 
purpose  of  inspecting  a  known  drain.  They  also 
cited 

Readhead  v.  Midland  Railwa/y  Company,  L.  Bep. 

4  Q.  B.  879 ;  38  L.  J.  169,  Q.  B. ;  20  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.  S.  628 ; 
Mersey  Dodcs  Tmstees  y.  Oibhs,  35  L.  J.  126,  Ex. ; 

L.  Bep.  1  £.  A  1.  App.  93 ;  14  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  677 ; 
Sutton  y.  Clarke,  6  Taunt,  29. 

and  distinguishing 

Brovm  v.  Sargent  {uhi  sup.) ; 

Meek  y.  Whitechapel  Board  of  Works  {ubi  sup.) ; 
and 

Whitehoiue  y.  Fellowes.dO  L.  J.  305,  C.  P. ;  4  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  177 ;  12  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  765. 

on  the  ground  that  in  all  these  latter  cases  the 
defendants  had  been  guilty  of  negligence,  con- 
tended that  to  impose  upon  the  vestry  the  duty  to 
keep  the  sewers  clear  in  all  events  would  be  like 
imposing  upon  a  blind  man  the  duty  to  read  and 
write. 

Cur,  adv,  vtdt. 

Brett,  J. — This  was  an  action  against  a  vestry 
brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages  for  an 
injury  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  water  flow- 
ing into  his  cellar  from  a  certain  drain,  and  the 
plaintiff  sought  to  maintain  his  action  upon  the 
authority  of  s.  72  of  the  Metropolitan  Manage- 
ment Act  1855  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120),  by  which 
section  the  vestry  "  shall  cause  the  sewers  vested 
in  them  to  be  properly  cleared,  cleansed,  and 
emptied."  It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that 
this  section  imposed  an  absolute  duty  to  keep  the 
sewers  clear,  cleansed,  and  emptied,  and  that  by 
reason  of  the  sewers  not  having  been  so  kept, 
water  overflowed  into  his  cellar  causing  damage 
for  which  the  defendants  are  to  be  held  responsible. 
It  was  contended  for  the  defendants  that  the 
section  does  not  impose  upon  them  an  absolute 
duty  to  keep  the  sewers  clear,  cleansed,  and  emptied 
in  all  events,  but  only  a  duty  to  use  reasonable 
care  and  skill  to  keep  them  clear,  cleansed,  and 
emptied,  so  that  if  defendants  have  done  all  which 
reasonable  men  should  have  done,  they  are  not  to 
be  held  liable.  At  the  trial  a  verdict  passed  for 
the  plaintiff,  but  leave  was  reserved  to  the  defend- 
ants to  move  to  set  this  verdict  aside  and  enter  a 
verdict  for  them,  if  upon  the  facts  and  findings  of  the 
jury  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  verdict 
should  be  so  entered.  A  motion  was  made  accord- 
ingly, and  also  in  arrest  of  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  the  declaration  disclosed  no  cause  of  action. 
Now,  the  findings  of  the  jury  were  that  the  vestry 
did  not  know  of  the  existence  of  the  brick  drain 
which  caused  the  damage,  that  the  existence  of  it 
might  have  been  known  by  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able care,  that  the  vestry  did  not  know  of  the 
obstruction  which  caused  the  damage,  and  could 
not  have  known  of  it  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care.  I  think  that  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  the 
brick  drain  not  being  known  to  the  defendants 
cannot  absolve  them,  because  the  jury  have  found 
that  they  might  have  known  of  the  existence  of 
that  drain  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care.  The 
case  must  stand  as  if  they  had  actually  kno?m  of 
the  existence  of  the  brick  drain.    I  think  alao  tha^ 
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upon  the  facts  and  findings  it  mast  be  taken  that 
the  brick  drain  was  a  sewer,  for  the  reason  that 
it  drained  more  than  one  house ;  and  farther,  that 
the  injary  complained  of  was  occasioned  by  this 
sewer  not  having  been  kept  clear.  Now  if  s.  72 
throws  an  absoTate  duty  on  the  defendants,  t.6., 
the  obligation  of  a  gaarantee  that  the  sewers  shall 
be  kept  clear,  cleansed,  and  emptied,  it  follows  that 
if  injary  occurs  by  reason  of  their  not  having  been 
so  kept,  the  defendants  are  liable  in  law  for  the 
consequences  of  that  injary.  The  question  there- 
fore for  the  court  to  decide  is  simply  this,  what  is 
the  meaning  of  s.  72  of  the  Metropolitan  Manage- 
ment Act.  18t55P  The  answer  to  this  question 
will  decide  both  points,  both  the  nonsuit  and  the 
arrest  of  j  udgment.  For  as  the  declaration  charges 
no  negligence,  no  liability  at^aches  at  all,  unless  it 
attaches  under  the  Act.  JN  ow  upon  a  careful  review 
of  the  words  of  this  section,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they 
are  capable  of  either  meaning,  that  is  that  they 
may  be  construed  as  imposing  an  absolute  duty, 
or  they  may  be  construed  as  imposing  a  duty  to 
manage  with  reasonable  care  and  skill.  In  such  a 
case  what  is  the  proper  rule  of  interpretation  P 
Now  the  defendants  are  a  public  body,  and  I  think 
that  the  duty  imposed  upon  with  regard  to  this 
matter  was  not  the  absolute  duty,  but  merely  the 
daty  to  use  all  reasonable  care  to  ascertain  whether 
there  was  an  obstruction  or  not.  We  must 
take  it  that  there  was  in  point  of  fiMSt  an 
obstruction.  The  finding  of  the  jary  assumes 
this,  otherwise  it  would  be  inconsistent.  But 
the  jury  have  also  found  not  only  that  this 
obstrnction  was  not  known  to  the  defendants, 
but  also  that  it  could  not  have  been  known  to 
them.  Now  I  think  that  it  is  contrary  to  all 
ideas  of  natural  justice  that  the  Legislature 
should  impose  upon  persons  in  the  position  of  the 
defendants  an  absolute  duty  to  avoid  an  injary 
which  they  by  no  skill  on  tneir  part  could  have 
avoided.  It  may  have  been  so  intended  by  the 
Legislature ;  but  if  it  was,  the  intention  should 
have  been  expressed  in  the  clearest  possible  terms. 
In  construing  all  statutes  regard  must  be  had  to 
their  subject  matter.  Where  the  conduct  of  in- 
dividuals is  complained  of  no  legal  liability 
attaches  unless  tnose  individuals  have  been 
wanting  in  proper  conduct.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  duty  imposed  upon  these  defendants  was 
a  duty  to  keep  the  sewers  clear  when  by  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  skill  they  might 
have  kept  them  clear,  and  that  the  defendants 
are  not  liable  unless  they  can  be  proved  not  to 
have  exercised  such  reasonable  care  and  skill. 
The  want  of  skill  is  negatived  by  the  jury,  and 
consequeotly  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute 
on  both  points.  There  is  no  doubt  one  authority 
of  very  great  weight  which  is  at  any  rate 
seemingly  in  conflict  vrith  our  present  decision — 
I  mean  the  ruling  of  Lord  Penzance  in  Meek  v. 
Whitechapel  Board  of  Works  (ubi  sup,).  I  have 
some  doubt  whether  that  ruling  is  not  after  all 
consistent  with  our  decision.  I  have  some  doubt 
whether  Lord  Penzance  did  not  mean  to  leave  a 
question  of  negligence  to  the  jury  in  that  ca8e.(a) 
If  that  be  so,  there  is  no  inconsistency.  But  if  that 
be  not  so,  I  can  only  say,  with  all  respect  for  the 


(a)  Theqnestion  left  to  the  jury  in  Meek*  a  ease  

tmiB  : — '*  Was  the  overflow  oaased  by  the  negleot  of  the 
defendaDta  in  not  oansing  the  sewers  to  be  kept  oleuised, 
or  bv  a  storm  so  sadden  that  no  reasonable  oare  could 
ptoTid0  Mgidnat  it  ?" 


most  clear-headed  of  judges  in  my  memory,  tint 
I  must  decline  to  follow  ms  ridings  by  wbidh  this 
court  is  not  bound. 

Denican,  J. — 1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  So  fur 
as  I  can  see,  oar  decision  is  not  inconsistent  with 
the  ruling  of  Lord  Pencanoe  in  Meek  t.  WkUe- 
chapel  Board  of  Works  {M  fup.).  Looking  at 
the  very  sketchy  charaotor  of  the  repoit  of  that 
case,  it  might  be  found  that  the  question  of  negli- 
gence was  in  efiect  left  to  and  oonsidered  by  the 
jury.  However  that  may  be,  this  case  turns  upon 
upon  the  oonstmction  ol  sect.  72  of  the  Metro- 
politan Management  Act  1855.  At  first  sight, 
mdeed,  the  words  of  sect.  72  seem  positive,  and 
it  might  plausibly  be  contended  that  upon 
an  injury  nappening  through  those  words  not 
being  compliea  with,  an  action  would  lie  ipso 
facto.  But  on  looking  more  closely  at  the  section 
itself,  I  find  the  woras  '*  and  for  the  purpose  of 
clearing,  cleansing,  and  emptying  the  same  '*  (the 
sewers)  "they"  (the  vestry)  "mayconstmct  and  place 
either  above  or  underground  such  reservoirs  and 
other  works  as  maybe  necessary."  I  think  that  these 
words  contemplate  works  causing  much  expoise 
and  delay,  and  that  the  use  of  these  words  miows 
that  the  section  does  not  impose  an  absolute  liabi- 
lity such  as  that  contended  for  on  the  part  of  Uie 
plaintiff,  but  is  rather  one  of  the  many  enabling 
clauses  clothing  the  vestry  with  the  powers  whioa 
it  was  intended  to  clothe  it  with  for  the  public 
benefit.  Now,  I  find  in  the  evidenoe,  althouffh  we 
did  not  go  into  the  evidence,  that  one  prmiable 
cause  of  the  injury  complained  of  was  the  exist- 
ence of  rats.  It  is  quite  possible  that  dama^  so 
caused  might  go  on  a  long  tii^ie  in  tbe  drain  itself 
without  showing  itself  on  the  outside.  Tlie  jur 
have  found  that  the  obstruction,  however  caose^ 
could  not  have  been  known  to  the  defendants. 
There  is  therefore  an  ample  finding  of  no  negh- 
genoe.  These  being  the  circumstances,  was  there 
an  absolute  liability  P  I  apprehend  not.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  section  72  is  merely  one  of  miny 
enabling  clauses,  and  that  this  rule  must  be  nude 
absolute. 

Bule  ahsdiUe. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  /  L.  Matthews. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendan   >?,  C^inliffe  and  Beau- 
mont. 


Apra  17  and  18. 1874. 
Stowe  v.  Jolmffs. 

Election  petition— BaUot  Act  1872,  rtdes  29,  36,  37, 
88,  40,  41,  42 — Avplieation  to  inepect  marked 
register,  rejected  hatlot  papets,  and  counterfmU— 
Sealing  up  of  marked  register  with  eounterfoiU 
— Order  to  produce  marked  register  for  inepedum 
— What  is  insufficient  case  for  inspection  of  re- 
jected  haUot  papers  and  counterfoiU — Jfeotiiii^  qf 
"  required  for  the  ptirposes  of  a  petition "  in 
rule  40. 

By  rule  29  of  the  BaUot  Ad  1872,  the  presidjmg 
officer  of  each  poUing  station  is  to  '*  make  up  into 
separate  packets  {itUer  alia)  the  marked  copies  uf 
the  register  of  voters,  and  ike  counterfoils  of  ths 
ballot  papers."  By  rule  41  **no  pereon  shaM, 
except  oy  order  of  any  iribu  lal  having  oognuumes 
of  petitions,  open  the  sealed  packet  of  ooymUrfoiU 
after  the  same  has  been  once  sealed  up."  Bfffyds 
42  all  documents  forwarded  by  a  reiummg  c|Se«r 
in  pursuance  of  the  Act  to  the  derk  qf  tike  drnm 
in  Chancery,  i^herthanbaUatpaper9 
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/ot29,  shaU  he  open  to  public  inepectiont  and  hy 
rule  38,  "  m-arhed  eopiea  of  registers  "  are  named 
among  the  doouinente  to  he  forwoA'ded  hy  the 
returning  officer  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Oroum  in 
Chancery,  The  returning  officer  for  the  borough 
of  PeteraMdhad  included  the  marked  register  in 
one  package' wiih  the  documents  fo^*wa/rded  hy 
him  under  rule  88,  and  the  Clerk  of  the  Croum  in 
Chancery  declined  to  open  the  said  package  in 
order  to  aUow  the  inspection  of  the  marleed  re- 
gister  on  behalf  of  an  election  petitioner  ; 
Ordered^  per  Brett,  Qrove,  and  Denman,  J  J,,  thai 
{he  Clerk  of  the  Crown  be  at  liberty  to  open 
**  the  sealed  packet  alleged  to  contain  Uie  marteed 
register"  and  to  permit  the  petitioner  and  re- 
spondent  or  their  agents  to  inspect  and  copy  it, 
upon  condition  that  inepedion  oe  net  allowed  of 
any  other  papers. 
Per  Brett,  J. — The  meaning  of  rule  29  is  that  the 
marked  register  and  the  counterfoils  should  be 
sealed  up  separately. 
By  rule  40  no  person  may  inspect  rejected  ballot 
papers  in  the  c%uitody  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Croum  in 
Chancery,  except  upon  an  order  to  be  granted  hy 
a  Superior  Court  "  on  being  satisfied  by  evidence 
(hat  the  inepection  is  *'  required  for  the  purpose 
ofanetition" 
The  affidavit  of  the  aitomey  for  the  petitioner  stated 
that  an  inspection  of  the  rejected  ballot  papers 
and  counterfoils  was  in  his  belief  necessary  for 
the  due  conduct  of  the  petitioner's  case,  and  would 
probably  save  expense  hy  ascertaining  accwratelAf 
who  had  voted,  hut  did  not  state  the  names  of  any 
person  as  to  whom  the  informalion  was  desired. 
The  number  of  the  names  on  the  register  was 
896. 
Held  per  Qrove  and  Denman,  J  J.,  thai  inspection 
of  rejected  ballot  papers  and  counterfoils  OiAght 
not  to  be  granted  without  a  strong  case,  and  that 
thepetitioner  had  not  made  out  such  a  case. 
Per  Denman,  J, — *^ Required**  in  rule  40  means 

reasonably  requisite,  not  merely  asked  for. 
Per  Brett,  J. — Inspection  under  (he   Ballot    Act 
ought  to  be  granted  on  the  same  principles  as  it  is 
granted  in  ordinary  litigation,  regard  being  had 
to  the  maint^ttance  of  secrecy,  and  the  petitioner 
ou^ht  to  be  allowed  to  inspect  the  hacks  of  the 
r^ected  ballot  papers,  and  the  counterfoils  corrS' 
spondina  thereto,  upon  condition  tiuU  those  docu" 
ments  should  not  Leave  the  hands  of  the  derk  of 
the  Crown  in  Chancery. 
This  was  a  rale  obtained  on  Wednesday,  the  15th 
April,  being  the  first  day  of  Easter  Term,  call- 
ing upon  the  respondent  in  the  Petersfield  election 
petition  to  show  cause  peremptorily,  on  the  Friday 
then  next,  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not 
issue  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery, 
directing  him  to  exhibit  to  the  petitioner  or  his 
attorney  the    marked  register  of  voters  at  the 
Petersfield  borough  election,  the  counterfoils  of 
the  ballot  papers,  and  the  rejected  ballot  pap>ers, 
subject  to  such  conditions  as   the  court  might 
think   expedient.    It  will  be  seen  from  the  argu- 
ment, and  from  the  form  of  the  order  eventually 
made,  that  the  question  became  one  not  of  manda' 
mus,  but  of  an  order  for  inspection  of  documents 
under  the  Ballot  Act  1872,  rules  40,  41,  42. 

The  petition  stikted  that  the  Petersfield  election 
was  held  on  30th  Jan.  1874,  when  the  Hon.  S.  H. 
Jolliffe  and  W.  Nicholson,  Esq.,  were  candi- 
dates, and  that  the  poll  haying  been  taken  on  the 
3rd   Feb.  Mr.  Jolliffe  was  retomed;    that  the 


said  return  was  void  on  the  grounds  of  bribery, 
treating,  undue  influence,  and  corrupt  practices 
by  Mr.  Jolliffe  or  his  agents ;  and  further,  that 
many  persons  had  voted  and  were  reckoned  upon 
the  poll  for  Mr.  Jolliffe,  whose  votes  were  void  and 
ought  to  be  struck  off  the  poll,  on  the  grounds  of 
corrupt  practices,  legal  incapacities  to  vote,  per- 
sonation, and  having  Deen  improperly  placed  upon 
the  register ;  and  finally,  that  Mr.  Jolliffe  *'  obtained 
an  apparent  and  a  colourable  majority  over  the 
said  W.  Nicholson,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fiu;t 
the  said  W.  Nicholson  had  a  majority  of  legal  votes 
of  the  electors  of  the  said  borough,  who  voted  at 
the  said  election,  and  who  were  at  the  time  thereof 
duly  qualified  by  law  to  vote,  and  was  duly  elected 
as  a  member  to  serve  in  Parliament  for  the  said 
borough  of  Petersfield,  and  ought  to  have  been 
returned  as  such  member." 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  was,  *'  that  it  may  be 
determmed  that  the  said  S.  H.  Jolliffe  was  not 
duly  elected  or  returned,  and  that  his  election  and 
return  were  wholly  null  and  void,  and  that  the  said 
W.  Nicholson  had  a  minority  of  legal  votes  over  the 
said  S.  H.  Jolliffe,  and  was  duly  elected  at  such 
election,  and  oueht  to  have  been  returned." 

From  the  affioftvit  of  the  attorney  for  the  peti- 
tioner it  appeared  that  on  the  17th  March  1874  a 
summons  was  served  on  the  respondent,  calling 
upon  him  **  to  show  cause  why  the  petitioner,  his 
attorney,  or  agent,  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  in- 
spect the  ballot  papers  and  counterfoils  in  the 
custody  of  the  Clent  of  tbe  Cro?m  in  Chancery,  rela- 
ting to  the  last  election  for  Petersfield,  pursuant  to 
rules  40  <fe  41  of  the  Ballot  Act  1872;  (a)  that  the 

(a)  In  addition  to  rales  40  and  41,  roles  29, 36,  87, 38, 
and  42,  will  be  found  referred  to  in  the  arguments  and 
indgments.  The  material  parts  of  these  rales  now  fol- 
low in  their  order  :^ 

Bole  29.  The  presiding  offioer  of  each  station  .  .  . 
shall  .  .  .  make  np  into  separate  packets  sealed  with 
his  own  seal  and  the  seals  of  snoh  agents  of  the  candi- 
dates as  desire  to  affix  their  seals  :— 

(1)  Each  ballot  box  in  use  at  his  station  unopened, 
bnt  with  the  key  attached  ;  and 

(2)  The  nnnsed  and  spoilt  ballot  papers  placed  to- 
gether;  and 

(3)  The  tendered  ballot  papers ;  and 

(4)  The  marked  copies  of  the  register  of  voters,  and 
the  cotrnterfoiU  of  the  boLloUpavers ;  and 

(5)  The  tendered  votes  list,  and  the  list  of  votes 
marked  by  the  presiding  offioer,  and  a  statement 
of  the  nnmber  of  the  voters  whose  votes  are^so 
marked  by  the  presiding  officer  under  the  heads 
"  physical  incapacity,"  ^*  Jews,"  and  **  nnable  to 
read/'  and  the  (ieclarations  of  inability  to  read  ; 
and  shall  deUver  snch  packet  to  the  returning 
offioer. 

Bole  36.  The  retorning  officer  shall  indorse  *'  rejected ' ' 
on  any  ballot  paper  which  he  mav  reject  as  inTaiid,  and 
shall  add  to  the  indorsement  **  rejection  objected  to  "  if 
an  objection  be  in  fact  made  by  any  agent  to  his  decision. 
The  retarning  offioer  shall  report  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  in  Chancery  the  number  of  ballot  papers  rejected 
and  not  counted  by  him  under  the  several  heads  of — 

(1)  Want  of  official  mark  ; 

(2)  Voting  for  more  candidates  than  entitled  to ; 

(3)  Writing  or  mark  by  which  voter  could  be  identi- 
fied; 

(4)  Unmarked  or  void  for  uncertainty ; 

and  shall  on  request  allow  any  agents  of  the  candidates, 
before  such  report  is  sent,  to  copy  it. 

Rule  37.  Upon  the  completion  of  the  counting,  the 
returning  offioer  shall  seal  up  in  separate  packets  the 
counted  and  rejected  ballot  papers.  He  shaU  not  open 
the  sealed  packet  of  tendered  biillot  papers  or  marked 
copy  of  the  register  of  voters  and  oounterfoils,  but  shall 
proceed,  in  the  presence  of  the  agents  of  the  candidates, 
to  verify  the  baUet  paper  aooount  gifen  by  each  presidmc 
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said  application  was  heard  by  Cockbam,  C.J.,  and 
Crove,  J.,  sitting  together  at  chambers  (a)  on  the 
9th  April,  and  was  opposed  by  the  respondent, 
both  tne  petitioner  and  the  respondent  being 
representea  by  counsel ;  that  in  support  of  the 
said  application  an  affidavit  of  the  aeponent  was 
read,  in  which,  after  stating  the  material  allegptions 
of  the  petition,  the  said  attorney  of  the  petitioner 
deposea  that,  "in  his  judgment  and  belief  it  was 
requisite  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  petition,  and 
for  enabling  him  duly  to  prepare  the  case  of  the 
petitioner  "  that  the  deponent  "  as  his  attorney  or 
agent,  should  be  allowed  to  inspect,  and  should 
inspect  the  rejected  ballot  papers,  the  counted 
ballot  papers,  and  the  counterfoils  of  ballot  papers, 
in  the  custody  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Cro?m  in  Chan- 
cery." The  affidavit  then  proceeded  as  follows  : — 
4.  My  reason  for  desiring  an  inspeotion  of  the  ballot 

officer,  by  comparing  it  with  the  number  of  ballot  papers 
recorded  by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  the  nnnsed  and  spoilt 
ballot  papers  in  his  possession  and  the  tendered  votes 
Ust,  ana  shall  reseal  each  sealed  packet  after  examination. 
The  returning  officer  shall  report  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  in  Chancery  the  resolt  of  snch  verification,  and 
shall,  on  request,  allow  any  agents  of  the  candidates,  be- 
fore such  report  is  sent,  to  copy  it. 

Bnle  38.  Lastly,  the  returning  officer  shall  forward  to 
the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  ...  all  the  packets 
of  ballot  papers  in  his  possession,  together  with  the  said 
reports,  the  ballot  paper  accounts^  tendered  votes  lists, 
lists  of  votes  marked  by  the  presiding  officer,  statements 
relating  thereto,  decUurations  of  inabili^  to  readj  and 
packets  of  counterfoils,  and  marked  copies  of  registers 
sent  by  each  presiding  officer,  indorsing  on  each  packet 
a  description  of  its  contents.  ... 

Rule  40.  No  person  shall  be  allowed  to  inspect  any  re- 
jected ballot  papers  in  the  custodv  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  in  Chancery,  except  under  the  order  of  the  House 
of  Commons,  or  under  the  order  of  one  Her  Majesiy's 
Superior  Courts,  to  be  granted  by  such  court  on  being 
satisfied  by  evidence  on  oath  that  the  inspection  or  pro- 
duction of  such  ballot  papers  is  required  for  the  purpose 
of  instituting  or  maintaining  a  prosecution  for  an  oflfenoe 
in  relation  to  ballot  papers,  or  for  the  purpose  of  a 
petition  questioning  an  election  or  return ;  and  any  such 
order  for  the  inspeotion  or  production  of  ballot  papers 
may  be  made  subject  to  sucn  conditions  as  to  persons, 
time,  place,  and  mode  of  inspection  or  production  as  the 
house  or  court  making  the  same  may  think  expedient, 
and  shall  be  obeyed  b^  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in 
Chancery.  Any  power  given  to  a  court  by  this  rule  may 
be  exercised  by  any  judge  of  such  court  at  chambers. 

Rule  41.  No  person  shall,  except  by  order  of  the  House 
of  Commons  or  any  tribunal  haring  cognizance  of  peti- 
tions complaining  of  undue  returns  or  undue  elections, 
open  the  sealed  packet  of  counterfoils  after  the  same  has 
been  once  sealed  up,  or  be  allowed  to  inspect  any  counted 
ballot  papers  in  the  custody  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
in  Chancery  ;  snoh  order  may  be  made  subject  to  such 
conditions  as  to  persons,  time,  place,  and  mode  of  open- 
ing or  inspection  as  the  house  or  tribunal  makiog  the 
order  may  think  expedient ;  provided  that  on  making 
and  carrying  into  effect  any  such  order,  care  shall  be 
taken  that  the  mode  in  which  any  particular  elector  has 
voted  shall  not  be  discovered  until  he  has  been  proved 
to  have  voted,  and  his  vote  has  been  declared  by  a  com- 
petent court  to  be  invalid. 

Rule  42.  All  documents  forwarded  by  a  returning 
officer  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  to  the  ClerK  of  the  Crown 
in  Chancery,  other  than  ballot  papers  and  counterfoils, 
shall  be  onen  to  public  inspection  at  such  time  and  under 
such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Clerk  of 
the  Crovm  in  Chancery,  with  the  consent  of  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Commons  ;  and  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
shall  supply  copies  of  or  extracts  from  the  said  documents 
to  any  persons  demanding  the  same,  on  payment  of  such 
fees  and  subject  to  snoh  regulations  as  may  be  sanctioned 
by  the  Treasury. 

(a)  The  application  was  made  to  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  in 
the  first  instance,  who  had  specially  requested  the  assist- 
ance of  Qrove,  J.,  as  then  being  one  of  the  election 
jadgea. 


Sapen  and  counterfoils,  as  stated  in  the  arromeat  on  the 
earing  of  tiie  said  applioation,  was  that  I  might  know 
with  certainty  the  names  of  the  persona  who  voted. 
The  borough  of  Peterafield  oomprues  upwards  of  six 
parishes  and  extends  over  a  large  distriot. 

The  number  of  names  on  the  register  is  896.  Xaay 
voters  from  distant  parts  of  the  borough  were  peraonally 
unknown  to  the  amenta  of  the  defeated  candidate  who 
attended  at  the  taking  of  the  poll,  and  the  reoord  kept 
by  them  is  consequently  untrustworthy  and  imperfect 
In  tiiese  circumstances  I  do  not  know  aoonrateW  who 
were  the  persons  who  voted.  Without  praeiBa  iniorma* 
tion  on  this  point,  it  is  likely  that  I  shall  inoor  expense 
in  getting  up  evidence  and  bringing  witnesses  to  the 
trial  with  reierence  to  the  qualifications  of  persons  on 
the  register  who  did  not  in  fact  vote ;  and  aa  the  number 
of  objections  of  which  the  petitioner  has  given  notice  and 
on  which  he  intends  to  rely  is  large,  and  each  separate 
objection  will  in  inmost  all  cases  have  to  be  suppcnted  by 
evidence  relating  to  itself  alone,  the  expense  thus 
uselessly  incurr^  may  be  very  considerable.  In  aome 
instances  a  number  of  witnesses  will  be  required  to 
support  a  particular  objection.  At  the  hearing  of  the 
said  application  I,  through  counsel,  stated  that  the  pro- 
duction of  tihe  counterfoils  would  be  sufficient  for  my 
purpose,  tiiough  they  would  not  enable  me  to  disoorer 
uie  names  of  the  persons  who  actually  voted,  but  merely 
the  names  of  tiiose  who  appUed  for  bulot  ^pers. 

5.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Grove  held 
that  no  case  had  been  made  out  for  the  production  of  the 
ballot  papers  or  counterfoils,  because  the  information 
sought  would  be  idEForded  by  the  marked  oopy  of  the 
register. 

[The  deponent  then  referred  to  roles  38  and  42 
of  the  Ballot  Act,  which  will  be  found  set  out  in 
the  note.] (a) 

6.  It  was  alleged  by  counsel  for  the  petitioner  and 
conceded  on  behalf  of  tne  respondent,  that  in  fact  access 
could  not  be  had  to  the  marked  cop^  of  the  registK, 
inasmuch  as  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  main- 
tained that  he  was  not  entitled  to  open  the  package 
which  contained  the  marked  register  as  well  aa  the  haQot 

Sapers  and  counterfoils,  and  therefore  declined  to  pro 
uce  it,  but  the  judges  held  that  though  this  might  be  s 
ground  for  applying  to  the  court  for  a  mandamus,  it 
could  not  affect  the  present  application,  and  they  made 
no  order  on  the  summons. 

7.  On  the  day  before  swearing  this  my  aflldarii 
I  made  personal  appUcation  at  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of 
the  Crown  in  Chancery  for  inspeotion  of  the  marked 
register,  but  its  production  was  refused  on  the  ground 
that  the  Betumiog  Officer  for  Petersfield  had  included  in 
one  package  all  the  documents  which,  under  rule  38  of 
schedule  1  to  the  Ballot  Act  he  is  bound  to  forward  to 
the  Clerk  of  the  Crown,  and  that  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
considered  he  had  no  right  to  open  this  package.  I  wss 
further  told  that  in  this  matter  the  Returning  Officer  for 
Petersfield  had  acted  in  accordance  with  what  had  bees 
the  invariable  practice  of  returning  officers  since  the 
BsJlot  Act,  and  has  been  considered  at  the  office  of  tha 
Clerk  of  the  Crown  to  be  the  correct  practice. 

8.  As  I  cannot  in  the  circumstances  obtain  access  to 
the  marked  register,  it  is  in  my  judgment  requisite  for 
the  reasons  hereinbefore  set  forth  that  I  should  be 
allowed  an  inspection  of  the  counterfoils ;  and  I  say  that 
though  the  production  of  the  marked  register  or  of  the 
counterfoils  would  be  sufficient  for  my  present  purpose, 
it  would  not,  as  I  am  advised  and  believe,  be  suffideBt 
for  the  purposes  of  the  trial,  at  which  it  will  beneoessaiy 
to  prove  that  a  particular  person  actually  voted  before 
evidence  can  be  given  to  invalidate  his  yote.  .  .  . 

W.  G,  Harrison  (Cou^h  with  him)  for  the 
respondent,  now  showed  cause.  —  This  conn 
has  no  power  to  issue  a'  mandamus  which 
can  only  issue  from  the  Queen*s  Bench.  [The 
court  suggested  that  they  could  do  by  role 
all  that  the  Queen's  Bench  could  do  by  mandamuBt 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  having  ezolasive  cog- 
nisance of  election  petitions,  and  lae  objection  was 
not  further  argued.]  From  the  numbering  of  the 
five  paragraphs  of  rule  29,  it  follows  that  there 

(a)  See  rules  29  and  37. 
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must  be  five  separate  packets,  each  one  containing 
just  the  precise  documents  specified  in  each  para- 
graph, no  more  and  no  less.  This  is  done  by  the 
presiding  officer.  The  returning  officer  acts  under 
rule  37,  which  confirms  the  view  that  there  must  be 
five  packets  only,  and  that  the  marked  register  and 
the  counterfoils  must  be  put  up  together.  [Grove, 
J. — Bule  42  says  that  the  marked  register  shall  be 
open  to  public  inspection,  but  another  rule(a)  says 
it  is  to  be  sealed  up  with  the  counterfoils  and  not 
opened.  Then  rule  41  says  that  no  person  is  to 
open  the  packet  of  counterfoils  when  it  has  once 
been  sealed  up,  and  in  this  case  it  has  been  already 
sealed  up  with  the  mai  ked  register.]  That  is  so ; 
the  difficulty  is  that  one  part  of  the  Act  says  that 
the  marke<l  register  is  to  be  open  to  public  inspec- 
tion, and  another  part,  by  directing  it  to  be  sealed 
up  with  the  counterfoils,  prevents  any  such  inspec- 
tion. But  however  that  may  be,  this  is  not  a 
bond  fide  application.  What  could  be  the  object 
of  seeiug  the  ballot  papers  and  counterfoils  except 
to  see  how  people  voted  P  [Gkovk,  J. — Practically 
the  petitioner  would  get  all  he  wanted  by  an  in- 
spection of  the  marked  register.  Brett,  J. — Has 
tne  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  the  power  to 
open  the  sealed  packet  containing  the  marked 
register  ?]  It  would  seem  that  he  oas,  upon  the 
true  construction  of  rule  41.  [Grove,  f. — That 
would  give  him  power  to  open  the  counterfoils,  hue 
taking  out  the  marked  register  is  a  difi'erent  thing.] 
Bule  29  then  assumes  the  power.  [Brett,  J. — 
Bule  29  does  not  applv  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
at  all.  Grove,  J. — Does  paragraph  4  of  rule  29 
mean  that  the  marked  register  and  the  counterfoils 
are  to  be  sealed  up  in  one  and  the  same  packet  P 
Brett,  J. — 1  do  not  see  why  we  should  not  order 
the  packet  which  contains  both  to  be  opened,  and 
the  marked  register  taken  out  and  shown  without 
showing  the  counterfoils.]  There  is  no  substantial 
reason  for  the  application.  The  petitioner  has  all 
the  materials  for  supporting  his  petition  in  his 
own  hands.  The  reasons  given  in  paragraph  4  of 
his  affidavit  are  quite  insufficient.  He  has  pro- 
vided himself  with  a  record  of  witnesses,  ana  aJl 
he  wants  is  to  have  means  of  checking  it.  [Grove, 
J. — 1  thought  at  chambers  and  Cockoum,  C.  J. 
thought  too,  that  the  petitioner  ought  to  have  the 
marked  register  produced ;  but  we  doubted  whether 
we  had  power  to  order  the  production  of  it.  Brett, 
J. — In  every  action,  a  court  facilitates  any  desired 
inspection  as  far  as  it  can.  The  Ballot  Act  was 
not  intended  to  throw  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
bond  fide  litigants.  The  only  thing  to  be  kept 
secret  is  how  a  man  voted ;  that  secrecy  preserved, 
I  think  the  court  ought  to  proceed  on  the  ordinary 
principle  of  facilitating  bond  fide  litigation.  Den- 
MAJi,  J. — Do  not  the  words  "  tribunal  having  cog- 
nisance" in  rule  41  mean  the  judge  trying  the 
petition  P  Brett,  J. — I  should  say  not,  from  the 
use  of  the  expression  "  any  tribunal ;"  that  phra- 
seology generally  contemplates  more  than  one.] 
The  argument  in  favour  of  &cilitating  this,  upon 
the  same  principle^  as  ordinary  litigation,  would 
apply  to  all  ballot  papers,  and  in  the  case 
of  a  small  borough  it  would  become  easy  to 
discover  how  a  man  had  voted.  [Brett,  J. — 
I  take  it  that  the  rejected  ballot  papers  and 
the  marked  register  together  would  show  what 
people  voted.  The  point  of  the  petitioner  is  that 
he  has  witnesses  to  invalidate  certain  votes. 
Before  those  witnesses  can  be  of  any  use,  he 
most  prove  that  these  votes  were  actually  given. 


Grove,  J. — The  whole  tendency  of  the  Ballot  Act 
is  secret  voting :  are  we  to  assist  a  person  because 
he  is  a  petitioner  to  do  that  which  may  possibly 
infringe  it,  or  are  we  to  wait  till  he  has  made  out  a 
case  for  our  assistance  P j  The  agent  of  the  peti- 
tioner has  already  seen  these  rejected  ballot  papers, 
and  had  the  opportunity  of  objecting  to  the  rejec- 
tion of  them  under  rule  36.  [Brett,  J. — That  last 
is  a  good  point.] 

Oriffits  for  the  petitioner  [Lumley  Sfrtith  with 
him). — ^This  is  a  case  of  scrutiny,  and  the  object 
of  the  petitioner  is  merely  to  see  whether  he  is 
right  in  selecting  certain  votes  to  object  to.  All 
that  would  appear  from  a  counterfoil  would  be  two 
numbers,  say,  60,  24.  (He  exhibited  the  facsimile 
of  a  counterfoil).  [Denman,  J. — All  that  means 
is  that  number  60  on  the  register  came  up  24th 
man  and  voted.]  Yes ;  this  is  the  best  evidence 
of  the  vote  having  been  given,  and  would  never 
disclose  how  it  had  been  given.  We  are  obliged 
to  give  notice  of  objection  of  the  voters  objected 
to,  and  of  the  grounds  of  objection.  Suppose  we 
say  that  A.,  B.,  and  C.  were  bribed,  and  it  turns 
out  that  they  did  not  vote,  all  the  expenses  of 
procuring  evidence  as  to  the  bribery  would  be 
thrown  away.  [Grove,  J. — Must  we  not  look  at 
this  in  the  way  that  one  looks  at  all  things  not 
mathematical ;  take  a  common  sense  view  of  it, 
and  say  that  an  average  of  2  per  cent,  of  bad 
votes  may  be  expected  P  Brett,  J. — Are  you 
content  to  see  the  marked  register,  the  back  of 
the  rejected  ballot  papers,  and  the  counterfoils 
corresponding  P]  We  are  content.  [Ghove,  J. — 
Then  the  powers  under  rules  40  and  41  will  have 
to  be  exercised  in  favour  of  any  bond  fide  peti- 
tioner whatsoever.  If  this  had  been  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature,  would  it  not  have  been  ex- 
pressed in  so  many  words  P  Denman,  J. — ^The 
powers  of  the  court  are  guarded  by  conditions.] 

Harrison,  in  reply,  was  beard  as  to  the  counter- 
foils only. — If  the  counterfoils  are  opened  at  all, 
how  can  they  be  prevented  being  seen  P  [Brett,  J. 
— We  could  make  an  order  that  only  the  Clerk  of 
the  Crown  should  open  them,  and  that  not  in  the 
presence  of  the  agents.]  That  would  be  giving 
enormous  power  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chan- 
cery. [Brett,  J. — He  is  liable  to  imprisonment  if 
he  discloses  anything :  see  sect.  4  of  the  Ballot 
Act.(a)]  That  section  does  not  apply  to  him. 
[Brett,  J. — Are  we  to  act  on  the  supposition  that 
the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancerjr  will  betrajr 
his  dutvP]  Certainly  not;  but  even  the  possi- 
bility should  be  guarded  against.  [Denman,  J. 
here  referred  to  rule  43.(6)  Grove,  J. — If  this 
petitioner  has  the  order  in  the  terms  he  asks,  I 
do  not  see  how  any  petitioner  is  to  be  refused  a 
similar  order  in  future.  Brett,  J. — ^All  that  the 
Ballot  Act  had  in  view  was  to  preserve  secrecy.] 
It  is  submitted  that  the  Legislature  intended 
to  guard  against  any  possibility  of  infringing 
secrecy. 

Brett,  J. — In  this  case  the  application  first 
made  has  been  in  result  limited,  and  we  are  asked 

(a)  By  aeot.  4  of  the  Ballot  Act  every  officer  in  attend- 
ance at  a  polling  station,  or  at  counting  of  votes,  shall 
aid  iu  maintaining  secrecy,  and  "  everv  perion  who  acta 
in  contravention"  of  the  section  is  liable  to  fix  months' 
impriaonment. 

(6)  B^  rnle  43  the  prodnction  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  in  Chancery  of  an^  dooament  relating  to  a 
specified  election  ia  oonolnaive  evidence  that  anon  doca* 
meat  relates  to  the  apeoifled  election. 
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to  make  an  order  for  the  opening  of  a  sealed 
packet  said  to  contain  counterfoils  and  the  marked 
renter  of  voters,  and  a  sealed  packet  containing 
rejected  ballot  papers,  the  petitioner  being  content 
to  see  the  backs  only  of  the  rejected  ballot  papers, 
and  willing  to  accede  to  the  condition  that  tnose 
ballot  papers  shoald  not  leave  the  hands  of  the  Clerk 
of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  at  all.  And  he  does  not 
ask  to  see  all  the  counterfoils,  but  only  the  counter- 
foils corresponding  to  the  rejected  ballot  papers. 
In  my  opinion  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  nave 
that  order,  so  limitea,  to  its  full  effect.  Indepen- 
dently of  the  Ballot  Act,  the  inspection  of  docu- 
ments ought  to  be  granted  in  the  case  of  an  elec- 
tion, upon  the  same  principle  as  that  which  is 
universally  applied  in  ordinary  oases  of  discovery. 
In  ordinary  cases,  while  what  are  called  "  fish- 
ing" appUcations  are  refused,  the  rule  is  that 
either  party  may  obtain  inspection  of  such  docu- 
ments as  will  be  useful  to  him  in  the  conduct  of 
his  cause,  and  that  too  before  trial,  in  order  that  he 
may  know  beforehand  how  to  conduct  it.  Before 
the  Ballot  Act  all  needful  information  was  fully 
open,  it  was  known  who  voted,  how  the  votes  were 
given,  and  what  votes  were  rejected.  But  the 
Ballot  Act  has  rendered  all  this  information  un- 
attainable, its  object  being  to  ensure  a  strict 
secrecy  in  voting.  In  ensuring  this  object,  the 
Act  has  incidentally  thrown  great  difficulties  in 
the  way  of  parties  litigating.  It  is,  however,  for 
the  public  interest  that  bribery  should  be  detected, 
and  not  only  petitioners  but  constituencies  are 
highly  interested  that  that  candidate,  who  is  legally 
elected,  should  be  returned.  Every  facility  in  aia 
of  this  obiect  should  be  given,  consistent  with  the 
rules  of  law  and  the  proper  construction  of  the 
Ballot  Act ;  and  inspection  should  be  idlowed  of  all 
documents  of  which  inspection  is  sought,  so  long 
as  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot  is  not  invaded.  Now 
as  to  the  marked  register,  it  is  admitted  that  that 
ought  to  be  shown  ooth  to  the  pubHc  and  to  the 
pai*ties.  According  to  my  view  of  rule  29,  the 
numbers  preceding  each  paragraph  denote  mere 
divisions  of  subjects,  and  do  not  mean  that  the 
documents  named  in  each  paragraph  should  be 
included  in  one  packet.  I  think  that  according  to 
that  rule  the  marked  register  should  have  been 
sealed  up  in  one  packet  and  the  counterfoils  in 
another.  It  has  turned  out,  however,  that 
the  marked  register  and  the  counterfoils  have 
got  sealed  up  in  one  and  the  same  packet.  But  by 
rule  41  we  may  make  an  order  to  open  "the 
sealed  packet  of  counterfoils  ;*'  and  I  think  that  we 
ought  to  make  such  an  order,  so  that  the  marked 
register  may  be  taken  out  of  that  sealed  packet. 
As  to  the  rest  of  the  proposed  order,  I  am  of 
(^pinion  that,  as  we  have  power  by  rule  40  to  make 
an  order  allowing  inspection  of  rejected  ballot 
papers,  an  order  to  that  effect  ought  to  be  made, 
but  subject  to  the  following  condition.  If  the 
order  were  to  go  so  far  as  to  allow  the  face  of  a 
rejected  ballot  paper  to  be  shown,  this  would  be 
allowing  it  to  be  shown  how  a  man  had  voted  :  it 
would  be  contrary  to  the  Act,  and  could  not  be 
made.  The  order  therefore  should  be  made  subject 
to  the  condition  that  the  back  only  of  the 
rejected  ballot  papers  should  be  shown ;  the  Clerk 
of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  not  giving  the  papers 
out  of  his  hands,  and  the  packet  not  being  opened 
in  the  presence  of  the  candidates.  But  inas- 
much as  this,  without  the  counterfoils  correspond- 
jug  to  the  rejected  ballot  papers,  would  not  show 


who  had  voted,  I  think  that  these  ooonterfoila 
should  be  inspected  also.  This  does  not  show  bow 
a  man  voted :  it  merely  shows  of  a  man  whether 
he  voted  or  not,  so  that  the  petitioner  may  con- 
sider whether  it  be  worth  while  to  test  bis  vote. 
Unless  by  the  exercise  of  the  most  perverse 
ingenuity,  no  opportunity  would  be  given  to  see 
how  a  man  had  voted ;  so  that  the  real  object  of 
the  Ballot  Act  would  not  be  thwarted.  For  these 
reasons,  subject  to  the  conditions  which  I  have 
oamed,  I  think  that  the  order  ooght  to  be  made  on 
the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  to  allow  inspec- 
tion of  the  rejected  ballot  papers  and  ooontemnls. 
As  to  the  objection  that  the  onler  might  be  made  by 
tho  judge  trying  the  petition,  I  Uiink  that  this 
court  is  a  "  tribunal  naving  cognisanoe  of  peti- 
tions" within  the  meaning  oE  rule  41,  and  oao 
make  the  order  now.  For  the  judge  to  make  it 
afterwards  at  the  trial  would  be  too  late.  I  think 
that  justice  requires  that  this  information  shoald 
begiven. 

Grove,  J. — ^I  regret  to  say  that  I  differ  from  my 
brother  Brett  in  mv  judgment  as  to  a  portion  of 
this  case ;  I  agree,  but  not  without  doubt,  as  to 
another  portion.  As  to  the  marked  re^^ister,  it  ii 
made  in  terms  open  to  public  inspection  by  role 
42.  [The  learnt  judge  read  nue  42.]  Now, 
whether  by  accident  or  design,  the  marked  register 
has  been  included  in  the  same  paragraph  of  rale 
29  vrith  the  counterfoils.  There  are  five  paragruhi 
consecutively  numbered,  and  it  will  be  noticed  tost 
the  first  four  paragraphs  end  vrith  the  word  ^'and*" 
The  marked  register  is  mentioned  in  the  fourth 
|)aragraph.  Now  if  it  had  been  mentioned  in  the 
fifth  we  should  have  had  a  dear  separation  of  the 
documents  open  to  public  inspection  from  thoee 
not  so  open,  and  it  will  be  noticed  that  the  fifth 
paragrapn  contains  a  large  number  of  documenta, 
so  that  a  separation  of  this  kind  may  have  been  the 
object  of  the  arrangement  of  the  paragraphs. 
However  that  may  be,  it  is  plain  from  rule  42  thai 
the  marked  register  is  open  to  public  inspectioo. 
But  now  that  it  has  found  its  vray  by  mistake  into 
the  same  sealed  packet  which  contains  the  ooos- 
terfoils,  can  the  court  order  that  packet  to  be 
opened  P  At  chambers  I  thought  not,  qua  peti- 
tion. But  I  am  now  on  the  whole  of  the  opinion 
that  this  court  may  make  such  an  order.  After 
the  direction  in  rule  42  as  to  "all  documents,"  we 
have  the  direction  in  rule  43  as  to  "  any  document" 
Bule  43  contemplates  the  production  of  any  dooa- 
ment  ordered  in  such  manner  as  may  be  directed 
by  such  order  or  by  a  rule  of  court  having  power 
to  make  such  order.  Bule  40,  relating  to  ballol 
papers,'gives  the  power  to  a  Superior  Court  and  te 
a  judge  at  chambers  also.  Bule  41  gives  the  power 
to  a  ''tribunal  having  cognisanoe  of  petitioni" 
only.  The  statute  contemplates  a  power  in  the 
court  which  a  judge  in  chambers  has  not.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  an  order  for  the  inspection  of  the 
marked  register  may  and  ought  to  be  mada 
With  reference  to  the  other  two  branches  of  the 
order  asked  for,  I  think  that  no  case  has  been 
made  out  for  an  order  to  inspect  either  Uie  re- 
jected ballot  papers  or  the  oounterfcnls  oorre* 
spending  to  them.  The  order  is  not  asked  for  ai 
to  particular  ballot  papers,  but  as  toalL  The 
question  I  think  comes  to  this.  Is  this  ooort  as  i 
matter  of  course  to  mako  such  an  order  on  the 
mere  production  of  an  affidavit  that  the  petifekmer 
would  like  to  have  it  P  If  it  had  been  intended 
by  the  Legislature  that  the  court  ahcMild  have  Ihii 
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power,  the  Act  might  have  made  proYision  accord- 
ingly and  made  it  in  two  lines.    Instead  of  two 
lines  we  have  three  long  rules,  the  last  of  which 
contains    provisions  for  taking  copies.     Let  us 
consider  the  scope  of  the  Act  on  this  matter,  and 
the  sequence  of  the  rules.    We  have  under  the 
heading,  "  Counting  the  votes"  provisions  for  the 
presence  of  the  agents  at  the  counting :  we  have 
role  36  with  its  provisions  for  an  objection  by  the 
agent  to  the  rejection  of  a  ballot  paper,  its  four 
^px>unds,  sepiuratelv  numbered,  of  rejection,  and 
its  final  direction  that  the  returning  officer  shall 
on  request  allow  any  agent  to  copy  his  report  to 
the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery.  Then  comes 
rule  37,  which  directs  that  "  upon  the  completion 
of  the  counting,  the  returning  officer  shall  seal  up 
in  separate  packets    the  counted   and   rejected 
ballot  papers."    Before  rule  37  takes  effect  the 
agent  of   the  candidates  may  inspect  the  ballot 
papers.     After  the  rule   takes  effect,  the  ballot 
papers  are  to  be  sealed  up  in  a  packet  which  is  to 
oe  opened  only  under  special  provisoes.    It  may 
be  that  the  Legislature  aid  not  mtend  the  Clerk  of 
the  Crown  in  Chancery  to  see  the  rejected  ballot 
papers  at  all.    However,  the  whole  scope  of  the 
rules  is  to  be  looked  at,  and  I  think  that  before 
rule  40  can  be  brought  into  operation,  a  sub- 
stantial case  must  be  made  out.    [The  learned 
judge   then   read    rule   40.]     Now  are  aJl  the 
formidable   proceedings  detailed  in  this  rule  to 
take  place  on  the  apphcation  of  every  petitioner  P 
Surely  not.    To  hold  this  would  be  to  hold  that 
this  court  is  a  mere  mouthpiece,  and  the  result 
would    be    that  in  every  case  of    scrutiny  the 
petitioner     would   be   allowed   to   see   all    the 
ballot  papers  as  a  matter  of  course.    It  is  true 
that  we  are  only  asked  for  an  order  allowing  the 
petitioner  to  see  the  backs  of  the  ballot  papers,  but 
It  would  be  difficult  to  see  the  backs  without  seeing 
the  faces  too.  However,  it  does  not  stop  here.  We 
next  oome  to  rule  42,  which  is  very  explicit.    [The 
learned  judge  read  rule  42.]   This  rule  may  apply 
either  to  an  election  judge  or  to  a  Superior  Court, 
bat  it  shows  an  elaborate  care  on  the  part  of  the 
Legislature  in  framing  it.    Then  we  have  rule  42, 
M  to  documents  open  to  public  inspection.     Now 
I  think  that  a  large  portion  of  these  elaborate 
roles  would  be  wholly  unnecessary  if  any  petitioner 
could  see  the  ballot  papers  as  a  matter  of  course. 
I  do  not  sa^  that  the  court  has  no  power  to  order 
the  inspection  of  them,  but  I  think  that  a  strong 
case  should  be  made  out  before  such  an  order  ought 
to  be  made ;  and  I  think  that  the  present  petitioner 
has  not  made  out  any  such  strong  case,  nor  indeed 
anything  like  a  case.    I  would  concur,  perhaps,  in 
granting  another  application,  but  I  see  no  ground 
why  I  should  grant  the  present  one.  The  petitioner 
might  have  claimed,  for  instance,  to  insplect  a  par- 
ticular number  of  ballot  papers,  or  he  might  have 
said  of  certain  particular  persons  that  he  did  not 
know  whether  tney  voted  or  not.    I  am  not  now 
deciding  whether  this  would  be  sufficient ;  what  I 
say  is,  ttiat  I  think  it  would  be  different  from  the 
present  case,  in  which  there  is  no  allegation  that 
aoy  voter  did  or  did  not  vote,  nor  even  as  to  the 
beuef  of  the  petitioner  on  the  point.    I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Act  abso- 
lutely to  prohibit  any  step  towards  the  invasion  of 
seoreoy,  except  under  safeguards,  to  be  imposed  by 
m  Supmor  Uourt^  and  that  there  is  nothing  to 
mitaafy  us  that  the  step  asked  for  may  be  taken  in 
the  present  instianoe.  i  may  add  that  the  hardship 


of  the  petitioner  in  not  beinff  able  to  see  the 
counterfoils  and  the  rejected  ballot  papers  is  very 
small.  The  petitioner  knows  that  some  voters  are 
objected  to,  say  one  hundred  in  number.  By  look- 
ing at  the  marked  register  he  can  see  who  tried  to 
vote.  These  would  be  only  a  small  fraction.  All 
the  hardship  is  that  he  may  get  evidence  as  to  the 
very  few  persons  who  tried  to  but  did  not  vote — a 
hardship  of  the  ver^  smallest  nature ;  and  when  we 
consider  that  the  judge  at  the  trial  may  look  at 
the  ballot  papers,  it  becomes  infinitesimal. 

Denman,  J. — This  rule  was  originally  obtained 
for  a  mandamus,  but  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
it  was  turned  into  an  application  for  inspection, 
and  it  was  sought  to  inspect  three  classes  of 
documents.  Now  as  to  the  marked  register,  I 
agree  that  this  court  has  power  to  order  the  pro- 
duction of  it,  and  that  the  petitioner  has  made 
out  a  right  to  have  that  power  exercised  in  his 
favour.  But  as  to  the  rejected  ballot  papers  and 
the  counterfoils  relating  thereto,  I  have  come, 
after  considerable  doubt,  to  the  conclusion  that  an 
order  to  inspect  them  ought  not  to  be  granted  in 
the  present  case.  I  think  that  the  question  turns 
upon  the  meaning  to  be  siven  to  rule  40.  [The 
learned  judge  read  rule  40."]  In  my  view  the 
meaning  of  the  words  "on  being  satisfied  that 
inspection  is  requiied  "  is,  that  the  court  must  be 
satisfied  that  inspection  is  reasonably  reauisite 
and  bondjide  wanted.  Upon  the  affidavit  before 
us,  I  see  no  evidence  of  inspection  being  reason- 
ablv  requisite.  The  application  to  inspect  the 
ballot  papers  and  counterfoils  seems  to  have  been  a 
mere  afterthought,  occurring  because  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  marked  register  could  not  be  at  nrst 
obtained.  It  appears  that  Cockbum,  C.  J.  and 
Grove,  J.  at  chambers  doubted  whether  the^r  had 
power  to  order  inspection  of  the  marked  register. 
As  we  grant  inspection  of  the  marked  register, 
this  ground  for  an  application  to  inspect  the  ballot 
papers  and  counterfoils  no  longer  exists.  It  is  in 
effect  the  setting  up  of  a  new  case.  I  cannot 
think  that  mere  statements  such  as  appear  in  the 
affidavit  before  us  are  sufficient  to  support  that 
case.  We  have  the  power  to  order  the  inspection 
of  these  rejected  ballot  papers  and  counterfoils, 
but  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  exercise 
it  in  favour  of^  the  petitioner. 
The  following  is  the  form  of  the  order  made : — 
"  That  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancerv  be 
at  liberty  to  open  the  sealed  packet  which  iff 
alleged  to  contain  the  marked  raster  of  voters 
of  ^e  Petersfield  borough  election,  and  permit 
the  petitioner  and  responaent  respectively  or  their 
agents  to  inspect  such  marked  register,  and  take 
copies  if  required  upon  payment  for  the  same. 
And  that  the  said  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery 
do  not  permit  any  other  papers  than  the  said 
marked  register  to  be  iubpected." 
Attorney  for  the  petitioner,  F,  L.  Soamea, 
Attorneys  for  the  respondent,  Rogerson  and 
Foi'd, 
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The  Parliamentary  Eledions  Act  1868  enacts  thai 

a  petition  shall  he  presented  within  twenty-one 

days  aft^r  the  return  has  been  made  to  the  Clerk 

.of  the  Crown  in  Chancery ;  and  the  44th  rtde  in  the 

first  schedule  to  the  BaUot  Act  says,  that  the  return 

of  a  member  shall  be  made  by  a  cwtificaie  under  the 

hand  of  the  retwrni/fig  officer  endorsed  on  the  writ, 

and  that  such  certificate  shall  have  effect  and  be 

dealt  with  in  like  manner  as  the  return  under  the 

existing    law,    and  further     gives    permission 

to  the  retumiuQ  officer  to  deliver  the  writ  with 

such  certificate  endorsed  to  the  postmaster  to  be 

forwarded  by  the  first  post  to  the  Clerk  of  the 

Crown, 

Section  2  of  the  Ballot  Act  directs  the  returning 

officer  to  count  the  votes  andfoiihwUh  declare  to  be 

elected  the  candidates  or  candidate  to  whom  the 

majority  of  votes  have  been  given  and  return  their 

names  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery. 

The  poll  at  P.  v>as  declared  on  the  morning  of  the 

Atfh  Feb.,  and  the  returning  officer  sent  of  the 

certificate  by  a  post  which  reached  London  at 

6  p.m.    At  8  p.m.  in  the  same  evening  it  was 

delivered  by  special  messenger  at  the  omce  of  tlie 

Clerk  of  the  Uroum,  and  received  in  his  absence 

and  in  thai  of  the  office  clerks,  by  a  woman  who 

was  servant  to  the  housekeeper,  and  who  was 

authorised  to  take  in  letters  and  parcels,  and  if 

necessary  give  a  receipt  for  them.    This  being  a 

registered  letter  she  gave  a  receipt.     The  certificate 

wa^s  first  seen  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  when  the 

office  opened  the  next  morning  the  S>th  Feb.,  and 

Hie  requisite  entries  in  the  books  were  then  made. 

On  the  question  being  raised  whether  the  return 

was  made  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown,  for  the  jmr- 

pose  of  calculating  the  days  within  which  a  petition 

might  he  presented,  on  the  4th  or  on  the  bth : 

Held  that  it  wa^  made  on  the  bth ; 

Held  thai  the  return  was  not  made  to  the  Clerk  of  the 

Crown  until  he  had  some  opportunity  of  acting 

upon  it;  and  that  it  is  not  complete  until  it  has 

reached  the  authoHty  specified  m  the  Act  in  such 

a  shape  that  he  or  his  deputy  can  act  upon  it : 

Held  also,  that  the   receipt  of  the  certificate  by  a 

seivant  who  had  authority  to  receive  it,  bvi  to  do 

nothing  else,  was  not  constructively  the  receipt  of 

the  Clerk  of  the  Crowyi  so  as  to  constitute  it  a 

return  made  to  him. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  on  the  petitioners  against 

the  return  of  Mr.  Charles  Waring  as  member  for 

the  Borough  of  Poole  to  show  cause  why  the 

petition  should  not  be  ordered  to  be  taken  off  the 

file,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  presented  in 

time. 

The  facts  which  appeared  when  the  rule  was 
moved  for  by  Mclntyre,  Q.C.  were  shortly  as 
follows : 

The  election  took  place  on  the  3rd  Feb.,  and  the 
returning  officer  counted  up  the  votes,  and  declared 
the  result  on  the  morning  of  the  4th.  He  then 
delivered  to  the  postmaster  at  Poole  the  return 
and  the  vanous  sealed  packets  specified  in  the 
Ballot  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  forwarded 
to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  by  the  mid- 
day post.  The  documents  were  duly  forwarded, 
registered,  and  reached  London  about  6  p.m.  on 
the  evening  of  the  4th.  They  were  sent  out. from 
the  Greneru  Post  office  by  special  messenger,  and 
arrived  at  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
about  8  p.  m.  The  Clerk  of  the  Crown  was  not 
there,  but  there  was  a  woman  called  Kate  Phipps, 
8  servant  of  the  housekeeper,  who  took  in  the 


parcel,  and  ga^e  the  messenger  a  receipt.  The 
following  morning  the  parcel  was  received  by  the 
Clerk  of  the  Crown  or  his  office  clerks,  and  the 
usual  ent^  was  then  made  in  the  books  of  the 
return.  The  petition  against  the  return  was 
presented  on  tne  2nd  March,  and  the  question  for 
the  decision  of  the  court  was  whether  that  was 
within  twenty-one  days  after  the  return  bad  been 
made  to  the  Clerk  to  the  Crown,  as  required  by 
the  6th  section  of  31  &  32  Yict.  c.  125,  or  not  If  the 
return  were  held  to  be  made  on  the  4th  Feb.  then 
the  petition  was  too  late,  but  if  on  the  5th  then  it 
was  in  time. 

Oiffard,  Q.C.  and  W.  0,  Harmon  showed  cause. — 
The  facts  in  our  affidavits  show  that  the  ordinary 
office  hours  in  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
are  from  10  a.m.  to  2  p.m.  Three  clerks  and  one 
messenger  are  employed  there,  and  a  return  book 
is  kept  m  which  the  entries  are  made  by  the  clerks 
and  by  no  other  persons.  There  is  another  return 
book  which  is  copied  from  this  one  and  is  made  for  the 
use  of  Parliament  and  is  signed  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown.  It  appears  that  Ellen  I^vegrove  was  the 
housekeeper,  and  that  she  was  not  in  the  service 
of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  nor  paid  by  nor  employed 
by  him,  but  by  the  Lord  Great  Chamberlain; 
and  that  her  duties  were  to  light  the  fires,  and 
clean  the  offices.  Kate  Phipps  was  the  servant  of 
Ellen  Lovegrove,  and  performed  the  same  duties. 
The  return  from  Poole  came  into  the  bands  of  the 
clerks  on  the  5th  Feb.,  and  though  it  might  have 
come  to  the  office  on  the  preceding  evening  and 
been  taken  in,  yet  Kate  Phipps  had  no  authority 
to  receive  it,  and  the  practice  always  was  to  date 
the  return  as  when  it  came  into  the  hands  of  the 
clerks.  The  entry  in  the  return  book  which  was 
ma^e  as  above  stated  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
for  the  information  of  Parliament  was  in  these 
words— "The  5th  Feb.  Town  of  Poole— Charles 
Waring ;  '*  and  this  book  generally  lies  on  the 
Speaker^s  table,  and  is  referred  to  in  swearing  in 
members.  This  is  the  certificate  on  which  the 
respondent  would  act,  and  it  is  dated  the  5th,  so  he 
cannot  be  said  to  be  in  default  for  having  accepted 
it.  In  the  original  book  at  the  office  the  entry  is 
the  4th  Feb.,  out  then  that  has  been  scratched 
through  and  the  5th  inserted,  and  the  copy  signed  by 
the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  has  the  5th  only.  Bat 
can  it  be  seriously  said  that  the  return  was  made 
on  the  4th  P  Under  the  old  system  no  one  bat  an 
authorised  clerk  could  have  received  the  indenture. 
Here  Kate  Phipps  being  servant  to  a  servant  who 
herself  was  not  employed  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown,  and  had  no  duties  connected  with  the 
business  of  the  office,  took  in  the  parcel  from  the 
Post  office  messenger,  and  gave  a  receipt.  Bat 
that  was  only  an  knowledgment  for  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Post  office  that  the  parcel  had  reached  the 
building  to  which  it  was  addressed,  and  was  no 
proof  of  the  contents,  or  that  it  was  made  known 
to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  or  his  duly  authorised 
officials  on  the  date  appearing  on  the  receipt 
Kate  Phipps  was  in  effect  only  an  animated  letter 
box,  and  ner  act  purely  ministerial  in  receiving  the 
parcel  and  putting  it  on  the  office  table.  [Brbit,  J. 
— You  must  take  it  that  she  was  authorised  to 
receive  it,  and  keep  it  till  the  morning.]  Certainly; 
but  this  cannot  constitute  a  delivery  to  the  Clerk  of 
the  Crown,  who  was  not  there  till  the  next  monung; 
that  did  not  make  her  a  deputy  recorder  at 
the  moment  of  receiving  the  paxoeL  Then 
consider  what  the  return  is.    It  is  ih»  oortifioate 
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endorsed  on  the  writ  itself,  and  rule  44  says 
that  '*  such  certificate  shall  have  effect  and 
be  dealt  with  in  like  manner  as  the  return  ander 
the  existing  law."  Now  upon  these  words  I 
contend  that  the  rule  did  not  mean  to  interfere 
with  the  existing  practice,  except  so  far  as  to 
simplify  it  for  the  retaminff  officer  and  the  Clerk 
of  tne  Crown,  and  admit  of  the  return  being  sent 
by  post.  The  return  was  formerly  made  by 
indenture,  and  executed  by  the  returning  officer 
at  the  place  of  election,  and  then  sent  up  to  the 
office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown.  The  old  law  with 
regard  to  filing  petitions  will  not  help  us  here, 
because  the  petitioner  was  to  question  the  return 
within  ''fourteen  days  next  after  any  new  return  shall 
be  brought  in."  This  clearly  means  brought  in  to 
Parliament,  and  there  is  just  this  analogy  to  be 
urged  that  time  befiran  to  run  from  the  report  to 
Parliament,  and  here  according  to  our  contention  it 
is  from  the  entry  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  the 
book  from  which  Parliament  receive  their  inform- 
ation of  the  returns.  So  generally  the  analogy  of  the 
old  practice  is  that  there  is  a  certificate  instead  of  an 
indenture,  but  it  must  reach  an  authorised  person ; 
and  it  is  a  strong  argument  in  favour  of  this 
necessity,  that  the  elected  member  cannot  sit  till 
the  return  is  made  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown ;  for 
on  his  report  alone  he  is  admitted.  Then  the 
object  of  tne  return  being  to  enable  the  Clerk  of 
the  Crown  to  make  his  entry,  and  for  the  elected 
member  to  take  his  seat  upon  the  entry,  when  can 
the  return  be  said  to  be  made  P  Surely  not  till  the 
certificate  can  be  dealt  with  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown.  For  otherwise  it  must  be  contended  on 
the  other  side  that  the  return  is  made  by  sending 
off  the  papers  ;  but  I  submit  that  in  the  true  view 
of  the  proceedings  there  is  a  chain,  in  which  the 
sender  has  to  do  something  and  the  recipient  some- 
thing, and  it  is  not  complete  when  only  the  sender 
has  done  all  he  can.  The  minute  directions  as  to 
the  mode  of  transmission  which  the  returning  officer 
may  adopt  are  only  for  his  protection. 

mclntyre,  Q.C.,  Chandos  Leigh,  and  0.  8  0, 
Bowen  in  the  support  of  the  rule. — The  version  of 
the  facts  upon  our  affidavits  says  that  during  the 
elections  tne  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
was  often  open  till  6  p.m.,  and  that  either  he  him- 
self or  some  of  the  clerks  attended  up  to  that  hour, 
and  that  all  returns  received  were  entered  as 
received  on  that  day.  That  the  housekeeper  or 
other  attendant  was  authorised  to  take  in  parcels 
and  letters  which  should  arrive  after  the  office  was 
closed  for  public  business,  and  so  Kate  Phipps  was 
authorised  to  receive  this  return.  [B&ett,  J. 
You  must  deal  with  the  meaning  of  the  Acts  of 
Parliament,  not  with  the  practice  as  it  may  have 

frevailed  at  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown.] 
show  that  the  return  did  come  to  a  person  at  the 
office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  authorised  by  him 
to  receive  it.  [Lord  Colebidoe,  C.J. — The  words 
are  "  return  made : "  does  not  that  mean  made  so 
that  it  can  be  acted  on  P]  The  time  a^  which  he 
acts  upon  the  return  is  immaterial  for  the  purposes 
of  determining  when  the  return  was  made. 
[Beett,  J. — The  2nd  section  is  important,  for  it 
says  **  return  their  names  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown,"  and  the  44th  rule  only  explains  how  this 
is  to  be  done,  and  does  not  relieve  the  returning 
officer  from  any  of  the  necessity  laid  upon  him  in 
sect.  2.]  *The  returning  officer  is  directed  to  take 
a  receipt  from  the  postmaster  when  he  sends  off 
the  papers  by  post.    This  surely  looks  as  if  the 
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postmaster  became  agent  not  for  the  sender  but 
for  the  recipient,  and  supports  the  argument  that 
the  return  is  made  when  the  certificate  is  posted. 
[Denman,  J. — If  this  had  been  meant  it  would  have 
been  so  easy  to  have  added  some  such  words  as 
"  and  such  delivery  shall  be  equivalent  to  a  return 
to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown."]  At  any  rate  I  say 
that  if  in  due  course  of  post  the  certificate  would 
arrive  on  the  4th,  it  ought,  whether  it  did  or  not  really 
do  so,  to  date  on  the  4th.  This  should ^rima/acM 
be  its  date  until  disproved.  But  here  it  in  fact  did 
arrive  on  the  4th.  Then  as  to  the  suggested 
definition  of  **  return  made  "  in  sect.  6,  subsect  2 
of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  that  it  is  not  made 
until  the  officer  has  the  opportunity  of  doing  some- 
thing, this  would  be  directly  at  variance  with  rule 
44.    That  says   that  a  certificate  is  to  take  the 

Elace  of  the  return,  and  that  such  certificate  shall 
ave  effect  and  be  dealt  with  in  like  manner  as  the 
return  under  the  existing  law ;  that  is,  the  certi- 
ficate when  made  shall  be  so  dealt  with.  But 
clearly,  dealing  with  it  when  made  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  making  of  it :  Under  the  old  law  the 
duty  of  the  returning  officer  was  to  take  the  return, 
and  when  taken  his  duty  was  discharged :  the 
making  therefore  is  the  sending,  and  accordingly 
the  rule  proceeds  to  give  him  the  option  of  sending 
by  post,  and  he  is  authorised  to  give  it  to  the  post- 
master. The  only  possible  question  therefore  can 
be,  when  is  the  transit  determined,  because  as  soon 
as  it  is  determined,  beyond  all  doubt  the  return  is 
made.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  physical 
transit  is  complete  when  the  certificate  reaches  the 
office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  and  is  there 
received.  Was  then  Kate  Phipps  authorised  to 
determine  the  transit  P  Clearly  upon  the  affidavits 
she  was;  for,  apart  from  all  questions  of  authority  to 
deal  with  the  contents  of  the  parcel,  she  was  ex- 
pressly empowered  to  take  in  all  letters  and  parcels, 
and  stayed  in  the  office  for  that  purpose.  When 
she  gave  a  receipt  to  the  messenger,  the  transit 
was  determined,  for  she  acted  in  accordance  with 
the  authority  given  her. 

Lord  CoLEBiDGE,  C.J. — In  this  case  an  appli- 
cation has  been  made  to  take  off  the  file  a  petition, 
which  has  been  presented  asainst  Mr  Charles 
Waring,  the  sitting  member  for  the  Borough  of 
Poole,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  presented 
within  twenty-one  days  after  the  return  liad  been 
made  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  in 
England.  The  facts,  as  laid  before  us,  show  that 
the  election  at  Poole  took  place  on  the  3rd  Feb., 
that  the  polling  was  on  that  day,  and  that  on  the 
4th  the  number  of  votes  was  counted  by  the 
returning  officer  and  the  declaration  of  the  result 
made.  He  then  on  the  same  day  sent  up  by  post, 
in  a  registered  letter,  the  certificate  of  the  return, 
directed  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown,  and  sent  it  at 
such  an  hour  as  would  bring  it  to  London  about 
6  p.m.  the  same  evening.  It  did  in  fact  arrive, 
and  in  consequence  of  being  registered  was  sent 
by  a  special  messenger  from  the  Post  office,  and 
reached  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  about 
8  p.m.  He  was  not  there,  nor  was  there  any 
person  in  the  office  :  the  only  person  on  the  pre- 
mises was  Kate  Phipps,  a  woman  in  the  employ- 
ment of  the  housekeeper,  who  was  herself  appointed 
and  paid  by  the  Lord  Great  Chamberlain.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  fact  being  that  the  regis- 
tered letter  reached  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  at  8  p.m.,  and  was  not  endorsed  or  dealt 
with  in  any  way,  nor  indeed  could  be  till  the  next 
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day,  we  have  to  decide  whether  a  petition  which 
was  presented  within  twenty-one  oays  after  the 
5th  Feb.  was  in  time,  as  having  been  pre- 
sented within  twenty-one  days  after  the  return 
had  been  made  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Grown.  We 
have  to  construe  two  sections  of  different  Acts  of 
Parliament,  and  to  see  if  the  44th  rule  in  the  first 
schedule  to  the  Ballot  Act  throws  any  light  on 
the  expressions  in  the  Acts.  The  2nd  subsection 
of  the  6th  section  of  31  &  32  Yict.  c.  125  enacts, 
"  The  petition  shall  be  presented  within  twenty- 
one  days  after  the  return  has  been  made  to  the 
Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  in  Ensland,"  and 
the  latter  part  of  the  2nd  section  cl  35  &  36 
Yict.  c.  33  has  these  words :  *'  At  the  close  of  the 
poll  the  returning  officer  shall  open  the  ballot 
boxes,  and  ascertain  the  result  of  the  poll  by 
counting  the  votes  given  to  each  candidate,  and 
shall  forthwith  declare  to  be  elected  the  candidates 
to  whom  the  majority  of  votes  have  been  given, 
and  return  their  names  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
in  Chancery."  The  words  in  these  two  sections 
are  for  all  substantial  purposes  the  same ;  and  the 
only  question  is  what  they  mean.  An  ingenious 
argument  has  been  addressed  to  us  on  rule  44,  to 
the  effect  that  the  return  must  be  considered  to  be 
complete  when  the  physical  process  of  trans- 
mission through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Post 
office  is  over.  Mr.  Bowen  was  pressed  to  admit 
as  a  necessary  consequence  that  the  return  is 
complete  when  the  certificate  is  signed,  or  when  it 
is  handed  to  the  Post  office  for  transmission,  but 
was  unwilling  to  adopt  that,  arguing  that  all  that 
is  meant  by  making  the  return  is  transmission. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  this  argument  cannot  prevail. 
The  true  construction  is  that  "  return  to  be  made*' 
means  that  the  officer  is  to  make  it  in  such  sense 
as  that  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  can  act  upon  it. 
Now  what  is  it  which  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  has 
to  do?  He  has  to  copy  into  a  book  the  names 
returned  to  him,  and  he  has  to  furnish  a  copy  of 
this  book  to  the  House  of  Commons,  and  on  that 
book  (or  on  the  single  return  as  the  case  may  be) 
the  member  is  allowed  to  take  his  seat,  ^ow 
when  there  is  a  new  Parliament  the  members  are 
not  at  first  sworn  in,  but  thev  go  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  then  come  back  and  elect  a  speaker ;  and 
what  is  the  only  authority  for  members  on  such 
an  occasion,  acting  in  so  important  a  matter? 
Whv  this  return  made  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
to  the  House  of  Commons  and  this  alone :  and  he 
cannot  return  the  names  of  members  except  by 
means  of  this  return  so  directed  to  be  made  to 
him.  As  therefore  this  return  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  is  to  be  followed  by  such  important  matters, 
I  think  that  it  is  not  complete  till  it  has  reached 
the  authority  in  such  a  shape  that  he  or  his  deputy 
can  act  upon  it.  It  may  oe  said  that  in  so  con- 
struing the  words  I  am  importing  considerations 
of  what  is  to  be  done  after  the  return  is  made ;  but 
I  mav  reply  that  the  argument  that  the  "  return 
made  '  is  delivery  to  the  Post  office,  is  addressed  to 
us  on  consideration  of  the  duty  of  the  transmitter 
rather  than  of  the  meaning  to  be  elicited  from  the 
words  themselves.  "  Return**  being  a  complicated 
and  not  a  simple  matter,  and  the  meanmg  not 
being  necessarily  apparent  on  the  first  instance, 
we  must  say  what  we  think  it  means.  There 
may  be  difficulties  both  ways,  however  it  be  inter- 
preted, but  the  rule  of  good  sense  is  to  construe 
the  words  as  I  have  done,  and  to  hold  that 
'*  retom  made*'  is  not  made  until  the  Clerk  of  the 


Crown  has  an  opportonity  of  aotinjg  upon  it  I 
may,  however,  point  out  that  Hiere  is  nothing  un- 
reasonable or  ui^ust  in  this,  beoaose  if  the  return 
is  to  be  complete  when  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
has  the  op(>ortunity  of  acting,  and  if  he  does  his 
duty  in  acting  at  once,  a  point  of  time  is  fixed  from 
which  the  time  naay  run,  and  elected  members  and 
intending  petitioners  may  both  know  when  it 
be^s,  as  it  will  be  firom  the  endorsement  on  the 
wnt.  This,  though  not  stiiotly  a  1^^  considera- 
tion, yet  may,  as  I  have  already  given  my  opinioQ, 
on  the  proper  constraction  of  the  words  m  the 
sections,  be  adduced  to  show  that  ihe  interpreta- 
tion does  not  produce  inequality  or  injustice. 

Brett,  J. — The  first  statute  to  be  considered  is 
31  &  32  Yict.  0.  125,  passed  in  1868,  and  the  sub- 
sect,  of  sect.  6  is,  ''The  petition  shall  be  presented 
within  twenty-one  days  af^^r  the  return  nas  been 
made  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery 
in  England,**  and  this  clearly  points  to  the 
Parliamentary  practice  which  existed  before 
the  statute  came  into  operation,  a  practice  which 
had  no  reference  to  the  presentation  of  petitions. 
How  was  the  return  then  made  P  It  was  done  by 
the  returning  officer  executing  an  indenture  wit- 
nessed by  several  persons ;  and  this  was  executed 
at  the  place  where  the  election  had  taken  place 
and  the  declaration  made.  It  was  never  thought 
under  that  practice  that  the  execution  of  the  m- 
denture  was  a  return.  The  indenture  was  then 
sent  off,  usually  by  messenger,  for  the  returning 
officer  was  responsible  for  its  being  received  at 
the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown.  What  was 
done  with  it  when  received  shows  why  it  was 
sent ;  it  was  that  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  might 
act  on  it.  He  entered  it  in  a  book  and  made  a 
report  of  it ;  and  it  was  most  important  that  this 
should  be  done,  because  the  return  was  the  <mlj 
voucher  on  which  members  entered  the  House,  as 
may  be  seen  from  the  practice  laid  down  in  Sir 
Erskine  May's  book,  it  could  not  then  be  said 
that  the  return  was  made  until  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  had  had  an  opportunity  of  acting  on  it,  and 
this  he  could  only  have  when  it  came  to  his  hands 
or  those  of  some  duly  authorised  deputy.  That 
being  the  meaning  of  the  expression  in  the  Act  of 
1868,  what,  we  must  ask,  is  the  meaning  of  the  same 
phrase  in  the  Ballot  Act  P  Surely,  where  it  occurs 
m  the  2nd  section,  not  having  any  reference  to 
petitions,  but  being  merely  aescnptive  of  the 
course  of  proceeding,  it  must  mean  the  same  thing. 
Then  does  rule  44  in  the  schedule  to  the  Ballot 
Act  modi^  this  interpretation  P  The  first  part 
says :  "  The  return  ot  a  member  or  members 
elected  to  serve  in  Parliament  for  any  county  or 
borough,  shall  be  made  by  a  certificate  of  the  names 
of  sudi  member  or  members,  under  the  hand  of 
the  returning  officer,  endorsed  on  the  writ  of 
election."  Tnese  words  are,  indeed,  capable  of 
the  construction  that  the  return  is  made  hj 
making  the  certificate;  but  if  this  be  so  it 
must  mean  that  the  return  is  made  when  the 
certificate  is  signed.  But  this  cannot  be  so,  for  the 
whole  meaning  of  the  clause,  as  I  read  it,  is  to 
substitute  a  certificate  for  the  indenture,  and  I  have 
already  said  that  the  execution  of  the  indenture 
was  not  equivalent  to  making  the  return,  llie 
rule  then  goes  on :  "  And  such  certificate  shall  have 
effect  and  be  dealt  with  in  like  manner  as  the  re- 
turn under  the  existing  law."  Just,  therefore,  as 
the  execution  of  the  indenture  was  not  the  "  re- 
turn," so  the  signing  the  c^rtifioate  is  not  the 
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**  retom."  It  then  goes  on  to  point  out  one  parti- 
cular mode  of  sending  the  writ  to  the  Glerk  of  the 
Grown,  vis.,  by  delivering  it  to  the  postmaster, 
and  taking  a  receipt  for  it  from  him.  If  the  re- 
turning officer  avails  himself  of  this  provision,  and 
does  forward  the  writ  and  certificate  endorsed  on  it 
in  this  way,  his  doing  so  absolves  him  from  any 
responsibility,  but  does  not  make  it  a  "  return."  It 
must  come  into  the  hands  of  the  Glerk  of  the 
Crown,  and  the  provision  in  the  rule  as  to 
the  mode  of  transmission  does  not  interfere 
with  that  necessary  part  of  the  return.  If  that  be 
so,  was  this  certificate  made  to  the  Glerk  of  the 
Grown  on  the  4th  Feb.  P  It  was  handed  to  a  per- 
son who  could  receive  it,  but  coald  do  nothinffelse, 
—could  not  act  upon  it.  A  test  is  one  which  I  put 
in  the  course  of  the  argument :  Suppose  a  member 
so  elected  had  come  to  the  office  that  night,  and 
found  only  a  housekeeper  there,  and  not  the  Glerk 
of  the  Grown  or  his  authorised  deputy,  could  he 
have  taken  his  seat  that  night  by  persuading  the 
housekeeper  to  take  the  certificate  to  the  Glerk  of 
the  House  of  Commons  ?  could  the  latter  have  re- 
ceived that  as  a  return  upon  which  he  could  have 
acted  and  admitted  the  member  P  But  then  it  is 
said,  if  80,  elected  members  are  at  the  mercy  of  the 
Glerk  of  the  Grown ;  and  if  he  neglects  his  duties  they 
may  suffer.  Well,  so  it  is  to  a  certain  extent.  H!e 
may  delay  a  member's  taking  his  seat,  or  he  may 
prolong  tne  period  of  his  liability  to  be  petitioned 
against ;  but  what  then  P  If  he  does  so,  and  cause 
injury,  he  will  be  liable  to  an  action,  and  we  can- 
sot  consider  these  possibilities,  but  have  to  inter- 
pret what  the  Legislature  has  said,  and  what  is 
the  meaning  of  tne  sections  and  rules,  without 
regard  to  imaginary  consequences. 

DsNMAN,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  By  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act  1868,  a  petition  has  to  be 
presented  within  twenty-one  days  after  the  return 
nas  been  made.  I  do  not  go  the  whole  length  of 
my  Lord  in  saying  that  the  words  "  return  made  " 
are  ambiguous  words.  I  think  we  are  bound  to 
read  the  words  as  affirmatively  meaning,  effectively 
made  to  the  Glerk  of  the  Crown,  or  some  one 
authorised  by  him.  That  being  my  interpretation 
of  the  earlier  statute,  does  anything  in  the  1872 
Act  repeal  or  alter  those  words  P  The  general  rule 
with  regard  to  Acts  of  Parliament  is,  that  no  Act 
is  repefHed  by  implication  unless  the  words  in  the 
later  statute  are  wholly  inconsistent  with  it.  But 
here  there  is  nothing  in  the  Ballot  Act  inconsistent 
with  this  provision ;  and,  therefore,  I  think  that 
the  words  remain  in  full  force  and  effect,  and  must 
receive  the  same  interpretation  as  before ;  and  so  it 
IbUows  that  the  return  was  not  made  until  made  so 
that  the  Glerk  of  the  Grown  could  take  notice  of 
it.  In  my  opinion,  the  delivery  to  Elate  Phippe 
did  not  make  it  such  a  return  to  the  Glerk  of  tne 
Crown.  Bule  discharged  toUhotU  eo»U, 

Attorney  for  petitioners,  C.  C7.  EUis, 
Attorneys  for  respondent,  Waterhouse  and  TF*n- 
ierbotham. 


CBOWV  CASB8  BE8EBVBD. 

Beported  bj  Johh  Thoxpsos,  Esq.,  Baxrister-At-Law. 

Saturday,  April  25, 1874. 

(Before  Lord  Golbrioge,  G.  J.,  Blackbubn,    J., 
Lush,  J.,  Pioott,  B.,  and  Gleabbt,  B.) 

Beg.  v.  Thomas  Goofer. 

Misdemeanor — MUommropriMum  of  money  by  an 

aUomey — 24  4-  25  Vici.  c.  96,  ss,  95,  96. 
TT.  deposited  tide-deeds  with  D.  as  security  for  a 
loan;  and  requiring  a  further  loan,  the  defendant^ 
an  aUomey,  ootained  for  W,  a  sum  of  money  fronh 
T.,  and  deUvered  to  her  a  m^yrtgage  deed  as  security. 
There  were  no  directions  in  ufriting  0  the  defend* 
ant  to  apply  the  money  to  any  purpose,  and  he 
was  entrusted  with  the  mortgage  deed,  with  autho" 
riiy  to  hand  it  over  to  T.,  on  receipt  of  the  mort' 
gage  money,  which  was  to  he  paid  to  D,  and  IF., 
less  costs  of  preparing  the  deed.    The  defendant 
fraudtdently  converted  a  substantial  part  of  the 
money  to  hts  own  use. 
Held,  {hat  as  there  was  no  direction  in  writing,  and 
the  mortgage-deed  was  duty  delivered  to  T.i  the 
defendant  was  not  guiUy  of   a   misdemeanour 
wUhin  24  ^  25  Vict.  c.  76.  s.  75. 
Held,  also,  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  the  misdemeanor, 
in  sect.  76,  of  converting  property  entrusted  to  him 
for  safe  custody. 
Case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  by 
Grove,  J. 

The  defendant,  an  attorney,  was  indicted  under 
the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  for  having  converted  to  his 
own  use  certain  money  intrusted  to  him  or  received 
by  him  as  the  proceeos  of  a  deed  intrusted  to  him 
for  a  special  purpose. 

The  indictment  contained  two  counts  framed 
respectively  under  the  75th  and  76th  sections,  as 
follows : 

First  count.  The  jurors  for  our  Sovereign  Lady 
the  Queen,  upon  their  oath  present,  that  Thomas 
Cooper,  on  the  25th  March,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lora  1867,  then  being  an  attorney  and  being  in- 
trusted with  certain  property,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  and  for^  pounds,  of  John  Whittaker 
for  safe  custody,  did  then  and  there  imlawfully 
and  with  intent  to  defraud,  convert,  and  appro- 
priate a  certain  part  of  the  said  property  of  the 
said  John  Whittaker,  to  wit  the  sum  of  eighty 
pounds,  to  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  himself 
the  said  Thomas  Cooper,  against  the  form  of  the 
statute,  &o. 

Second  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the 
said  Thomas  Cooper,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
was  entrusted  by  the  said  John  Whittaker  with  a 
certain  valuable  security,  to  wit,  a  deed  of  mort- 
gage of  certain  property  of  the  said  John  Whit- 
taker, to  secure  the  repayment  of  a  sum  of  one 
hundred  and  forty  pounds  then  lately  before 
agreed  to  be  lent  and  advanced  to  the  said  John 
Whittaker  by  one  Martha  Taylor,  such  valuable 
security  being  intrusted  to  the  said  Thomas 
Coo'per,  as  the  attorney  and  agent  of  the  said  John 
Whittaker  for  the  special  purpose  and  with  the 
intent  and  object  that  the  said  Thomas  Cooper 
should  receive  from  the  said  Martha  Taylor,  the 
said  sum  of  one  hundred  and  forty  pounds  for  and 
on  behalf  of  the  said  John  Whittaker,  and  having 
BO  received  such  sum,  should  thereout  pay  the  sum 
of  fifty  pounds  then  due  and  owing  from  the  said 
John  Wtiittaker,  to  one  Nathaniel  John  Dewsbury^ 
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and  should  pay  the  remainder  of  such  snm  of  one 
hundred  and  forty  pounds  to  and  for  the  use  of 
the  said  John  Whittaker,  and  the  jurors  aforesaid 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  further  present  that 
the  said  Thomas  Cooper  having  on  the  day  and 

?ear  aforesaid,  received  from  the  said  Martha 
'aylor,  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  and  forty 
pounds,  on  the  deed  and  valuable  security  above 
mentioned  unlawfully,  fraudulently,  in  violation  of 
good  faith,  and  contrary  to  the  purpose,  intent,  and 
object  with  which  such  valuable  security  had  been 
80  intrusted  to  him  as  aforesaid,  did  convert  to  his 
own  use  and  benefit  a  certain  part  of  the  proceeds 
thereof,  to  wit  the  sum  of  eighty  pounds,  against 
the  form  of  the  statute,  &c. 

The  facts  so  far  as  they  are  material  to  the  ques- 
tions submitted  to  the  Court  were  these : 

A  Mr.  John  Whittaker  had  before  1867  obtained 
a  loan  of  50Z.  from  a  Mr.  Dewsbury  on  a  deposit  of 
title-deeds  to  some  leasehold  property.  In  conse- 
quence of  Whittaker's  wish  for  a  further  loan, 
tne  defendant  in  1867  obtained  140Z.  from  a  Miss. 
Taylor,  and  prepared  and  handed  to  her  brother- 
in-law,  who  acted  for  her,  a  mortgage-deed,  secur- 
ing the  140Z.  Out  of  the  money  which  defendant 
was  to  receive  he  was  to  pay  off  Dewsbury  and 
pay  the  balance  to  Whittaser.  He  did  not  pay 
Dewsbury,  and  he  only  i)aid  Whittaker  601.,  on 
which  Whittaker  paid  him  interest,  while  he, 
defendant,  without  Whittaker's  knowled^  paid 
the  mortgagees'  interest  on  the  140Z.,  Whittaker, 
being  also  ignorant,  at  all  events  for  some  years, 
that  defendant  had  obtained  so  much  as  l^OZ. 
Allowing  lOZ.  for  the  preparaton  of  the  mortgage- 
deed,  which  defendant  s  brother  and  former  partner 
said  was  a  fair  sum,  the  defendant  would  have  701. 
of  Whittaker's  in  his  possession,  less  the  difference 
of  interest  which  he  paid  without  authority. 

Defendant's  counsel  contended  that  there  was 
another  302.  paid  to  Whittaker  which  would  reduce 
the  sum  to  40L,  but  the  evidence  preponderated 
greatly  against  this. 

A  good  many  letters  were  put  in  to  show  the 
defendant's  conduct  in  the  matter,  but  with  these 
the  Court  need  not  be  troubled. 

After  reading  to  them  the  material  parts  of  the 
evidence,  I  told  the  jury  that  if  they  were  satisfied 
without  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  defendant 
received  the  140Z.  from  Whittaker,  and  in  violation 
of  good  faith,  and  fraudulently  converted  to  his 
own  use  a  substantial  part  of  the  money  which 
they  considered  he  should  have  paid  to  Whittaker, 
and  to  Dewsbury  for  him,  they  should  find  him 
guilty ;  otherwise  not. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  of  guilty. 

It  must  be  taken  by  the  court:  1st,  that 
there  were  no  directions  in  writing  to  the 
defendant  to  apply  the  money  or  any  part  of 
the  proceeds  or  the  deed  to  any  purpose ;  2nd, 
that  defendant  was  entrusted  with  the  mortgage 
deed  with  authority  to  hand  it  over  to  the  mort- 
gagee or  her  agent  on  receipt  of  the  mortgage- 
money  which  was  to  be  paid  to  Dewsbury 
and  Whittaker,  less  costs  of  preparing  deed ; 
3rd,  that  defendant  received  1401.  for  Whittaker's 
use ,  and  in  violation  of  good  faith  and  con- 
trary to  the  purpose  for  which  such  deed  and 
money  were  entrusted  to  him,  converted  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  money  to  his  own  use. 

I  respited  the  judgment  and  allowed  the  defen- 
dant to  go  out  on  bail  (to  be  fixed  by  magvatTa\.fca^ 
to  appear  for  judgment  if  required. 


\ 


The  question  for  the  Court  is — does  the 
offence  committed  by  the  defendant  come  wiUiin 
either  or  both  the  sections  above  named,  viz.,  the 
75th  and  76th  sections. 

If  within  both  or  either  of  them,  the  conviction 
to  be  affirmed,  if  not  within  either  a  verdict  of 
not  guilty  to  be  entered. 

13th  April,  1874.         (Signed)    W.  R.  Gbovi. 

Boufen,  Q.C.  (E,  J,  Dunn  with  him)  for  the  pri- 
soner.— The  conviction  cannot  be  sustained.  The 
case  is  not  within  the  language  of  either  section 
of  the  statute.  [He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
court.] 

Torr,  Q.C.,  in  sup(>ort  of  the  conviction. — The 
first  count  of  the  indictment  is  framed  upon  the 
76th  section  of  the  24  &  25  Yict.  c.  76,  which 
enacts  that  "  whosoever,  being  a  banker,  merchant, 
broker,  attorney,  or  agent,  and  bein^  entrusted 
with  the  property  of  any  otiier  person  ror  safe  cus- 
tody, shall,  with  intent  to  defraud,  sell,  negotiate, 
transfer,  pledge,  or  in  any  manner  convert  or 
appropriate  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  to  or  for 
his  own  use  or  benefit,  &c.,  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor."  Here  the  defendant  got  the 
money  from  Miss  Taylor  to  hold  safely  until  he 
had  fulfilled  her  injunctions  to  pay  oft  Dewsbury, 
and  pay  the  balance  to  Whittaser.  [Blackburv, 
J. — The  defendant  did  not  fraudulently  dispoee  of 
the  mortgage  security.  Lord  Coleridoe,  C.  J. — ^And 
it  cannot  be  said  that  the  money  was  entrusted  to 
him  for  safe  custody.]  The  second  count  is  framed 
upon  the  75th  section,  which  enacts  that  "  whoso- 
ever having  been  entrusted  as  a  banker,  mer- 
chant, broker,  attorney,  or  other  agent  with  any 
money  or  security  for  the  payment  of  money  with 
any  direction  in  writing  to  apply,  pay,  or  deliver 
such  money  or  security  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the 
proceeds  or  any  part  of  the  proceeds  of  such  secu- 
rity for  any  purpose  or  to  any  person  specified  in 
such  direction,  shall  in  violation  of  ^ood  faith,  and 
contrary  to  the  terms  of  such  direction,  convert  to 
his  own  use  or  benefit,  or  the  use,  &c.,  such  money, 
security,  or  proceeds,  or  any  part  thereof  re- 
spectively ;  and  whosoever,  having  been  en- 
trusted as  banker,  merchant,  broker,  attorney,  or 
other  agent,  with  any  chattel  or  valuable  secu- 
rity, or  any  power  of  attorney  for  the  sale  or 
transfer  of  any  share  or  interest  in  any  public 
stock  or  fund,  &o,,  for  safe  custody  or  for  any 
special  purpose,  without  any  authority  to  sell, 
negotiate,  transfer,  or  pledge,  shall  in  violation  of 
good  faith,  and  contrary  to  the  object  or  purpose 
for  which  such  chattel,  security,  or  power  of 
attorney  shall  have  been  intrusteia  to  him  to  sell, 
negotiate,  transfer,  pledge,  or  in  any  manner  con- 
vert to  his  own  use  or  benefit,  &c.,  such  chattel  or 
security,  or  the  proceeds  of  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  the  share  or  interest  in  the  stock  or 
fund  to  which  such  ()Ower  of  attorney  shall  relate, 
or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  euiltj  of  a  mis- 
demeanor." The  defendant  is  Drought  within 
that  provision  by  the  facts,  for  he  was  intrusted 
with  the  mortgage  deed  to  hand  it  over  to  Miss 
Taylor  on  receipt  of  the  mortf^ge  money  which 
was  to  be  paid  to  Dewsbury  and  W^nittaker.  [Lord 
Coleridge,  C.  J. — He  was  not  intrusted  with  the 

Proceeds  of  an  improperly  pledged  mortgage  deed.] 
he  case  falls  witnin  the  second  part  of  the  enact- 
ment in  sect.  75.    [Pigott  B. — No.    The  founda- 
tion of  the  offence  is  that  the  defendant  must  have 
"m\>[\OM^    ^\jL\>Myc\fc^    \m\jroperly    transferred    or 
'^X^g;^^  ^  ^\^\.\i^  Qi:  ^^^^sQctoj  \&^iCT»^Ri^\A  him  fbr 
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s^e  ODstod;  or  aome  special  parpoae.  If  he  had 
been  indicted  ander  seat.  3  for  couvertiog  to  hia 
own  nae  property  bailed  to  him,  I  am  inclined 
to  think  he  might  hnre  been  convicted.  Biack- 
BOKs  J.— This  money  wae  not  the  prooeeda  of  a 
chattel  converted  contrary  to  good  futb.] 

Lord  CoLKBiocs,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
conviction  ahould  be  quashed.  The  indictment  b 
framed  nnder  two  aectiona  of  the  24  A  25  Vict,  c 
96,  and  oonaiste  of  two  coanta,  the  first  framed 
upon  the  76th  section,  and  the  aenond  apon  the 
75th  aeotion,  Thefirstoonntupon  the  76th  section 
is  out  of  the  qnestion,  becaiiae  the  defendant  haa 
not  improperly  dealt  with  any  property  entrusted 
to  him  for  safeonatody  within  tne  meaning  of  that 
section.  Then  the  aeoond  connt  is  fram^  npon 
the  75bh  section,  which  seams  to  consist  of  two 
parts :  the  firat  part  relates  to  the  case  of  a  hanker, 
merchant,  broker,  attorney,  or  other  agent  ea- 
trnsted  with  any  money  or  aecnrity  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  with  any  direction  in  writing  to 
apply,  pay,  or  deliver  anch  money  or  aecurity, 


omd  faith  and  contrary  to  the 
direction,  convert  the  aame  to  his  own  uue  ur 
benefit.  Now  this  case  is  not  within  that  part  of 
the  aection,  for  here  there  is  no  direction  in  writing 
to  apply,  pay,  or  deliver  the  money  and  eeoority 
Then  ia  the  case  within  the  second  part  of  the 
section  P  Thia  is,  "  Whosoever  having  been  in- 
tmstod  as  banker,  merchant,  broker,  attorney,  or 
Other  agent  with  any  chattel  or  valuable  security 
or  any  power  of  attorney  for  the  sale  or  tranfer  of 
any  ahare  or  interest  in  any  public  atock  or  f\ind 
for  safe  custody,  or  for  any  special  purpoae,  without 
any  authority  to  sell,  negotiate,  transfer  or  pledge, 
shall  in  violation  of  good  faith  and  contrary  to  the 
object  or  purpose  for  whioh  snch  chattel,  seoariCy, 
or  power  of  attorney  shall  have  been  intrusted, 
sell,  negotiate,  Ac.,  or  in  any  manner  convert 
to  hia  own  nee  or  benefit,  such  chattel  or  security 
or  the  proceeds  of  the  aame,  ka."  Now  these  are 
the  facta  %  the  defendant,  as  attorney  for  Whitaker, 
had  obtained  from  Miss  Taylor  a  snm  of  money 
advanced  by  her  on  mortgage  with  whioh  to  pay 
off  Dewabury^  prior  advance,  and  to  pay  over  the 
balance  to  Whitaker.  The  mortgage  deed  was 
Miaa  Taylor's,  and  the  moneys  in  a  certain  senae 
the  moneys  of  Dewsbory  and  Whitaker.  The 
mortgage  deed  was  properly  drawn  and  delivered 
to  Miss  Taylor,  but  the  defendant  misappropriated 
part  of  the  monies  advanced  by  Miss  Taylor  on 
the  mortgage.  But  those  monies  were  not  the 
proceeds  o(  the  mortsage  improperly  converted 
within  the  meaning  of  this  enactment,  which 
means  shall  convert  either  a  aecurity  or  money 
f  ntmated  to  him  fur  aafe  custody  or  for  any  apeciid 
purpoa».  The  defendant  therefore  is  not  brought 
within  the  words  of  the  enactment,  and  the  oon> 
viction  must  be  qaaahed. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring. 

Canvietion  qitaihtd. 

Attorney  for  the  Proaeoutor,  Sord/m,  Liverpool. 

Attorney  for  the  Deleitdaat,  Sherrtdl,  Kidagrove. 


A^a  16  and  17, 1874. 

(Before  the    Lord  Chancbllob  (Caims),  Lord 

Chblmsfobd,  and  Lord  Selbobjie.) 

Macbeie  and  oiaExs  v.  Ashlet  asd  otbebs. 


LKeming  Aeii{8eotland)^\^  ^  17  Viet.  e.  67,  a.  H 
—25  $  26  Vicl.  c.  35,  t.  2—"  PaHieular  loadUy 
wilhin  any  county,  dUtriel,  or  burgh  " — Houre  o/ 
dating. 

The  Act  25  ^  26  Vict.  e.  35,  fixes  the  hmrt  for  open- 
ing and  doting  licented  houtet  in  Scotland  at 
eight  in  the  morning  and  eleven  at  night ;  and 
by  Med.  2,  givee  pnaer  to  the  lieenring  rnagiitralet, 
at  their  diteretion,  to  vary  thote  hoxtri  "  in  any 
partieular  locality  within  any  county,  dietrid,  or 
oUTgh   requiring    other    hoare  for    opening    or 

The  magitlratee  of  E.  defined  iu  metea  and  boundi 
a  certain  part  of  their  burgh,  which  in  fad  in- 
cluded aU  the  lieeneed  housei  {herein,  and  pasted 
a  resolution  to  the  effect  that  the  particular  lacalitif 
so  defined  required  that  the  licensed  houses  in  U 
should  be  closed  at  ten  at  night,  and  inserted  that 
hour  in  the  eerttJUatet  which  they  granted : 

Held,  thai  the  retohdion  was  uUra  viret,  and  on 
enonon  of  the  daluie,  for  the  Ad  gaoe  them  a  die- 
ereiion  to  seled  aportionofthe  tohole  disfrict.and 
it  vias  contrary  both  to  the  spirit  and  letter  to 
apply  an  exceptional  rule  to  what  v 
the  vtho'   ' 


'irtudUy 
vthole  hurgh.. 
Tris  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  first  di-' 
vision  of  the  Court  of  Sesaion  in  Scotland  (the 
Lord  President  Inglis,  Lord  Beas,  and  Lord  Jer> 
viswoode;  Lord  Aramillan  dubitante),  delivered 
on  the  20th  Jane  1873,  in  favour  of  the  respon- 
dents, reveraing  the  decision  of  the  Lord  Ordinary 
(Lord  Gifford]  in  favour  of  the  appellants. 

The  appellants  were  the  magistratea  of  the  burgh 
oEBotheaayi  the  reapondenta  were  the  four  prin- 
cipal hotelkeepera  in  that  town ;  and  the  queation 
raised  in  the  action  was,  whether  the  appellants, 
in  resolving  at  their  meeting  fbr  granting  and  re- 
newing publicans'  certificates,  held  on  the  15tb 
April  1872,  "  that  in  the  particular  locality  within 
the  borgh,  aiCuated  within  the  following  limits 
(specifying  them),  other  hours  are  requimd  for 
closing  inna  and  botela  and  publio-housea  than 
thoae  spaciGed  in  the  forma  of  certificate  in  sche- 
dule A  anneied  to  the  Act  (25  A  26  Vict.  c.  35), 
applicable  thereto,"  and  in  granting  certain  certi- 
ficates, in  the  terms  of  this  resolution,  had  gone 
beyond  the  powers  conferred  upon  them  by  the 
Fubhc-houaea  Acts. 

The  Acts  which  regulate  public-houses  and  the 
granting  of  publicans^  certificates  in  Scotland,  are 
the  Acts  9  Geo.  4,  c.  58,  16  &  17  Vict,  c  67,  and 
25  A  26  Vict.  c.  35. 

The  only  provision  as  to  the  hoars  for  keeping 
open  pubbc-hooses,  in  9  Geo.  4,  o.  58,  is  contained 
in  the  form  of  certificate,  which  provides  that  the 
hotel,  inn,  or  pnblic-houae  aball  not  be  kept  open 
daring  the  boura  of  service  on  Sundays,  nor  "at 
nnseaaonable  hours  "  on  other  days. 

Sect.  11  of  16  &  17  Vict.  o.  67,  provides.  "  that 
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contained  in  the  said  sohedule,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  such  insticeB  or  magistrates  to  insert  in  the 
said  schedule  snch  other  hours,  not  being  earlier 
than  six  o'clock  or  later  than  eight  o'clock  in  the 
morning  for  opening,  or  earlier  than  nine  o'clock 
or  later  than  eleven  o'clock  in  the  evening  for 
closing  the  same,  as  they  shall  think  fit." 

The  forms  of  certificates  contained  in  the  sche- 
dule to  this  Act  provide,  "  that  the  holder  shall 
not  keep  open  house,  or  permit  or  suffer  any 
drinking  on  any  part  of  the  premises  belonging 
thereto,  or  sell  or  give  out  therefrom  any  liquors 
before  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning,  or  after  eleven 
o'clock  at  night." 

The  later  Act  (25  &  26  Yict.  o.  35)  substitutes 
new  forms  of  certificate  for  those  provided  by  the 
Act  last  quoted;  but,  as  re^aros  the  hours  of 
opening  and  closing,  the  provisions  are  identical. 

Sect.  2  provides :  "  That  in  any  particular  locality 
within  any  county,  or  district,  or  burgh,  requiring 
other  hours  for  opening  and  closing  inns,  &o.,  than 
those  specified  in  the  lorms  of  certificates  in  the 
said  schedule  applicable  thereto,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  such  justices  or  magistrates  respectively  to 
insert  in  such  certificates  such  other  hours,  not 
being  earlier  than  six  o'clock  or  later  than  eisht 
o'clock  in  the  morning  for  opening,  or  earlier  t&n 
nine  o'clock  or  later  than  eleven  o'clock  in  the 
evening  for  closing  the  same,  as  they  shall  think 
fit." 

Under  the  provisions  of  sect.  36  of  the  last 
quoted  Act,  the  two  previous  statutes,  so  fiEur  as 
not  repealed  are  incorporated  with  and  form  part 
of  it. 

Bothesay  is  the  chief  town  of  the  island  of  Bute, 
in  the  Firth  of  Clyde.  It  has  a  popidation  of 
about  7800,  which  is  much  increased  during  the 
summer  months  by  the  arrival  of  visitors.  There 
were  thirty-one  licensed  publicans  in  the  burgh, 
and  the  appellants,  by  tneir  resolutions  of  the 
15th  April  1872,  above  mentioned,  defined  certain 
limits  within  the  boundaries  of  the  burgh,  which 
embraced  about  two- thirds  of  the  whole  burgh,  and 
included  all  the  licensed  inns,  hotels,  and  public- 
houses,  and  left  unaffected  only  parts  of  theour^h, 
either  not  built  upon  at  all  or  occupied  only  oy 
outlying  villas.  Thus  the  whole  burgh,  for  lioens- 
infi;  purposes,  was  affected  by  the  resolution,  which 
substituted  ten  o'clock  at  night  for  eleven  o'clock 
as  the  hour  for  closing  all  licensed  houses,  and  this 
hour  was  inserted  in  all  the  certificates  for  the  year 
which  began  on  the  15th  May  1872. 

The  grocers  of  the  town  were  not  affected  by  the 
resolution;  and  the  respondents,  feeling  them- 
selves aggrieved  thereby,  commenced  the  proceed- 
ings, which  resulted  in  this  appeal. 

The  Lord  Advocate  (Grordon,  Q.C.),  the  Solicitor' 
General  (Holker,  Q.C.),  and  W,  A.  0,  Patei'son  (of 
the  Scottisli  Bar),  appeared  for  the  appellants. 

At  the  conclusion  of  their  argument, 

Southgate,  Q.C.,  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  B,  F.  CampheU  (of 
the  Scottish  Bar),  who  were  counsel  for  the  re- 
spondents, were  not  called  upon. 

The  LoEiD  Chancellor. — My  Lords,  the  question, 
and  the  only  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case 
is,  whether  an  order  made  by  the  magistrates  of 
the  burgh  of  Rothesay,  was  within  the  powers 
conferred  upon  them  by  the  Act  of  Parliament 
under  which  they  were  proceeding,  for  if  the  order 
was  within  these  powers  it  was  not  for  the  Court 


trates.  The  exerdBe  of  that  disoretioD  is  entirely 
for  them  and  for  them  alone.  My  Lords,  the 
question  in  the  view  which  I  ahoald  anbmit  of  it 
to  your  Lordships  turns  really  upon  one  Act  of 
Parliament,  the  25  A  26  Yiot.  c.  35.  It  is  true 
that  before  that  Aot,  another  Act,  that  of  th^l6 
&  17  Yict.  had  been  passed  upon  this  sakgeot,  but 
if  your  Lordships  will  torn  to  the  Act  of  the  16 
&  17  Yict  you  will  .observe  that  the  form  in  whidi 
that  enactment  is  couohed  is  this,  it  gives  in  a 
schedule  one  form  of  certificate  of  lioenoe  to  be 
granted  to  an  hotel  or  public-house,  and  in  that 
n>rm  there  oocurs  the  condition,  that  the  house  is 
not  to  be  opened  before  eight  o'clock  in  the 
morning,  or  to  be  kent  open  later  than  deven 
o'clock  at  night ;  and  tnen  the  11th  section  of  the 
Act  provides,  after  declaring  that  the  magistrates 
may  grant  a  licence  in  the  form  to  which  I  have 
refer^d,  that  "  in  localities  recjuiring  other  hoan 
for  opening  and  dosing  pubhc-hoases,  te.,  than 
those  contamed  in  the  schedule,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  justices  or  magistrates  to  insert  in  the 
schedule  such  other  hours,  not  being  earlier  than 
six  or  later  than  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning  for 
opening,  or  earlier  than  nine  o'clock  or  later  than 
eleven  o'clodc:  in  the  evening  for  closing  the 
same."  The  proviso,  therefore,  is  a  power  given 
to  iJter  or  modify  the  particular  form  of  licence 
which  is  contained  in  tne  schedule  to  that  AcU 
But  when  your  Lordships  turn  to  the  Act  of  the 
25  &  26  Yict.,  upon  which  I  shall  have  icime* 
diately  to  comment,  you  will  find  that  the  form  of 
certificate  given  by  the  earlier  Act  is  entutty 
swept  away  and  another  form  substituted  for  it 
Therefore,  the  proviso  in  the  earlier  Act  which  wta 
to  operate  u(>on  the  form  of  certifiloate  eiven  in 
that  Act,  of  necessity  comes  to  an  end  when  the 
certificate  g^ven  by  the  earlier  Act  is  removed  oat 
of  the  way.  Therefore,  my  Lords,  without  stop- 
ping to  consider  whether  there  are  or  are  not 
actual  repealing  words  in  the  later  statute,  and 
without  stopping  to  consider  what  may  have  beoi 
the  meaning  of  the  proviso  in  the  earlier  statute, 
it  appears  to  me  sufficient  to  say  that  the  certifiotte 
given  in  the  earlier  statute;,  being  now  at  an  end, 
and  being  a  certificate  which  cannot  be  granted, 
the  earlier  statute  itself  is  no  longer  to  be  con- 
sidered. My  Lords,  I  then  turn  to  the  later  statute, 
but  before  considering  the  words  of  it  I  will  remind 
your  Lordships  of  what  has  been  done  by  the 
magistrates  of  Bothesay  in  this  case.  They  have 
made  an  order  substituting  a  different  hour— 
an  earlier  hour — for  closing,  for  the  hour  which 
your  Lordships  will  find  contained  in  the  later 
statute  to  which  I  have  referred.  They  have  done 
that,  not  for  the  whole  burgh  in  point  of  form,  hot 
for  a  portion  of  the  burgh  so  far  as  regards  metes 
and  bounds.  But  the  portion  of  the  burgh,  for 
which  their  order  has  oeen  made  is  admitted  to 
contain  all  the  hotels  and  inns  and  public  houses 
which  exist  in  the  burgh,  and  therefore,  though  in 
form  the  order  does  not  extend  to  every  square 
yard  of  the  burgh  for  the  purposes  of  licensing, 
it  really  does  comprise  the  whole  of  the  burgh, 
because  it  comprises  the  whole  of  the  hot^  imd 
public-houses  in  the  burgh.  Lideed,  my  Lords,  it 
was  not  denied  at  the  bar,  it  was  very  properly 
assumed  to  be  an  order  which  practioally  did  aSed, 
and,  what  is  more  important,  which  was  meant  to 
affect,  the  whole  of  tne  honses  within  the  bor^ 
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the  proTisioQs  contained  in  the  later  statute,  the 
25  &  26  Vict.    That  later  statute  in  plaoe  of  the 
one  and  only  form  of  certificate,  which  had  been 
contained  in  the  schedule  of  the  16  &  17  Yict., 
provides  I  think  three  forms  of  certificates  in  the 
schedule.    Each  of  these  forms  contains  a  con- 
dition that  the  house  to  which  a  certificate  is  to  be 
granted  shall  not  be  opened  earlier  in  the  morning 
than  eight  o'clock,  or  later  in  the  evening  than 
eleven  o'clock.    Those  hours  therefore  are  taken 
by  the  Legislature  to  be  the  hours  which  as  a 
general  rule  are  to  be  applied  to  all  licensed  houses. 
The  second  section  of  tne  Act  provides  that  these 
forms  of  certificates  to  which  I  nave  referred  shall 
come  in  place  of  the  forms  of  certificates  provided 
by  the  earlier  Acts,  and  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  justices  **  where  they  shall  deem  it  inexpedient 
to  srant  to  any  person  a  certificate  in  the  form 
applied  for,  to  grant  him  a  certificate  in  any  other 
of  the  forms  contained  in  the  schedule.      And 
then  come  these  words,  "  provided  always  that  in 
any    particular   locality   within    any    county   or 
district  or  burgh  requiring  other  hours  for  opening 
and  closing  inns  and  hotels  and  pubUc-nouses 
than  those  specified  in  the  forms  of  certificates  in 
said  schedule  applicable  thereto,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  such  justices  or  magistrates  respectively  to 
insert  in  such  certificates  such  other  hours,  not 
being  earlier  than  six  of  the  clock  or  later  than 
eight  of  the  clock  in  the  morning  for  opening,  or 
earlier  than  nine  of  the  clock  or  mter  than  eleven 
of  the  clock  in  the  evening  for  closing  the  same  as 
they  shall  think  fit."  Now,  if  your  Lordships  take 
those  words  in  the  proviso  as  they  are  to  be 
literally  interpreted,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  beyond 
all  doubt  that  they  point  to  a  discretion  reposed  in 
the  magistrates  which  is  to  be  exercised  not  with 
reference  to  the  whole  county,  district,  or  burgh 
within  their  jurisdiction,  but  as  the  words  expressly 
are  with  reference  to  a  particular  locality  within 
(that  is  inside)  the  county  or  district  or  burgh,  and 
I  think  }rour  Lordships  will  easily  see  how  reason- 
able and  intelligible  this  provision  of  the  Legislature 
was.  The  subject  of  the  general  hours  for  opening 
and  closing  public  houses  is  a  matter,  and  has 
always  been  treated  as  being  a  matter,  of  great 
and  imperial  public  moment.    It  has  been  treated 
as  a  matter  to  be  reserved  for,  and  determined  by, 
the  consideration  of  the  Imperial  Parliament.    It 
has  accordingly  been  a  subject  upon  which  Par- 
liament has  in  this  Act  expressed  its  opinion  with 
regard  to  what  should  be  the  general  rule  by  the 
certificate  to  which  I  have  referred  prescribing  the 
hours  mentioned  in  the  certificate.    But  then  the 
Act  takes  notice  that  in  any  particular  district 
over  which  the  licensing  authority  shall  exercbe 
its  power,  there  may  be  some  reason  why  a  portion 
of  tne  district  or  locality  within  the  district,  should 
have  applied  to  it  a  dif^rent  rule  from  that  which 
is  to  be  the  rule  of  the  district  at  large ;  in  other 
words,  that  there  should  be  a  power  or  making  an 
exception  from  that  which  is  to  be  the  general  rule. 
But  that  is  to  be  the  form  in  which  the  discretion 
is  to  be  exercised.    There  is  to  be  a  general  rule, 
and  there  may  be  an  exception ;  but  u  the  excep- 
tion is  to  swallow  up  the  rule  it  ceases  of  course 
to  be  an  exception  at  all,  and  that  which  might 
fairly  have  been  an  exercise  of  discretion  becomes 
no  exercise  of  the  kind  of  discretion  mentioned  in 
this  Act  of  Parliament,  which  is  to  be  a  disoretion 
to  select  a  portion  of  the  whole  district,  and  apply 
to  it  a  mie  different  from  the  rale  which  is  to 


apply  to  the  whole  district.    That,    my  Lords, 
appeared  to  me  to  be  the  obvious  and    literal 
meaning  of  the  words,  and  in  truth  the  only  way 
in  which  the  literal  meaning  of  the  words  was 
attempted  to  be  met  in  the  very  clear  argument 
which  we  heard  upon  the  subject,  was  l>y  the 
Lord  Advocate,  who  pressed  this  upon  us.    The 
Lord  Advocate  said — "  Here  is  a  power,  a  dis- 
cretion, given  to  the  magistrates  to  take  a  par- 
ticular locality  within  their  district ;   that  is  a 
discretion  which  they  may  exercise  not  only  once 
but  again  and  again.    They  may  first  take  one 
locality  and  they  may  afterwards  take  another 
locality,  and  in  that  way  they  may  traverse  the 
whole  of  their  district,  and,  in  fine,  by  taking  a 
number  of  localities,  they  may  ultimately  take  the 
whole  district.    Why,  thererore,  should  they  not 
take  the  whole  of  their  district  at  once  P    Now, 
my  Lords,  I  will  assume,  though  it  b  not  for  your 
Lordships  now  to  decide,  as  the  q[ue8tion  has  not 
arisen,  that  this  may  be  a  discretion  which  may  be 
exercised  more  than  once.    That  may  be  so,  and 
upon  that  I  express  no  opinion,  but  of  this  I  am 
quite  certain,  tnat  neither  vour  Lordships  nor  any 
other  court,  if  they  founa  that  magistrates  had, 
under  the  guise  of  exercising  a  discretion,  taken 
portion  after  portion  of  their  district,  not  with 
reference  to  tne  view  of  the  particular  wants  or 
reouirements  of  each  portion  the^  selected,  but  in 
oraer,  by  degrees,  to  take  possession  of  the  whole 
of  their  district,  and  under  the  pretence  of  exer- 
cising a  discretion  for  each  portion,  virtually  to 
subvert  and  change  the  general  rule  laid  down  by 
the  Legislature ;  if,  I  say,  jour  Lordships  were  to 
find,  which  I  cannot  imagme  or  suppose  you  ever 
would  find,  magistrates  adopting  that  course  for 
the  purpose  of  doing  what  I  must  describe  as 
evading  an  Act  of  Parliament,  your  Lordships 
would  not  be  prepared  to  sanction,  but  would  dis- 
countenance and  prevent  the  exercise  of  a  power 
which  was  used  in  that  way.    That,  however,  has 
not  been  done  by  the  magistrates  in  this  case. 
They   have  done  that  which  they  believed   was 
within  their  power.    They  have,    once    for   all, 
attempted  witn  regard  to  all  the  public-houses  in 
their  oistrict,  to  change  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
Act  of   Parliajnent.    That,  in  my  opinion,  is  a 
power  which  has  not  been  entrusted  to  them  by 
the  Legislature ;  and  I,  therefore,  submit  to  your 
Lordships  that  the  view  taken  by  the  Court  of 
Session  was  correct  in  reducing  tne  order  which 
was  thus  made  by  the  magistrates.    I  therefore 
propose  to  your  Lordships  that  the  interlocutors 
appealed  a^nst,  should    be  affirmed,  and    the 
appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lord  CuELMSFORD — My  Lords,  I  am  entirely  of 
the  same  opinion.  If  this  case  depended  upon  the 
16  &  17  Vict.,  there  might  be  some  difficulty 
in  determining  the  exact  meaning  of  the  word 
"  locality "  in  the  11  th  section  of  the  Act ; 
but  I  should  have  had  very  little  hesitation  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion  that  it  could  not  have 
been  intended  to  applj  to  the  whole  of  a  county, 
city,  or  burgh  witnm  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
licensing  magistrates,  for  these  reasons : — The  11th 
section  prtocribes  the  form  of  certificate  for  inns 
and  public-houses,  and  it  expressly  enacts  that  it 
shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  ma^trates  of  any  burgh 
in  Scotland  to  grant  any  certificates  in  any  other 
form  than  those  contained  ul  t\\j^  5i>.^<^Ax!L^\  ^is^ 
by  t\xe  \^\i  a«c\.\oi!LV(.S&  «oaRX«^*OB»^  ^>5s^  ^^tJ;«&iRs^ 
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"  shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes." 
Now  if  thcf  word  "  locality  "  applied  to  the  whole 
of  the  district  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ma^i^s- 
trates,  the  very  section  which  makes  it  unlawful 
for  the  magistrates  to  grant  certificates  in  any 
other  than  the  prescribed  forms  would  enable  them 
to  supersede  the  provision  expressed  in  the  most 
peremptory  terms,  and  virtusuly  to  repeal  it ;  and 
if  this  might  be  done  in  one  county,  city,  and 
burgh,  why  not,  as  was  observed  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  in  every  one  throughout  Scotland. 
But  whatever  may  be  the  proper  construction  of 
the  16  &  17  Vict.,  we  have  notning  to  do  with  it, 
except  as  introductory  to  and  in  some  respects 
explanatory  of  the  Act  of  the  25  &  26  Vict.  It 
seems  prooable  that  the  alternative  meaning  of  the 
word  "  locality  "  mentioned  by  the  Lord  President, 
might  have  sug^st^dthe  necessity  of  more  clearly 
expressing  the  mtention  of  the  Legislature ;  and 
accordingly  in  the  25  &  26  Vict.,  the  matter  is 
made  perfectly  plain  by  the  introduction  of  these 
words,  "  any  particular  locality  within  any  county 
or  district  or  burgh."  Upon  these  words,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  even  if  the  word  "  locality  " 
in  the  16  &  17  Yict.,  had  the  construction  which 
was  contended  for,  it  has  been  altogether  super- 
seded by  the  later  statute,  and  that  the  magistrates 
have  not,  as  was  contended  for  by  the  Lord  Advo- 
cate, power  of  licensing  under  the  16  &  17  Yict., 
and  also  under  the  25  &  26  Yict.  The  magistrates 
have  to  deal  with  the  latter  statute  only,  and  the 
particular  localities  within  their  jurisdiction  re- 
quiring other  hours  for  opening  and  closing  public- 
houses  than  those  specified  in  the  K>rms  of 
certificates  contained  in  the  Act,  that  is,  where, 
from  some  peculiar  circumstance  connected  with 
some  particular  locality,  in  the  iudgment  of  the 
magistrates  it  is  requisite  that  other  hours  should 
be  inserted  in  the  licences.  Now  it  must  be 
conceded  that  this  is  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of 
the  magistrates  in  the  proper  exercise  of  their 
statutory  powers ;  but,  upon  this  occasion,  instead 
of  confining  themselves  to  a  part  of  the  burgh, 
they  have  endeavoured  to  apply  their  power  to 
every  part  of  the  burgh — at  all  events  to  the  part 
of  the  burgh  containing  all  the  public-houses  to 
which  their  licensing  powers  extend,  and  therfore 
practicallv  to  the  whole  of  the  burgh.  This  appears 
to  me  to  be  contrary  not  only  to  the  spirit  out  to 
the  very  letter  of  the  Act,  because  it  is  impossible 
to  say  that  the  limits  which  they  have  defined, 
which  virtually  comprehend  the  whole  of  the  burgh, 
can  be  called  "a  particular  locality  within  any 
county,  or  district,  or  burgh :  "  and  I  must  say  it 
appears  to  me  something  very  like  an  attempt  to 
evade  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
Now,  the  law  will  not  allow  that  to  be  done  in- 
directly which  cannot  lawfully  be  done  directly, 
and  therefore  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  this 
was  idtra  vires  of  the  magistrates  of  the  burgh. 
I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  at  all  important  to 
consider  the  objection  that  the  discretion  of  the 
magistrates  can  be  exercised  only  when  other  hours 
than  those  named  in  the  certificates  are  required 
for  opening  as  well  as  closing  public-houses.  The 
words  "  opening  and  closing  "  give  the  power  as  to 
morning  and  evening  both ;  and  it  may  well  be  that 
a  change  as  to  opening  might,  from  particular 
circumstances,  be  requisite,  and  not  as  to  closing. 

And  although  the  times  for  the 


to  indicate  that  in  any  change  to  be  made  those 
should  be  the  exact  number  of  hours  for  whidi 
publicans  are  to  be  allowed  to  keep  open  thmr 
nouses.  I  therefore  a^ree  with  my  noble  and 
learned  friend  that  the  interlocutors  ought  to  be 
affirmed  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lord  Sblbobne— ^M!^  Lords,  I  am  entirely  of  the 
same  opinion,  and  I  will  add  but  little  to  what  has 
been  already  said  by  those  of  your  Lordships  who 
have  addressed  the  Hou^.  With  respect  to  the 
reasons  on  which  the  learned  Lord  Ordinary,  who 
took  a  difierent  view,  seems  to  have  proceeded,  and 
with  which  Lord  Ardmillan  appears  to  have  been 
disposed  to  agree,  though  yielding  to  the  authority 
of  the  majority  of  the  judges  in  the  Inner 
House,  they  appear  to  me,  my  Lords,  to  turn 
upon  a  view  wnich  I  think  it  would  be  some- 
wnat  dangerous  to  encourage  at  all,  in  dealing 
with  Acts  of  Parliament  of  this  description. 
Because,  in  the  letter  of  the  magistrates* 
order,  less  than  the  whole  of  the  burgh  is 
comprehended  in  point  of  territorial  limits,  their 
Loraships  seem  to  have  been  inclined  to  think  that 
the  strict  language  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  was 
satisfied,  and  that  the  court,  under  those  circum- 
stances, ou^ht  not  to  interfere  with  the  discretioa 
of  the  magistrates.  Now,  I  cannot  but  think  that 
in  that*  view  their  Lordships  lost  sight  of  a  distinc- 
tion which  exists  between  what  is  called  an 
evasion  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  where  the  Act 
is  in  derogation,  if  I  may  so  say,  or  in  restriction 
of  the  le^  rights  and  hberties  of  the  subject,  and 
where  the  Act  confers  for  public  purposes,  powers 
which  would  not  otherwise  exist.  It  has  been  said 
in  this  House,  and  elsewhere,  that  with  regard  to 
such  statutes  as  the  Mortmain  Act,  and  others  of 
that  kind  which  restrict  previouslv  existing  legal 
powers,  a  man  is  at  liberty  to  evade  them  if  thai 
means  no  more  than  to  keep  outside  of  them ;  baft 
if  you  keep  oustside  of  an  Act  which  creates  for 
public  purposes,  licensing  powers  in  magistrates,  it 
IS  manifest  that  you  do  not  execute  the  power  at  all. 
Now,  in  this  case,  without  at  all  meaning  to  deny 
that  it  is  confided  to  the  discretion  of  tne  magis- 
trates to  determine  what  particular  localities  within 
their  jurisdiction  require  other  hours  for  opening 
and  closing  than  those  specified,  yet  it  is  quite 
obvious  that  such  discretion  as  they  have  is  not 
an  arbitrary  discretion  to  define,  with  or  without 
reasons  apparent  to  themselves,  any  localities  th€7 
please,  but  thev  must  be  such  localities  as  they 
consider  in  the  honest  and  bond  fide  exercise  of  their 
own  jud^ent,  to  rec^uire  a  dinerenoe  to  be  made. 
The  participle  "  requiring  '*  is  connected  with  the 
substantive  "  locality  *'  and  therefore  it  must  be  a 
requirement  arising  out  of  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  the  place.  The  magistrates  must,  in 
the  exercise  of  an  honest  and  bond  fide  judgment, 
be  of  opinion  that  the  "particular  locality'*  (I  most 
use  the  language  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  thou^ 
it  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  the  best  English  m 
the  world)  which  they  except  firom  the  ordinary 
rule  is  one  which,  from  its  own  particular  circum- 
stances, requires  the  difference  to  be  made.  It  is 
quite  evident  that  the  magistrates  have  not 
proceeded  upon  that  ground  in  the  present  case, 
and,  therefore,  without  saying  absolutely  that  no 
case  could  possibly  be  conceived  in  which  there 
happened  to  be  only  one  or  two  publio-hooses 
within  the  district,  and  those  really  so  situated  that 
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would  be  impossible,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  it  is 
perfectly  clear,  and  on  all  hands  conceded,  that 
that  case  does  not  exist  here. 

Interhcutor  aflirmed,  and  appeal  dismissed, 

tviih  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Simson,  Wake/ord, 
and  Simeon  for  /.  and  A.  Peddie,  Edinburgh. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,   Orahames  and 
Wardlaw,  for  A.  Kirk  Mackie^  Edinburgh. 


COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

Reported  by  J.  Shortt  and  M.  W.  UcEbllar,  Esqrt., 

Barristers-at- La  w . 


April  18  and  29, 1874. 

Reg.  v.  Castuo. 

Trial  at  bar  for  perjury — Motion  for  new  trial,  or 
in  arrest  of  judgment — Remarks  by  judge  in 
summing  up — Competency  of  court  in  banc  to 
re-hear  points  of  law — Venue  upon  re^noval  from 
Central  Criminal  Court — Appointment  of  days 
for  trial—  Adjournment — Nish  Prius  sittings  tn 
Westminster  UaU — Penal  sei-vitude  for  perjury 
before  a  Chancery  commissioner — Repetition  of 
sentence — Sentence  out  of  term. 

Upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  or  a  venire  de  novo, 
or  in  arrest  of  judgment,  after  a  trial  at  bar  of 
an  indictment  for  perjury,  the  court  held  as  foU 
lows : — 

Remarks  of  great  severity  upon  the  conduct  of 
defendant's  counsel,  made  by  a  judge  in  summing 
up  to  a  jury,  although  calculated  to  influence 
them  unfavourably  to  the  defendant,  do  not  con* 
stitute  an  undue  influence,  if  intended  to  counter* 
act  the  evil  effect  which  what  the  judge  considers 
to  be  the  improper  conduct  of  the  counsel  might 
have  upon  the  jury. 

The  court  expressed  no  opinion  as  to  their  compe* 
tency  to  re-hear  and  re-consider  points  of  taw 
already  decided  by  the  same  court  when  sitting  at 
bar. 

The  efect  of  9  ^  10  Vict.  c.  24,  a.  3,  w  to  give  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  discretiott  to  name,  in  a 
certiorari  for  removal  of  an  indictment  from  the 
Central  Criminal  Court,  the  county  or  jurisdiction 
in  which  the  trial  is  to  take  place,  and  to  provide 
that  the  jurors  shall  be  sumrnoned  from  that  juris* 
diction. 

Sect.  7  0/  11  Geo.  4^1  WiU.  4,  c.  70,  pives  a 
court  the  most  absolute  discretion  to  appoint  such 
days  as  they  think  jit  for  a  trial  al  bar,  either  on 
several  occasions  or  at  once  through  and  beyond 
succeeding  vacations. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  sitting  at  bar  may  for 
sufficient  reason  adjourn  a  trial  either  in  or  out 
of  term. 

Since  the  enactment  of  33  Vict.  c.  6,  s.  5,  whaff>vpr 
was  the  law  before,  sittings  at  Nisi  Prius  in  Mid* 
dlesex  need  not  be  held  within  Westminster  Hall. 

'1  Geo.  2,  c.  25,  which  imposed  the  sentence  of  trans- 
portaiion  (now  penal  servitude)  for  perjury, 
applies  equally  io  an  oath  taken  before  a  com- 
missioner  in  Chancery,  appointed  under  15  ^  16 
Vict.  c.  78,  or  an  oath  taken  before  any  court  of 
common  law. 

In  the  case  of  an  irregular  sentence  upon  a  person 
convicted  at  bar,  the  Court  of  Queens  Bench  ma/y 
cure  the  irregularity  by  sentencing  the  defendant 
again. 

It  is  competent  for  a  court  ai  bar  to  deliver  BenUnee 

Mao.  CaA'-Vol,  YIIL 


out  of  term  at  the  time  of  a  conviction,  notwith' 
standing  the  dicta  of  thu  jttdges  and  the  House' of 
Lords  in  O'Connell  v.  The  Queen  (11  CI.  ^  F. 
1/.5). 
This  was  the  celebrated  trial  at  bar  held  before 
Cockbum,  C.J.,  Mellor  and  Lush,  J  J.,  and  a  special 
jury,  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  by 
the  claimant  in  his  evidence  in  an  ejectment, 
Tichbome  v.  Lushington,  before  Bovill,  C.J.,  and 
also  in  an  affidavit  sworn  within  the  City  of  Lon- 
don in  a  Chancery  suit.  The  ejectment  was  in  fact 
the  trial  of  the  issue  as  to  the  clairoant*8  identity 
with  Sir  R.  C.  D.  Tichborne,  Bart.,  which  was 
directed  to  b©  tried  at  law  in  the  Chancery  suit. 
The  indictment,  T^hich  contained  two  counts,  each 
alleging  similar  assignments  of  perjury,  had  been 
removed  by  certiorari  from  the  Central  Criminal 
Court ;  the  trial  commenced  on  the  23rd  April 
1873,  and  was  continued  with  intervals  until  the 
28th  Feb.  1874,  when  the  jury  found  a  verdict  of 
guilty  upon  both  counts  and  all  the  assignments, 
and  the  court  immediately  sentenced  the  defendant 
to  fourteen  years  penal  servitude. 

It  was  proved  in  the  trial  at  bar  that  the  trial  of 
the  ejectment  was  commenced  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  at  Westminster  Hall,  and  after 
the  hearing  had  lasted  several  days,  it  was  ad- 
journed with  the  consent  of  the  parties  to  the 
Westminster  Sessions  House,  where  the  claimant 
was  called  as  a  witness,  and  was  sworn.  Part  of 
bis  evidence  was  given  at  the  Sessions  House  and 
part  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  at  West- 
minster Hall,  to  which  place  the  trial  by  consent 
was  further  adjourned.  No  consent  for  either  of 
these  adjournments  was  entered  upon  the  record 
of  the  ejectment,  and  the  indictment  alleged  the 
perjury  to  have  been  committed  "  at  West- 
minster," without  reference  to  the  particular 
building  or  any  adjournment  by  consent. 

Formal  appointments  were  made  by  the  Court 
of  Queen's  JBench  during  the  trial  at  bar,  fpr 
sittings  throughout  the  vacations,  under  11  Geo. 
4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  7. 

The  first  appointment  was  made  in  Easter  Term 
1873,  to  enable  the  court  at  bar  to  sit  up  to  and  on 
Saturday,  the  Ist  Nov.  On  the  31st  Oct.,  that 
court,  on  the  application  of  the  prosecution  and 
against  the  protest  of  the  defendant,  adjourned  to 
the  17th  Nov.,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling,  the 
prosecution  to  obtain  witnesses  in  reply  to  certain 
evidence  given  for  the  defence.  On  the  6th  Nov. 
the  prosecution  applied  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  sitting^  in  banc,  for  a  further  appointment 
of  sittings.  The  defendant  objected  to  this  appli- 
cation, but  the  court  overruled  the  objection.  On 
the  17th  Nov.,  the  court  at  bar  further  acljoumed 
the  trial  until  the  1st  Dec,  and  again  against  the 
defendant's  protest. 

Kenealy,  Q.C.  (with  him  McMahon  and  Wyl"^). 
for  the  defendant,  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  or  a  venire  de  rwvo,  or  in  arrest 
of  judgment. — As  to  the  first  count  of  the 
indictment,  which  alleged  penury  in  the  eject- 
ment at  Westminster,  Bovill,  C.f.,  had  no  juris 
diction  to  hold  this  trial  at  Nisi  Prius  in  any 
other  place  than  Westminster  Hall.  By  18  Eliz., 
c.  12,  after  reciting  that  theretofore  all  issues 
joined  in  any  of  the  courts  of  record  at  West- 
minster triable  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  had 
been  usually  tried  at  the  bars  in  tha  «».\^^isssst\sa. 
in  Wefttm\tk^\/(st^  \V»  ^^j^  wiasKft.^  Vr-Vw  o^  '^i^^ 
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Pleas  for  the  time  being  upon  issues  joined  or  to 
be  joined  in  the  Court  or  Common  Pleas,  and 
certain  other  judges  of  the  several  courts,  '*  shall 
or  may  at  their  discretions,  within  the  said  Hall, 
called  Westminster  Hall,  in  Westminster,  or  in 
the  place  where  the  Court  of  Excheauer  is  com- 
monly kept  in  the  said  county  pf  Middlesex,  as 
justices  or  Nisi  Prius  for  the  said  county  of  Middle- 
sex, within  the  term  time,  or  within  four  days 
next  after  the  end  of  every  or  any  term  severally 
try  all  manner  of  issues  joined  or  to  be  joined  in 
any  of  the  said  several  courts,  which  by  the 
ordinary  course  of  the  laws  of  the  realm  ought  to  be 
tried  in  any  of  the  said  courts  by  an  inquest  of  the 
said  county  of  Middlesex."  Although  this  enact- 
ment was  amended  in  various  ways  by  subsequent 
statutes,  no  jurisdiction  has  ever  been  given  to  a 
Judge  of  the  Common  Pleas  to  try  issues  at  any 
other  place  in  Westminster  except  Westminster 
Hall.  The  express  authority  to  a  Judge  of  the 
Queen's  Bench  to  try  all  issues,  wherein  the  trial 
ought  to  be  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  "  either  in 
the  said  Hall  or  in  any  other  fit  place  in  the  city 
of  Westminster,"  in  such  manner  as  the  same 
"  might  be  tried  by  the  said  Chief  Justice  in  the 
said  Hall,  called  Westminster  Hall "  (1  Geo.  4, 
c.  21,  s.  1),  is  a  ground  for  continuing  the  previous 
limitation  of  place  which  applied  to  the  Common 
Pleas.  If  this  be  so,  no  consent  of  the  parties 
could  cure  the  want  of  jurisdiction,  at  all  events 
unless  entered  on  the  record.  In  Viner's  Abr., 
title  '*  Trial,"  it  is  stated  (s.  a.  2)  that  "  consent 
cannot  take  away  the  natural  and  essential  visne." 
In  the  case  of  Crow  v.  Edwards,  there  mentioned, 
it  was  resolved  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that 
because  it  did  not  appear  upon  the  record  that  the 
trial  was  by  consent  in  a  foreign  county  it  was 
erroneous,  notwithstanding  the  party  had  in  a 
manner  confessed  it  by  demurrer.  [Cockburn,  C.J. 
— You  must  contend  then  that  if  the  Claimant  had 
recovered,  the  whole  ejectment  would  have  been 
invalid.]  Certainly.  It  has  also  been  held  in 
modern  cases  that  consent  cannot  give  juris- 
diction. In  VansittaH  v.  TayUyr  (4  E.  &  B.  910), 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  witii  reference  to 
appeal  upon  a  point  reserved  at  the  trial  before 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  Jervis,  C.J., 
said  at  p.  912,  "  We  are  all  agreed  that  juris- 
diction cannot  be  given  by  the  conduct  oi  the 
parties,  if  we  have  none  independent  of  it."  So 
Jjawrence  v.  Wilcock  (11  A.  &  E.  941).  That 
at  all  events  this  consent,  to  create  jurisdiction, 
must  have  been  entered  upon  the  record,  ap- 
pears from  Co.  Litt.  125  b.  (p.)  "  If  a  venire 
fac,  be  awarded  to  the  coroners  where  it  ought  to 
be  to  the  sherife,  or  the  visne  commeth  out  of  a 
wrong  place,  yet  if  it  be  per  assensum  partiunit  and 
so  entered  of  record,  it  shall  stand,  for  omnia  con* 
sensus  tolUt  er^-orem"  Upon  this  authority,  the  con- 
viction mi^ht  have  been  supported  if  tne  indict- 
ment had  alleged  that  the  oatn  was  administered  by 
consent  at  the  Westminster  Sessions  House,  and  so 
entered  of  record :  and  the  wrong  description  of  the 

5 lace  is  another  objection  to  the  first  count.  [Lush, 
. — *'  Westminster "  is  the  word  used  in  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  sect.  2,  which 
gives  the  judges  power  to  try  causes  in  the  same 
court  at  the  same  time.]  This  was  not  a  trial 
under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act.  [Black- 
burn. J. — Not  if  there  was  a  second  Nisi  Prius 
Coart  sitting  at  the  same  time  ?  Q\] m«  ,  3  .—11  t.\ift 
oath  bad  been  administered  in  one  of  tiiiese  cowTt>& 
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it  could  not  have  been  said  to  have  been  in  West- 
minster Hall ;  these  courts  are  oatside  the  Hall 
itself,  and  ever  since  they  have  been  built,  whidi 
was  in  the  reign  of  George  lY.,  the  jorisdicticui 
could  not  have  literally  depended  upon  18  Elis.  c. 
12.]  Further,  as  to  the  second  count  of  the  indict- 
ment, which  alleged  perjuries  within  the  city  of 
London,  the  ancient  charters  of  the  city  show  a 
right  of  trial  in  the  city,  and  by  a  jury  of  citiaens, 
for  all  offences  conmutted  and  causes  of  action 
arisine  within  its  boundaries ;  (2  Str.  857;  2  Salk 
644) :  out  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  farther  back 
than  the  Central  Criminal  Court  Act  1834  (4  &  5 
Will  4,  c.  36),  which  provides  for  the  trial  of  all 
offences  within  the  district  defined  by  a  mixed 

S'  iry  from  all  the  counties  comprised  in  the  district. 
y  a  subsequent  Act,  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  24,  s.  3,  it  is 
"  enacted  that  every  writ  of  certiorari  for  removing 
an  indictment  from  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court  shall  specify  the  county  or  jurisdiction  in 
which  the  same  shall  be  tried ;  and  a  jury  shall  be 
summoned  and  the  trial  proceed  in  the  same 
manner  in  all  respects  as  if  the  indictment  had 
been  originally  praerred  in  that  county  or  juris- 
diction." This  section  ^ves  no  power  to  the 
person  who  draws  the  certiorari  to  alter  the  county 
m  which  the  indictment  shall  be  tried  from  that 
in  which  the  offence  was  committed.  [Blackbubjt, 
J. — ^It  is  however  a  power  to  the  court  for  that 
purpose.]  The  words  do  not  express  such  a  power, 
and  the  case  of  Beg  v.  MitcheO.  (2  Q.  B.  636),  is  an 
authority  that  a  certiorari  cannot  alter  the  county 
in  which  an  offence  ought  to  be  tried.  The 
adoption  of  the  county  in  uie  certiorari  most  be  at 
the  peril  of  the  prosecution,  and  here  the  second 
count  was  tried  by  a  wrong  jury.  [See  report  of 
this  point  as  argued  at  bar,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.S.  342.] 
As  to  the  trial,  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c  70, 
s.  7,  enacts  that  only  twenty-four  days  shall  be 
appropriated  after  each  term  for  trial  of  issues 
of  fact,  "Provided  that  if  any  trial  at  bar 
shall  be  directed  by  any  of  the  said  courts,  it 
shall  be  competent  to  the  judges  of  such 
court  to  appoint  such  day  or  days  for  the  trial 
thereof  as  tney  shall  think  fit ;  and  the  time  so 
appointed,  if  in  vacation,  shall  for  the  purpose  of 
such  trial  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  part  of  the 
preceding  term."  This  section  authorises  only 
one  appointment  for  a  trial  at  bar  beyond  the 
twenty-four  days  after  the  term  in  which  the 
appointment  is  made,  and  the  proceedings  there- 
fore after  the  Long  Vacation  were  invalid. 
[Blackburn,  J. — That  point  has  already  been 
argued  before  us,  and  aecided.]  Next  as  to  the 
discontinuance  of  the  trial  against  the  protest  of 
the  defendant ; — for  the  purpose  required,  an  ad- 
journment in  a  criminaJ  trial  has  never  before 
been  granted,  and  moreover  there  could  be  do 
power  to  adjourn  over  the  time  of  the  original 
appointment.  [Cockburn,  C.J. — This  was  an 
exceptional  case,  and  we  established  a  new  pre- 
cedent to  meet  it.  Blackburn,  J. — ^No  appoint- 
ment was  necessary  for  sittings  during  term.] 
Further  the  sentence  clearly  ought  not  to  have 
been  pronounced  during  the  vacation:  it  should 
have  oeen  postponed  to  the  beginning  of  this 
term.  0*ConneU  ar^d  othei'8  v.  The  Queen  (11 
CI.  &  F.  155),  was  a  trial  at  bar  under  an  Irish 
Act,  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  31,  containing  a  provisioa 
exactly  similar  to  this  7th  section  of  11  Gea  4 
&1  WiU.4,  c.  70;  Tindal.  C.X,  referring  to  the 
^OT^^  ol  \\k  m  \l\&  ^t^XXjesol  ^^vokn  of  aU  tha 
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judges,  said,  at  p.  250,  "  It  was  to  be  a  day  in 
term  for  the  trial,  not  a  day  in  term  for  the  giving 
of  judgment,  or  any  other  purpose."  And 
Lyndhurst,  L.  C,  at  p.  325,  expresses  the 
unanimous  concurrence  of  the  law  lords  in  the 
opinion  of  the  judges  upon  the  subordinate 
questions  raised  in  the  case.  [Blackbubn,  J. — 
What  is  there  in  the  words  of  the  statute  to 
support  this  dictum  of  the  judges  P  Cockburn, 
C.  J. — They  seem  to  have  overlooked  the  section 
of  the  Act  which  gives  power  to  a  judge  at  Nisi 
Prius  to  pronounce  sentence  during  sittings.] 
There  mignt  be  a  miscarriage  of  justice,  and  if 
sentence  were  pronounced  immediately,  no  remedy, 
which  is  limited  to  a  motion  in  term,  could 
be  obtained  till  it  was  partly,  if  not  entirely 
carried  out.  The  counsel  for  the  prosecution,  at 
p.  220,  seem  to  admit  that  sentence  could  be  pro- 
nounced only  in  term  ;  and  it  does  not  follow  that 
because  express  power  to  sentence  immediately 
is  given  to  a  judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  it  should 
necessarily  belong  to  a  court  sitting  at  bar. 
[Cockburn,  C.  J. — Except  for  that  auwiority,  it 
never  would  have  occurred  to  me  that  the  words 
*'  for  the  purpose  of  such  trial "  did  not  include 
the  sentence,  which  seems  to  me  to  be  part  of  the 
trial.  Blackburn,  J. — That  point  was  not  before 
the  judges  in  the  0*Gonnell  case,  and  was  not 
material  to  their  decision.  At  all  events  the  defen- 
dant might  now  be  brought  up  and  sentenced  again, 
if  there  were  suflBcient  doubt  about  the  propriety  of 
a  sentence  in  vacation.]  That  is  so.  [Black- 
burn, J. — For  myself,  I  have  no  doubt  about  it, 
notwithstanding  the  dictum  of  Tindal,  C.  J.] 
Another  point  concerning  the  sentence  is  that  the 
oath  upon  affidavit  was  not  one  which  could  found 
the  crime  of  peijnry.  The  Act  It)  &  17  Vict, 
c.  78,  which  enables  commissioners  to  take  affi- 
davits in  Chancery,  makes  no  provision  for  false 
swearing.  [Blackburn,  J. — The  words  creating 
the  crime  of  perjury  in  5  Eliz.  c.  9  s.  6,  are,  if  any 
persons  **  by  their  own  act,  consent,  or  agreement 
wilfully  and  corruptly  commit  any  manner  of 
wilful  perjury,  by  his  or  their  deposition,  in  any  of 
the  courts  before  mentioned."  The  affidavit  was 
part  of  a  judicial  proceeding  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery.]  The  2  Greo.  2,  c.  25,  which  makes 
transportation  a  punishment  for  perjury,  cannot 
relate  to  an  oath  taken  before  a  commissioner 
appointed  under  15  &  ItJ  Vict.  c.  78.  Besides 
these  legal  points,  I  move  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
grounds  that  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  his  sum- 
ming up  brought  undue  influence  to  bear  upon  the 
jury;  that  the  court  gave  evidence  to  the  jury 
which  was  not  upon  oath ;  and  that  the  verdict 
was  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

Nothing  was  said  by  the  defendant*s  counsel  in 
support  of  the  last  two  grounds  for  a  new  trial ; 
but  as  to  the  undue  influence  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  the  following  passages  in  his  summing 
up,  which  related  to  the  conduct  of  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  at  the  trial  were  cited;  and  it 
was  contended  that  they  unduly  influenced  the 
jury  against  the  defendant,  and  improperly 
induced  them  to  find  a  verdict  against  him. 
"But,  gentlemen,"  he  said,  ''our  position  was 
rendered  painful  also  from  the  fact  that  we  had 
again  and  again  to  interfere  with  the  address  of 
the  learned  counsel  in  order  to  correct  misstate- 
ments and  misrepresentations  which  could  not  be 
allowed  to  pass  without  such  interference  on  oar 
part.    When  witneaaea  are  misrepresented,  when 


evidence  is  misstated,  when  facts  are  perverted — 
and  that  not  for  the  purpose  of  argument  in  the 
cause,  but  in  order  to  lay  the  foundation  of  foul 
imputations  and  unjust  accusations  against  parties 
ana  witnesses — when  one  unceasing  torrent  of 
invective  and  foul  slander  is  sent  forth  where- 
with to  blacken  the  character  of  men  whose  repu- 
tations have  been  hitherto  without  reproach — then 
it  is  impossible  for  judges  to  remain  silent.  It  is 
not  enough  to  say  that  the  learned  counsel  should 
be  allowed  to  go  on  with  his  address  to  the  end, 
and  that  the  judge  should  wait  until  it  is  his  turn 
to  speak,  and  then  to  set  right  matters  which  have 
been  misrepresented  and  distorted.  And  especially 
is  it  not  80  in  a  case  like  this,  where  weeks  and 
months  might  elapse  before  the  judge  would  have 
an  opportunity  of  expressing  his  opinion ;  for  in 
the  meanwhile  what  might  happen  P  A  temporary 
impression — perhaps  that  is  all  that  it  was  hoped 
to  achieve — might  have  gone  forth  fatal  to  the 
honour  and  the  character  of  the  person  assailed ; 
wounds  might  have  been  inflicted  which  possibly 
never  could  have  been  healed.  Therefore  it  was 
we  felt  it  to  be  our  duty  to  interpose  and  check  the 
torrent  of  undisguised  and  unlimited  abuse  in  which 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  thought 
proper  to  indulge.  And  in  what  way,  gentlemen, 
were  our  remonstances  met  P  In  an  ordinary  case, 
if  in  the  heat  of  argument,  in  the  fervour  of 
oratory,  in  the  zeal  with  which  the  counsel  enga^s 
in  a  case,  in  the  examination  or  cross-examination 
of  a  witness,  the  strict  bounds  of  propriety  may 
sometimes,  and  not  unnaturally,  be  overstepped — 
but  this,  I  say  for  the  honour  of  the  Bar  of 
England,  happens  very  rarely  indeed — a  word, 
nay,  a  hint,  from  the  judge  is  sufficient  to  restrain 
the  overflowing  seal  within  its  proper  and  legiti- 
mate limits.  But  we  were  met  by  contumely  and 
disrespect,  by  insult,' by  covert  allusions  to  Scrog^ 
and  Jeffries — ^judges  of  infamous  repute — as  it  m 
days  when  such  a  spirit  as  theirs  animated  the 
administration  of  justice  the  learned  counsel  would 
not  have  been  quickly  laid  by  the  heels  and  put  to 
silence.*'  Also,  "  Gentlemen,  I  will  undertake  to 
say  that  no  thi-ee  judges  ever  sat  upon  this  bench 
or  any  other  to  whom  the  liberties  of  the  Bar  were 
more  dear  or  more  sacred  than  they  are  to  mv 
learned  colleagues  and  myself.  We  know  too  well 
that  the  freedom  of  the  Bar  is  essential  to  the 
administration  of  justice.  We  know  that  it  would 
be  an  ill  day  indeed  for  this  country  if  the  freedom 
of  the  Bar  were  ever  interfered  with.  It  may  be  that 
it  was  here  abused,  but  this  is  a  rare,  a  singular 
exception,  which  perhaps  only  proves  the  rule. 
We  did  not  interfere  with  the  privileges  of  the  Bar. 
We  wished  to  check  the  licence  of  unscrupulous 
abuse — to  restrain  that  which,  instead  of  being 
fair,  legitimate  argument,  amounted  to  .misstate- 
ment, misrepresentation,  and  slander."  Again  : 
"  There  never  was  in  the  history  of  jurisprudence 
a  case  in  which  such  an  amount  of  imputation 
and  invective  had  been  used  before,  and  I  sincerely 
hope  there  never  will  be  another.  Although  the 
prosecution  has  been  instituted  by  her  Ma)esty*s 
(jrovemment  and  carried  on  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown,  you  have  been  told  that  every  one  con- 
nected with  it,  from  the  highest  to  the  lowest, 
counsel,  solicitors,  clerks,  detectives — everybody 
is  engaged  in  a  foul  conspiracy — has  re^o^t^.^  \!^ 
the  most  aboTXiYoaScA^  xEkssNB.^  \xi  vst^^'t  \/5»  ^^xxn^^ 
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might  have  been  mistaken  in  the  evidence  they 
gave — have  been  charged  with  taking  bribes  and 
committing  perjury.  Imputations  of  this  kind 
are  thrown  out  right  and  left.  One  man  is  called 
a  felon,  against  whom  there  is  no  more  reason  for 
bringing  such  a  charge  than  against  any  of  us." 
His  lordship  also  said :  "  Who  could  conceive  it 
possible  that  such  vile  imputations  could  have 
been  brought  forward  in  a  court  of  justice  P  "  and 
added,  **  I  once,  on  a  particular  occasion  referred 
to  by  the  learned  counsel,  attempted  to  draw  a 
distinction  between  that  which  was  legitimate  and 
that  which  was  forbidden  in  advocacy,  and  I 
illustrated  the  distinction  between  the/a«  and  the 
nefas  of  advocacy  by  referring  to  the  difference 
between  the  sword  ot  the  warrior  and  the  dagger 
of  tbe  assassin."  His  lordship  went  on  to  say : 
"  That  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  should 
begin  by  citing  with  approbation  that  expression 
of  my  opinion,  and  end  by  exhibiting  all,  nuy 
much  more  than  all,  the  nefas  of  advocacy,  I  must 
say  surprised  and  astonished  me  beyond  measure." 
Another  passage  was, — **  The  authorities  of  Stony- 
hurst  are  accused  upon  no  ground  of  any  sort  or 
kind  with  not  teachmg  morality  to  their  students, 
and,  with  the  design  of  corrupting  their  minds, 
they  are  said  to  have  adopted  a  system  under 
which  youths  are  brought  up  to  be  men  with  the 
minds  of  women,  with  a  covered  hint  at  abomina- 
tions half  revealed,  but  from  which  one  recoils 
and  shudders,  and  all  this  with  no  more  founda- 
tion than  if  the  imputation  had  been  brought 
against  the  authorities  of  Eton,  Westminster,  or 
any  other  of  our  great  schools."  Then  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  went  on  to  say,  "The  dead  are 
served  in  the  same  way.  Lady  Doughty  is 
charged  with  hypocrisy,  because,  as  it  is  alleged, 
having  discoverea  that  her  nephew  had  attempted 
the  honour  of  her  daughter,  and  had  succeeded  in 
that  attempt,  she  showed  him  to  the  door  with 
bland  smiles  and  with  honeyed  words." 

Blackburn,  J. — As  to  this  latter  part  of  the  case 
we  can  give  judgment  at  once.  As  to  the  other 
part  of  it,  although  none  of  us  entertain  any  doubt 
as  to  tbe  grounds  upon  which  alone  it  would  be 
proper  to  grant  a  rule,  yet,  as  they  may  be  of 
general  importance  in  future  cases,  we  will  give 
our  judgment  on  a  future  day  in  words  more  con- 
cise than  we  could  use  on  the  spur  of  the  moment. 
As  to  the  last  point,  however,  I  entertain  no  doubt 
at  all.  It  is  said  that  the  conduct  of  the  trial  was 
such  as  to  render  the  verdict  unsatisfactory.  The 
ground  put  principally  by  defendant's  counsel  was 
this :  He  said,  and  no  doubt  .truly,  that  remarks  of 
great  severity  were  made  by  the  judge  upon  the 
conduct  of  the  counsel,  which  were  calculated  to 
influence  the  jury  unfavourably  to  the  defendant ; 
but  those  remarks  were  intended  to  counteract  the 
evil  effect  which,  what  the  court  considered  to  be 
the  improper  conduct  of  counsel  might  have  upon 
the  iury.  It  is  quite  true  that  when  a  judge  ani- 
madverts on  the  conduct  of  counsel  it  has  an  effect 
damaging  to  the  interests  of  his  client;  but  it  is 
not  the  exercise  of  an  undue  influence.  The  jury, 
who  have  heard  all  the  evidence,  are  able  to  judge 
for  themselves.  Perhaps  they  cannot  help  con- 
necting the  conduct  of  counsel  with  the  case  he 
represents ;  but  a  client  must  suffer  to  some  extent 
if  he  employs  an  injudicious  or  improper  counsel. 
This  is  no  ground  for  a  new  trial.  I  aid  not  read 
all  that  was  reported  in  the  newspapers  about  the 
trial,  bat,  as  far  as  I  know  the  facts,  what  fell  from 


the  judge  was  not  only  well  deserred,  bat  rightly 
said,  and  although  it  might  be  damaging  to  tlie 
defendant,  yet  I  cannot  think  it  had  an  undue  or 
improper  effect  u(>on  the  jury.  It  is  quite  clear 
that  on  this  ground  no  rule  can  be  granted. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion.  On 
the  last  point  no  grounds  have  been  shown  for  a 
new  trial.  I  am  one  of  those  who  did  not  read  the 
Tichborne  trial,  neither  the  speeches,  nor  the 
summing  up.  I  could  not  help  hearing  of  the  case, 
but  I  had  no  judicial  knowlege  of  it  from  beginniug 
to  end.  I  therefore  decide  exclusively  on  what 
Dr.  Kenealy  has  laid  before  the  court.  He  says 
imputations  on  himself  personally  were  so  strong 
and  exaggerated  that  they  had  an  undue  influence 
on  his  client ;  but  we  have  heard  that  the  other 
two  judges  are  of  opinion  that  the  observations  of 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  were  deserved  by  the  line 
of  conduct  which  he  adopted,  and  we  must 
remember  that  the  jury  not  only  heard  the 
language  but  witnessed  the  demeanour  ot  the 
learned  counsel.  I  agree  with  my  brother  Black- 
burn that  the  verdict  cannot  be  set  aside  on  this 
ground. 

Lush,  J. — I  entirely  concur  with  my  learned 
brothers.  I  think  that  the  language  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  was  not  stronger  than  the  occasion 
required.  I  had  reason  myself  several  times  during 
the  trial  to  make  appeals  to  the  defendant's  counsel 
and  I  felt,  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  did,  that  a 
censure  with  regard  to  him  was  demanded  from  the 
bench,  and  the  jury  could  not  have  been  unduly 
influenced  by  such  censure.  Not  only  is  there  not 
a  single  observation  of  his  lordship  which  I  did 
not  adopt,  but  I  regretted  he  did  not  say  more, 
and  I  adhere  to  the  same  opinion  still. 

CocKBURN,  C.J. — I  only  wish  to  add  the  expres- 
sion of  my  sincere  regret  that  I  should  have  had  to 
state  anything  which  should  appear  to  have  been 
harsh  or  ungenerous  or  unkind  to  the  learned 
counsel.  I  will  not  add  anything  now  that  would 
savour  at  all  of  that  character.  I  only  hope  that 
this  is  tbe  last  time  we  shall  ever  have  any  differ- 
ence or  dispute  between  the  Bench  and  the  Bar. 

Cur.  adv.  vidL 

April  29. — Blackburn,  J.,  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court.     (Cockbum,  C.  J.,  Blackbuni. 
Lush  and  Quain,  JJ.) — In  this  case  an  indictment 
was  found  by  the  grand  jury  in  the  Central  Criminal 
Courts  for  penury,  committed  within   the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,     It  wa.«?  re- 
moved into  this  court  by  a  writ  of  certiorari,  which, 
as  required  by  stat.  9  «  10  Vict,  c  2i,  s.  3,  speci- 
fied Middlesex  as  the  county  in  which  it  should  be 
tried.    On  the  application  of  the  Attorney-Greneral, 
it  was  ordered  that  the  trial  should  be  at  bar.    This 
court  in  Hilary  Term,  under  stat.  11  Greo.  4  A  1 
Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  7,  appointed  the  case  to  be  tried  on 
the  23rd  April  1873  ^being  a  day  in  Easter  Term), 
and  every  oay  up  to  and  inclusive  of  the  1st  Nov. 
1873,  being  the  oay  before  the  first  day  of  Michael- 
mas Term;  and  further  ordered  that  in  case  the 
trial  should  not  terminate  on  or  before  the  1st 
Nov.  the  further  trial  should  be  adjourned  till 
Michaelmas   Term  next,  and  be  thereafter  con- 
tinued at  such  times  as  the  court  should  then 
direct.    The  jury  was  taken  from  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  and  the  trial  at  bar  commenced.    The 
court    did   not  sit  continuously,  but  adjourned 
noD  only   over   Sundays  and   holidays,  bat    also 
over  days   Included  in   this  period   on  which   it 
might  have  sat.    And,  in  particular,  there  was 
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an  adjournment  from  the  Slst  Oct.  1873,  to  the 
17th  Nov.  1873,  which  was  a  day  in  Michaelmas 
Term.    To  this  last  adionrnment  the  defendant's 
ooansel  objected,  and  the  court  adjourned  with- 
out any  consent.    The  trial  having    been    pro- 
tracted, this  court   in  Michaelmas  Term,   1873, 
made  a  second  order,  appointing  every  day  up  to 
Michaelmas  Term,  1874,  for  the  trial.    The  trial 
proceeded,  and  on  the  28th   February,   1874,  a 
day  in  the  vacation  before  this  Term,  the  defend- 
ant was  found  guilty,  and  the  court  then  passed 
sentence   on    him   of   penal   servitude   on   each 
count.     Within  the  first  four  days  of   this  Term 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved  for  a  rule  niei 
for  a  new  trial,  or  to  arrest  judgment,  or  for  a  ventre 
de  novOt  on  grounds  which  will  be  presently  noticed, 
most  of    the   objections    ha^-ing   been  taken  and 
disposed  of  during  the  trial  at  bar.     It  must  not 
be  supposed  that  by  entertaining  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial  we  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  com- 
petency of  the  court  to  re-hear  and  reconsider  points 
of  law  already  decided  by  the  same  court  when 
Hitting  at  bar.     It  will  be  time  to  decide  this 
point  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  do  so,  but  we 
are  desirous  of  guarding  ourselves  against  any 
interference  in  favour  of  such  a  proposition  from 
the  fact  of  our  having  heard  this  application.    We 
are  all  of  opinion  that  no  ground  whatever  has 
been  shown  for  doubting  that  the  proceedings, 
from  6rst  to  last,  have  been  perfectly  regular,  that 
the  verdict  was  properly  obtained,  and  is  quite 
satisfactory,  and  that  the  sentence  was  properly 
passed  by  the  court  sitting  in   banco  on  a  day 
which,  by  7  Geo.  4  A  1  Will.  4,  c.  70.  s.  7,  was 
for  the  purposes  of  this  trial  at  bar  to  be  taken  to 
be  part  of  the  preceding  term,  viz  ,  Hilary  Term, 
1874.     Wo  pronounced  at  once  our  reasons  for 
saying  that  there  was  no  colour  for  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
unsatisfactory  on  account  of  the  way  in  which  it 
was  obtained.      On  the  other  grounds  we  post- 
]X)ned  giving  our  reasons,  not  from    any  doubt 
entertained    by  any    member   of  the   court,  but 
because,  this  being  in  some  respects  a  new  case, 
we  were  desirous  of  expressing  our  reasons  pre- 
cisely,  so  as    to  be    an  assistance  to  our    suc- 
ce.ssord   if   a    similar  case    should    occur    again. 
We  now  proceed  to  deal  with  the  applicant's  objec- 
tions, made  as  they  arose  in  order  oi  date,  without 
regard  to  the  order  in  which  the  counsel  put  them 
forward.     The  indictment,  as  already  stated,  was 
preferred  in  the  Central  Criminal   Court,  a  new 
court  created  by  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  36,  with 
a  jurisdittion  including  the  City  of  London,  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  parts  of  the  counties  of 
Essex,  Kent,  and   Surrey.     The  grand  jury  in 
that  court  had  jurisdiction  to  find  a  bill  for  offences 
committed  within  any  part  of  their  jurisdiction. 
Trials  in  the  Central  Criminal  Court  are  by  the 
4th  se<'tion  to  be  by  juries  "taken  wholly  from  the 
said  city  or  the  said  counties,  or  taken  indiscrimi- 
nately troin  the  said  city  and  the  said  counties." 
The  ct'rti(trarl  is  not  taken  away,  and  therefore  an 
indictment  found  in  the  Central  Criminal  Court 
may  bo  removed  into  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
and  may  be  there  tried,  but  the  original  Act  does 
not  contain  any  express  provision  as  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  jury  are  to  be  summoned  in  the 
Queen's    Bench.     As  t)ie    issue    to  be  tried    is 
whether  the  offence  chareed  by  the  indictment 
was  comitiitted  within  the  jurisoictioQ  of  the  Cen- 
tral Criminal  Court,  it  may  on  the  trial  of  any 


indictment  appear  that  the  offence  was  committ^ 
in  any  one  of  the  five  counties  out  of  which  that 
distnct  is  formed ;  and  it  did,  in  fact,  appear  in 
the  trial  of  the  case  now  before  us  that  the  per- 
juries assigned  in  one  count  were  in  respect  of  an 
oath  taken  in  Chancery  within  the  City  of  Lon- 
don, and  that  the  perjuries  assigned  in  the  other 
count  were  in  respect  of  an  oath  taken  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Middlesex.  On  this 
it  was  contended  that  the  venire  summoning  a 
jury  from  Middlesex  was  originally  wrong ;  or,  at 
least,  that  when  It  appeared  that  one  of  the 
offences  charged  took  place  in  London,  the  court 
should  have  ruled  that  the  Middlesex  juries  could 
not  try  that  offence.  But  the  Legislature  has, 
by  a  subsequent  enactment,  foreseen  and  provided 
for  this  difficulty.  Statute  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  24. 
8.  3,  is  as  follows  : — "  And  whereas  doubts  have 
been  raised  as  to  the  proper  place  of  trial,  where 
indictments  have  been  removed  by  writ  of 
cei'tiorari  from  the  Central  Criminal  Court  into 
the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench,  be  it  enacted  that 
no  writ  of  certiorari  for  removing  an  indictment 
from  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  shall  specify 
the  county  or  jurisdiction  in  which  the  cause  shall 
be  tried,  and  a  jury  shall  be  summoned  and  the 
trial  proceed  in  the  same  manner  in  all  re- 
spects as  if  the  indictment  had  been  originally 
prepared  in  that  county  or  jurisdiction."  We 
cannot  doubt  that  the  true  construction  of  the 
statute  is  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall 
have  discretion  to  name  in  the  certiorari  the 
county  or  jurisdiction  in  which  the  trial  is  to 
take  place,  and  that  by  the  jurors  from  the 
jurisdiction  named,  the  same  issues  shall  be  tried 
that  would  have  been  tried  in  the  Central 
Criminal  Court,  had  the  indictment  not  been 
removed.  These  objections  therefore  fail.  The 
next  objection  relates  to  the  order  of  the  court 
made  in  Hilary  Term,  1873,  directing  that  a  num- 
ber of  days  should  be  appointed  for  the  trial  ex* 
tending  beyond  the  theu  next  term,  and  the  long 
period  then  appointed  having  proved  too  short, 
a  second  order  was  made  in  Michaelmas  Ternk 
1873,  appointing  further  davs.  It  was  contended 
that  a  trial  at  Bar,  if  it  could  be  protracted  beyond 
the  first  vacation  after  it  began,  mast  necessarily 
fail.  It  is  a  sufiiciont  answer  to  cite  the  words  of 
the  Stat.  II  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  7:— 
"  If  a  trial  at  bar  should  be  directed  by  any 
of  the  said  courts,  it  shall  be  competent  for 
the  judges  of  such  courts  to  appoint  such  day 
or  days  for  the  trial  thereof  as  they  shall 
think  tit;  and  the  time  so  appointed,  if  in  vacation, 
shall,  for  the  purposes  of  sucn  trial,  be  deemed,  and 
taken  to  be,  a  part  of  the  preceding  term."  It  is 
impossible,  to  use  words  more  clearly  declaring  that 
the  court  should  have  the  most  absolute  discretion 
to  appoint  such  days  as  they  should  think  fit  for 
trial;  and  there  is  nothing  either  in  the  object  of 
the  enactment,  or  the  language  used,  to  require 
either  that  this  power  should  be  exercised  once  for 
all,  or  that  it  should  be  limited  to  an  appointment  of 
days  in  the  vaoition  next  succeeding  the  term  in 
which  the  order  was  made.  It  was  theu  contended 
that  the  adjournment  of  the  court  vitiated  the 
whole  proceedings.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to 
suppose  that  this  objection  was  seriously  made. 
The  court  was  sitting  on  a  day  which,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  trial,  was  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the 
then  preceding  Term.  It  is  incident  to  a  ttial  that 
the  court  miay,  for  sufficient  reason,  ad\pULra  v^^-^v^^k 
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there  is  notbiDg  whatever,  either  in  the  words  of  the 
enactment  or  the  object  of  the  Legislature  to  take 
away  this  power  from  the  Queen's  Bench  sitting 
on  a  trial  at  bar  in  what  is  by  legislative  enact- 
ment to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  Term.  Two  objeo* 
tions  were  then  maae,  arising  on  the  evidence  at 
the  trial.  It  appeared  that  the  trial  at  Nisi  Prius, 
before  the  Lora  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Fleas 
was,  in  fact,  holden  at  the  Sessions  House  at  West- 
minster, and  not  in  any  sense  of  the  words  "  within 
Westminster  Hall,"  It  was  argued  that  the  sit- 
tings of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Nisi  Prius 
in  Middlesex  were  held  only  under  the  authority  of 
the  18  Eliz.  c.  12,  which  authorises  sitting  within 
the  said  *'Hall  called  Westminster  Hall,  in 
Westminster."  And  therefore  it  was  said  that  a 
witness  on  a  trial  at  Nisi  Prius,  held,  as  this  in 
fact  was  held,  near  to  but  not  in  Westminster 
Hall,  could  not  be  there  guilty  of  perjury.  We 
should  be  most  reluctant  to  give  any  countenance 
to  the  notion  that  on  a  trial  before  one  of  the 
judges  of  the  Superior  Courts  who  has  general 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  a  witness  might 
commit  perjury  with  impunity  on  account  of  any 
defect  or  irregularity  in  the  proceedings,  especially 
when,  as  in  tnis  case,  the  irregularity,  if  it  were 
one,  was  waived  by  the  parties,  who,  though  they 
cannot,  by  consent,  give  jurisdiction,  can  waive  an 
irregularity.  But  it  is  quite  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider that,  for  by  the  statute  33  Vict.  c.  6, 
8.  5,  "any  number  of  judges  at  one  and  the 
same  time  can  hold  a  sitting  or  sittings  at  Nisi 
Prius,  either  in  London  or  Westminster,  as  may  be 
deemed  expedient  hj  the  court."  The  rooms  in 
which  the  ordinary  sittings  of  the  Superior  Courts 
are  held  in  Middlesex  are  limited  in  number,  and 
when  more  judges  sit  at  Nisi  Prius  than  usual 
some  must  sit  elsewhere.  It  was  for  that  reason 
the  ejectment  was  tried  in  the  Sessions  House  in 
Westminster,  and  we  think  it  quite  clear  that  the 
statute  33  Vict.  c.  6,  made  such  a  course  quite 
regular.  We  by  no  means  say  the  law  previously 
was  that  the  sittings  at  Nisi  Prius  were  to  be 
holden  only  in  the  usual  courts  which,  if  they  are 
"within  the  hall  called  Westminster  Hall,  are 
only  so  constructively;  but  only  that  if  it  was  so,  it 
is  so  no  longer.  A  further  objection  was  made  that 
the  oath,  on  which  the  perjuries  in  one  count  were 
assigned,  was  taken  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  before 
a  commissioner  authorised  to  take  the  oath  by  the 
15  <&  16  Vict.  c.  78.  It  was  said  that  the  sentence 
of  penal  servitude  on  this  count  could  not  be  justi- 
fied, because  the  oath  was  taken  in  a  manner  not 
authorised  by  the  law  at  the  time  of  the  2  Geo. 
2,  c.  25,  which  imposed  ihe  sentence  of  transpor- 
tation (now  penal  servitude)  on  perjury,  was 
passed.  The  ofi*ence  of  perjury  consists  in  taking 
a  false  oath  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  whether 
the  oath  is  taken  in  a  judicial  proceeding  before  a 
court  of  common  law,  or  acting  under  an  earlier 
or  later  statute,  it  is  equally  an  oath  taken  in  a 
judicial  proceeding,  and  equally  perjury  and 
equally  punishable  by  penal  servitude.  One  more 
objection  was  taken.  The  sentence  in  the  present 
case  was  passed  by  this  court  when  the  verdict 
was  delivered,  not  in  term,  but  on  one  of  those 
days  which,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  11  Geo.  4  &  1 
Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  7,  already  cited,  are "  for  the 
purposes  of  the  trial  to  be  deemed  and  taken  as 
part  of  the  preceding  term."  It  was  argued  that 
the  court  could  do  nothing  during  those  days  but 
take  the  verdict,  and  that  consequently  sentence 


could  not  be  then  passed,  but  must  of  necessity  be 
delayed  until  the  next  or  some  ensninfl:  term.  If 
this  were  so  it.would  follow  that  we  shoald  treat 
the  sentence  actuaUy  passed  as  a  nullity,  and,  on 
the  application  of  the  prosecution*  grant  a  rule  to 
bring  up  the  defendant  during  term,  and  then  pass 
the  sentence  that  appeared  to  the  court,  as  then 
constituted,  to  be  tne  proper  one.  Great  incon- 
venience would  arise  from  pursuing  this  course, 
and  no  benefit  to  any  one  is  likely  to  result ;  bat 
still,  if  such  was  the  course  prescribed  by  the  law, 
we  must  follow  it,  however  troublesome  and  use- 
less it  might  be.  We  are,  however,  clearly  and 
undoubtingly  of  opinion  that  it  was  competent  for 
the  court  to  pronounce  sentence  at  the  time.  As 
on  this  point  an  authority  was  cited,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  examine  the  question  fully  ;  for  we  dissent 
from  that  authority.  All  courts  of  Oyer  and 
Terminer  sit  for  the  trial  of  the  causes  bron^t 
before  them.  If  the  issue  raised  during  the  tnsl 
of  one  of  those  causes  be  on  matter  of  fact,  it  is 
to  be  tried  by  the  jury  under  the  supervision  of 
the  court,  u.  it  is  matter  of  law  it  is  to  be  tried 
by  the  judges ;  if  matter  of  record  by  the  record 
itself.  The  question  what  the  sentence  in  a 
criminal  cause  should  be  is  a  Question  of  mixed 
law  and  judicial  discretion,  to  oe  guided  by  the 
facts  proved  on  the  taking  of  the  verdict,  and 
theroforo  is  to  be  determined  by  the  judges,  and  so 
it  is  properly  and  necessarily  inclndod  in  the  word 
"  trial."  The  trial  by  the  court  of  the  cause  before 
it  includes  all  those,  and  the  word  trial  is  not  con- 
fined to  taking  the  verdict.  The  Superior  Courts 
sat  at  common  law  only  daring  term  time  and  at 
Westminster.  When  an  issue  of  fact  arose  which 
required  to  be  tried  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  pro- 
cess was  issued  to  bring  up  the  jurors  from  the 
proper  venire  to  Westminster,  and  the  verdict  was 
found  there  under  the  superintendence  of  the  court 
sitting  during  term,  and  if  for  any  sufficient 
reason  the  whole  trial  was  not  completed  during 
th(B  term  in  which  it  began,  the  cause  was  adjourned, 
and  the  trial  completed  at  a  future  sitting  or  sittings 
of  the  court,  which  were  necessarily  holden  in 
term  time.  As  early  as  the  Statute  of  West- 
minster the  Second  (13  Edw.  1.,  A.D.  1285),  a 
remedy  was  provided  for  part  of  the  incon- 
venience, expense,  and  delay  arising  from  this 
state  of  the  law.  By  that  statute  power  was 
given  to  the  Courte  at  Westminster  to  award  a 
writ  of  Nisi  Prius  commanding  the  shenS  to 
bring  the  jury  to  Westminster  in  the  next  term, 
unless  the  justices  of  assize  were  to  take  the 
inquisition,  and  return  the  same  to  the  Court  at 
Westminster,  where  judgment  should  be  given. 
In  practice,  it  became  a  matter  of  course  to  award 
a  writ  of  Nisi  Prius  in  every  case,  unless  either 
the  Crown  was  a  party  concerned  and  refused  its 
assent,  or  the  court  in  its  discretion  thought  fit  to 
direct  that  the  trial  should  be  at  bar  on  aocoont 
of  the  importance  of  the  case.  In  either  case  the 
trial  proceeded  in  this  court  in  term  time  i^ 
Westminster  as  at  common  law.  It  was  not  usual 
to  issue  a  commission  of  assize  in  Middlesex,  and 
consequently  in  cases  in  which  the  ventie  was  in 
Middlesex,  all  trials  remained  as  at  common  law 
till  a  much  later  period,  when  by  various  statutes, 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state,  the  Chief  Justices 
and  Chief  Baron  were  directed  to  hold  sittings  at 
Nisi  Prius  in  London  and  at  Westminster,  and  tiie 
award  at  Nisi  Prius  in  town  oaaseB  is  therelbrs 
useless.    In  all  respects  material  to  the  qaestioii 
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before  as,  the  law  and  practice  is  the  same  in  town 
and  in  country  causes.  The  direction  of  the  court 
would  more  properly  have  been  called  a  direction 
that  there  should  be  no  award  at  Nisi  Prins,  than 
a  direction  that  the  trial  should  take  place  at  bar, 
but  the  latter  phrase  has  been  in  use  so  long  that 
it  would  be  pedantry  to  try  to  alter  it  now.  Sub- 
stantially, the  law  remained  the  same  down  to  the 
passing  of  the  11  Geo.  4  A  1  Will.  4,  c.  70.  Two 
inconveniences  were  found  to  result  in  practice, 
which  the  statute  was  designed  to  remedy.  The 
first  was  that,  in  the  comparatively  rare  cases  in 
which  there  was  a  trial  at  bar,  it  must  necessarily 
be  in  term  time,  to  the  great  delay  of  all  the 
ordinary  business  of  the  court,  and  if  the  trial 
was  not  completed  within  the  term  in  which  it 
began,  it  must,  of  necessity,  be  adjourned  till  the 
next  term,  and  then  completed.  Tne  other  incon- 
venience was  that  when  there  was  a  criminal  trial 
in  the  Queen's  Bench  and  there  was  an  award  of 
Nisi  Prius,  the  authority  of  the  judge  on  circuit,  or 
Chief  Justice  at  Westminster,  being  not  to  try 
the  cause,  but  simply  to  take  the  inquisition, 
sentence  was  of  necessity  post()oned  till  the  next 
term.  Whenever  that  sentence  was  discretionary 
the  court  was  very  much  guided  by  the  report 
of  the  judge  who  presided  when  the  criminal  was 
found  guilty ;  and  when  it  was  necessary  to  bring 
that  report  before  the  court,  there  was  much 
delay  and  expense  occasioned,  both  to  the  pro- 
secution and  the  defendant.  Both  these  incon- 
veniences were,  amongst  others,  remedied  by  the 
Act  for  the  more  Effectual  Administration  of 
Justice  in  England  and  Wales  (11  Geo.  4  & 
1  Will.  4,  c.  70).  By  the  9th  section  it  was 
provided  that  the  judgment  might  be  pronounced 
by  the  judge  at  the  sittings  or  assizes,  subject  to 
a  power  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  within  the 
first  six  days  of  the  next  ensuing  term  by  grant- 
ing a  rule  to  amend  the  judgment.  In  Bex  v. 
Lloyd  (4  B.  &  Aid.  136)  a  motion  was  refused  for 
sucn  a  rule.  The  judgment  of  Parke,  J.,  ver^ 
clearly  indicates  what  the  mischief  was  which  it 
was  meant  to  remedy  :  "  To  grant  a  motion  of  this 
kind  the  party  ought  to  point  out  some  essential 
defect  in  the  sentence ;  otherwise  we  should  lose 
and  not  gain  by  the  enactment  of  the  late  statute ; 
for  after  sentence  had  been  passed  at  the  assizes, 
we  should  still  be  called  upon  in  a  number  of  cases 
to  hear  the  report  of  the  trial,  affidavits,  and 
spcecbes  of  counsel  in  this  court,  as  the  practice 
was  before  the  Act."  It  is  obvious  that  those 
who  framed  this  Act  could  not  wish  to  introduce 
for  the  first  time  in  a  trial  at  bar  a  necessity  to 
postpone  sentence  till  next  term,  producing  an 
inconvenience  similar  to  that  whicn  was  by  the 
same  statute  taken  away  in  the  case  of  trials  at 
Nisi  Prius.  It  is  possible  from  want  of  skill  they 
might  use  words  which  would  compel  ns  t-o  say 
that  such  was  the  enactment,  and  if  they  had 
enacted  that  the  days  appointed,  if  in  the  vacation, 
bliould,  for  the  purposes  of  taking  the  verdict, 
and  those  only,  be  deemed  to  be  a  part  of  the  pre- 
ceding term,  we  should  have  ccreat  difficulty  in 
avoiding  that  oonclusion.  The  objection  taken 
is  grounded  on  the  assumption  that  the  word 
**  trial  "  in  this  court  is  to  be  construed  as  mean- 
ing "  taking  the  verdict."  But  in  construing  all 
writings  it  is  a  general  rule  that  we  are  to  under- 
stand the  words  used  in  their  technic&l  sense  if 
they  have  acquired  one,  or  if  not,  in  their  ordinary 
sense,  unless  there  be  something  to  show  that 


they  are  used  in  some  secondary  sense.  And  in 
Hay  don*  8  case  (3  Bep.,  76),  Lord  Coke  says  it  was 
resolved  *'  that  for  the  sure  and  true  interpretation 
of  all  statutes  in  general,  be  they  penal  or  bene- 
ficial, for  restoration,  or  enlarinng  of  the  common 
law,  four  things  are  to  be  oiscussed  and  consi- 
dered : — 1st.  what  was  the  common  law  before 
the  making  of  the  Act  P  2.  What  was  the  mischief 
and  defect  for  which  the  common  law  did  not 
provide  P  3.  What  remedy  the  Parliament  hath 
resolved  and  appointed  to  cure  the  diseases  of  the 
commonwealth.  And  4,  the  true  reason  of  the  re- 
medy. And  then  the  office  of  all  judges  is  always 
to  make  such  construction  as  shall  suppress  the 
mischief  and  advance  the  remedy."  We  cannot 
doubt  that  the  defect  which  the  Legislature  in- 
tended to  amend  was  that  trials  in  the  Superior 
Courts  could  not  be  holden  except  in  term  time, 
which  was  inconvenient  when  the  verdict  had  to 
be  taken  before  that  court ;  and  the  remedy  was 
that  when  a  trial  at  bar  was  directed  in  any  cause 
the  court  might  appoint  days  for  the  trial  which, 
if  in  vacation,  should,  for  the  purpose  of  the  trial 
of  that  particular  cause,  be  deemed  to  be  in  term, 
and  on  which  the  court  might,  therefore,  dispose 
of  that  cause,  just  as  they  might  at  common  law 
have  done  had  those  days  been  days  in  term  time. 
To  substitute  for  the  word  "trial"  the  words 
"  taking  of  the  verdict,"  or  any  similar  words,  or 
to  construe  the  word  trial  as  limited  to  the  taking 
of  the  verdict,  would  be  an  alteration  by  strain- 
ing uf  the  words  of  the  Legislature,  for  the  purpose 
of  defeating  their  obvious  intention.  We  have  no 
doubt  that  we  cannot  do  so,  and  we  should  not 
have  thought  it  necessary  to  render  our  reasons 
so  much  at  length  were  it  not  for  the  expres- 
sions used  by  Chief  Justice  Tindal  in  the  opinion 
delivered  by  him  in  the  case  of  O'Connell  v.  The 
Queen  (11  CI.  &  Fin.  250),  which  certainly  are 
an  authority  to  the  contrary.  It  is  to  be  remem- 
bered how  that  opinion  came  to  be  delivered.  The 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Ireland  had  under  the 
Irish  Act,  which  is  identical  in  its  terms  with  the 
English  Act,  appointed  days  in  the  vacation  after 
Hilary  Term  for  the  trial  of  that  cause.  On  one  of 
those  days  the  jury  delivered  a  long  special  finding 
on  the  issues,  and  on  this  finding  many  troublesome 
questions  arose.  Had  the  veraiot  been  delivered 
on  a  day  which  actually,  as  well  as  constructively, 
fell  in  Hilary  Term,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
might  on  such  proceedings,  and  probably  would, 
have  postponed  sentence  until  those  points  were 
argued,  and  for  that  purpose  have  adjourned  the 
cause  until  next  term.  Nor  can  any  reasonable 
doubt  be  entertained  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Ireland  did,  on  re- 
cording their  findings,  declare  that  they  would 
do  so,  for  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  term — 
Easter  Term — the  parties  did  appear;  motions 
were  made  on  their  behalf  in  arrest  of  judgment 
and  otherwise,  and,  afler  long  arguments,  sentence 
was  pronounced  in  Trinity  Term.  But  when  the 
record  was  made  up  and  returned,  in  obedience  to 
the  writ  o^  error,  all  that  appeared  on  the  record 
was  that  these  special  findings  were  taken  on  the 
12th  Feb.,  being  one  of  the  days  which,  by  virtue 
of  the  statute,  were,  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial, 
to  be  deemed  part  of  Hilary  Term,  and  tliat  on  the 
15th  April,  bem^  the  first  (iay  of  the  ensuing  Easter 
Term,  the  parties  appeared,  and  having  done  so, 
and  taken  various  steps  in  the  cause,  the  trial  was 
continued  into  Trinity  Term,  in  which  the  ei^w.^^:^^^'^ 


504 


MAGISTRATES'  OASES. 


Q.B.] 


BXO.  V.  CASTBa 


CQ.B. 


was  passed.    The  connsel  for  the  defendants  as- 
signed thirty-three    grounds  of  error,  some  of 
which  were  very  serions,  and  on  one  of  which  the 
mdgroent  was  reversed.    But  many  were  frivo- 
lous, and  among  those  were  the  20th  ohjection 
"  that  there  was  not  any  proper  continuance  from 
the  time  when  the  veraict  was  given  to  the  fol- 
lowing Term  when  the  judgment  was  pronounced.'* 
The  House  of  Lords  had  to  determine  for  the  first 
time  whether  this  ohjection  was  good,  and  what- 
ever might  have  been  the  iudgment  if  there  had 
been  a  long  series  of  preceaents,  determining^  that 
the  absence  of  a  formal  entry  was  fatal,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  there  could  be  but  one  decision  when  it 
was  a  case  of  the  first  impression.    The  House 
thought  fit  to  ask    the  judges,  amongst  other 
questions,  whether  this  was  a  good  ground  for 
reversing  the  judgment.    The  unanimous  answer 
of  the  jud^eB,  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Tindal, 
was   that  it  was  not,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
House  was  that  it  was  not.    But  in  delivering  the 
reason  for  that  judgment,  Chief  Justice  Tindal 
does  undoubtedly,  at  page  250  of  the  report,  state 
as  the  ground  of  his  judgment  that  tne  dav  ap- 
pointed was  a  day  in  term  for  the  purpose  d  the 
trial,  which  no  one  doubts,  but  he  assumes  that 
the  trial  means  in  the  statute  the  taking  of  the 


verdict  and  nothing  more.  He  fives  no  reaaona 
for  this  assumption;  it  had  not  oeen  argued  at 
the  bar  of  the  House,  and  it  evidentlv  was  not 
much  considered.  If  this  was  part  of  the  ratio 
decidendi  of  the  Lords  in  that  case,  we  should  be 
obliged  to  sabmit  to  it.  But  the  opinions  of 
judges  rendered  to  the  House  are  but  advice  to 
assist  the  House,  as  was  strongly  shown  in  that 
very  case  where  the  Lords  by  a  majori^  of  one 
gave  judgment  contrary  to  the  opinions  of  a  grest 
majority  of  the  judges.  But,  though  not  binding 
on  us,  the  opinion  of  such  an  eminent  lawyer  as 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  is  to  be  treated  with 
^reat  respect,  and  the  more  so  as  all  the  other 
judges  suDscribed  to  his  opinion,  giving  this  as  a 
reason.  We  should  not,  therefore,  presume  to 
dissent  from  that  opinion  if  it  were  not  that  we 
find  this  point  was  not  argued,  and  the  opinion 
seems  to  nave  been  hastily  adopted  without  con- 
sidering the  reasons  which  we  think  would  have 
brought  those  learned  persons  to  an  opposite 
opinion,  and  which  certainly  lead  us  without  any 
doubt  to  hold  that  the  sentence  was  in  this  case 
properly  pronounced.  These  are  all  the  objections 
that  were  made,  and  we  think  that  none  of  them 
are  tenable.  Bide  refused. 

Attorney  for  defendant,  B.  Harcourt. 
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